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Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee—REVISED  

Thursday, April 24, 2014, 12 p.m. 
SACOG Board Room 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA   95814 
 

Teleconference Information: 
Toll Free Dial-in Number: 888-431-3598 

ACCESS CODE:  6748387102 
 
 

1. Introductions and Information Sharing 
2. Summary of January 23, 2014, Meeting◄ (Ms. Symons-Holtzen) 
3. Data Collection and Project Evaluation Working Group ◄ (Ms. Symons-Holtzen) 
4. CycleTracks App for Sacramento Region (Ms. Symons-Holtzen) 
5. May is Bike Month 2013 Recap and 2014 Campaign Update (Ms. Bradbury)  
6. Active Transportation Program Update (Ms. Symons-Holtzen/Ms. Devere-Oki)  
7. SACOG Six-County Regional Active Transportation Program Working Group 

(Ms. Symons-Holtzen) ◄ 
8. Complete Streets Toolkit Update (Ms. Symons-Holtzen/Mr. Sidhu) 
9. Connect Card Update (Ms. Symons-Holtzen) 

10. 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Update 
(Ms. Lizon/Mr. Holtzen) 

11. Statewide Active Transportation Program Application Concepts 
12. Other Matters 
13. Adjournment 
 

The next meeting is scheduled for: Thursday, July 24, 2014, 12 p.m. 
 
 
 
 Indicates Action 
 
The Meridian Plaza Building is accessible to the disabled.  If requested, this agenda, and documents in the agenda packet 
can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in implementation thereof.  
Persons seeking an alternative format should contact SACOG for further information.  In addition, a person with a 
disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a 
public meeting should contact SACOG by phone at 916-321-9000, e-mail (contact@sacog.org) or in person as soon as 
possible and preferably at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.    
 

Parking is available at 15th and K Streets 
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee 
Thursday, January 23, 2014, 12 PM 

 
Attendees:
Dan Allison, San Juan Unified School 

District 
Jim Allison, Capitol Corridor Joint Powers 

Authority 
Jim Antone, Yolo-Solano AQMD 
William Appleby, Yuba Area Bike 

Advocates  
Jerry Barton, El Dorado County 

Transportation Commission  
Kevin Becker, City of Citrus Heights 
Jim Brown, Sacramento Area Bicycle 

Advocates 
Raymond Constantino, Delta Protection 

Commission   
Ed Cox, City of Sacramento 
Jeff Damon, Sacramento Regional Transit  
John Deeter, Environmental Council of 

Sacramento  
Renee DeVere-Oki, SACOG 
Lisa Dixon, Elk Grove School District Safe 

Routes to School 
Chris Dougherty, City of West Sacramento 
Travis Evans, City of Rancho Cordova 
Alex Fong, Caltrans District 3  

Bill Forrest, City of Galt 
Cassie Gardener, Breathe California 
Charis Hill, SACOG 
Aaron Hoyt, Placer County Transportation 

Planning Agency  
JJ Hurley, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD 
Dave “DK” Kemp, City of Davis 
Jim Kirstein, Friends of Folsom Parkway 
Jordan Lang, Sacramento Area Bicycle 

Advocates 
Caroline Peck, Safety Along Freeport for 

Everyone 
Terry Preston, WALKSacramento 
Stanley Price 
Andrew Price 
Tara Scheiter, SACOG 
Deborah Schrimmer, SACOG 
Walt Seifert  
Michael Sidhu, SACOG 
Lacey Symons-Holtzen, SACOG 
A.J. Tendick, SACOG 
Jeanie Ward-Waller, National Partnership 

for Safe Routes to School  

 
 
1. Introduction and Information Sharing: 

 
Mr. Deeter announced that the Environmental Council of Sacramento is working on 
organizing events for Earth Day, which will be April 19, 2014.  
 
Mr. Hoyt announced that Placer County Transportation Agency is working on updating its 
regional bikeway map.  
 
Mr. Antone announced that the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District will be 
releasing their Clean Air Fund grant application on January 27, 2014.  
 
Mr. Damon shared that Sacramento Regional Transit has begun working on researching the 
Green Line, which would provide transit to the Sacramento International Airport.  The 
current study is looking at disabled and bicycle accessibility for light rail stations.  
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Mr. Cox announced that the City of Sacramento will be installing its first bike corrals in 
February.  

 
Mr. Brown shared that the Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates is currently collecting 
comments on the Sacramento Arena project, which will be incorporated into the City’s Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  
 
Mr. Hurley announced that the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District is 
continuing to work on bike share and that they are working on an inter-agency agreement 
that will establish a mini grant program for parklets.  They will be releasing an RFP for this 
program later this year.  
 
Ms. Gardener shared that Breathe California is updating their Clear Air Agenda.  
 
A. 2013-14 Flexible Funds Programming Round Approved  

Ms. Symons-Holtzen announced that in December 2013, the SACOG Board of Directors 
approved the 2013-2014 Flexible Funds Programming Round projects.  She thanked 
members of the funding round working groups and announced some of the highlights of 
the Bike/Ped Funding Round, including bike share and innovative data collection for 
bicyclists and pedestrians.  

 
B. Safe Routes to School Advisory Committee meeting February 28  

Mr. Preston announced the upcoming Safe Routes to School Advisory Committee 
meeting and shared that the meeting will include a presentation from Swati Pande of UC 
Berkeley about data collection practices for Safe Routes to School.  

 
C. Update on Regional Bicycle Education 

Mr. Allison announced that he is part of an effort to develop a Regional Youth Bicyclist 
and Pedestrian Education plan.  The curriculums will be designed for lower elementary 
students, upper elementary students, and middle school students.  He encouraged the 
committee to participate in this initiative.  

 
2. Summary of October 24, 2013, Meeting:  The summary of October meeting was approved 

by consensus.  
 

3. TDM Tier 2 Grants:  Mr. Tendick announced that the Transportation Demand Management 
Tier 2 projects were adopted by the SACOG Board of Directors in November.  He provided 
an overview of the three projects that have bicycle components:  Youth Bicycle Education 
Video, North Natomas TMA; Bicycle Friendly Business Program, City of Davis; Bicycle 
Friendly America Initiative, 50 Corridor TMA.  Mr. Tendick said that the video created by 
the North Natomas TMA will be designed to replicable for the rest of the region.  
 

4. 2014 Educational Opportunities:  Ms. Symons-Holtzen asked participants of the 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee if SACOG should continue to host the Association 
for Pedestrian and Bicycle webinars for 2014. Committee members all expressed positive 
interest in seeing these webinars continue. The group also expressed interest in having more 
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formalized discussion before and after the webinars, and to look into bringing Peter Jacobsen 
to discuss the theory of safety in numbers. 
 

5. Active Transportation Program Update: Ms. DeVere-Oki provided an update on the 
statewide Active Transportation Program.  She announced that the California Transportation 
Commission will approve guidelines for the ATP on March 20 and have a two-month long 
Call for Projects.  Projects that are not successful in the statewide ATP program will be 
eligible to compete in the MPO-level funding program.  Ms. DeVere-Oki reminded that 
group that SACOG will have about $9 million in funding for projects for the six county 
region.  Of this budget, SACOG must spend 25 percent on projects that support 
disadvantaged communities.  SACOG’s Call for Projects is anticipated to be released May 22 
immediately following the CTC's anticipated approval of SACOG's MPO guidelines on 
May 21.  SACOG intends to create a supplemental application to the statewide ATP 
application to minimize any additional burden on ATP project applicants.  Ms. DeVere-Oki 
also clarified that projects require a local match, unless the project is in a disadvantaged 
community, is a Safe Routes to School project, or is a non-infrastructure project. The MPO 
funding round will involve a working group of stakeholders as per the Guidelines.  

 
6. May is Bike Month Planning:  Mr. Tendick and Ms. Hill announced that preparations are 

underway for the 2014 May is Bike Month (MIBM).  They shared that is the tenth 
anniversary that SACOG and the Transportation Management Associations have helped 
coordinate events.  The 2013 MIBM included 8,942 registered cyclists that rode over 
1,740,000 miles.  This year, SACOG would like to include more riders and collect more 
miles ridden.  To do this, SACOG will be engaging both current and new stakeholders—
including businesses that are interested in participating in the MIBM “Shop. Dine. Bike.” 
bicycle-friendly business program.  Additionally, the 2014 MIBM will be connecting back to 
its historical legacy and focus more on Bicycle-to-Work Day.  
 
Mr. Brown commended the success of the 2013 May is Bike Month, but expressed that the 
campaign needs to focus more on replacing vehicle trips instead of just adding recreation 
trips.  He also stated that he would like to see more targeted initiatives for women, a largely 
underrepresented group in the bicycling world.  
 
Ms. Scheiter announced that a goal of the 2014 MIBM campaign is to create more energizer 
stations and expand to locations in Placer, El Dorado, Sutter and Yuba Counties.  
 
Mr. Kemp encouraged SACOG staff to work on creating more alignment with National Bike- 
to-Work Day and investigate partnership opportunities with National League of Bicyclists.  
 

7. California by Bike Summit:  Ms. Hill reported to the group her experiences at the 
California by Bike Summit in November 2013 in Oakland.  She shared a new blog/website 
initiative that the summit created called “Women on Bikes in California.”  She also shared 
that a major theme of the summit was the growing movement of bicycles being seen as a 
lifestyle choice by the millennial generation.  She discussed the growing role of the media in 
spreading the image of using transit and bicycling instead of driving.   
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Mr. Allison of the Capitol Corridor JPA also attended the summit and shared his experiences 
serving on a panel about transit and bicycle integration.  He explained that many rail systems 
have challenges with accommodating bicycles, and that the historical train stations in 
Sacramento and Davis are experiencing hold ups with installing bicycle lockers.  He shared 
that the Capitol Corridor trains are currently being retrofitted, and that by May, the train fleet 
should be equipped with bike cars on both the front and rear of the trains.  It was 
recommended that this be tied in with upcoming May is Bike Month promotional activities.  

 
Mr. Brown also attended the summit and spoke to the need to use social media to develop 
new bicycling audiences.  He also shared that most bicycle advocacy is happening on the 
coast, which puts Sacramento in a good location to be a model for the rest of the state.  
 

8. Other Matters: Mr. Brown and Mr. Kemp shared with the group that the 2014 Climate Ride 
will be going from San Francisco to Sacramento from May 17-20. They suggested that the 
Sacramento bicycle community work on tying this event into May is Bike Month festivities.  
 

9. Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 1:19 PM 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 Item #3 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee Act ion 
April 17, 2014 
 
Data Collection and Project Evaluation Working Group 
  
Issue:  What should be the composition of the Data Collection & Project Evaluation Working Group? 
     
Recommendation:  Staff is seeking input from the Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee on the 
types of members that should comprise the Working Group for the Data Collection and Project Evaluation 
project.   
 
Discussion:  In the 2014 Regional Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program (Funding Program), SACOG 
was awarded funding to pilot a bike/ped data collection program involving the procurement of bike/ped 
counters, and to work with Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks (as well as potentially other 
agencies) to install and maintain the counters.  The project also involves developing project evaluation 
standards for projects applying to future Funding Program rounds and contributing to the development of 
a CycleTracks-based application.  The project will kick off with working group meetings to help guide the 
direction of the project.  The working group is tasked with making recommendations to SACOG staff on 
the following three areas:  (1) bike/ped counter type/functionality, (2) locations for data counters, and (3) 
project evaluation policies/standards. The working group will meet in July and August, 2014. 
 
Past working groups for Funding Programs have had approximately nine to eleven members, representing 
various jurisdictions across the region, with a variety of areas of expertise. Staff proposes reducing the 
number of working group members to seven with the following areas of expertise:  travel 
behavior/modeling (1), bike/ped planning (2), project engineer (1), bike/ped advocacy (2), and land use 
planning (1). 
   
LSH:gg 
          
Key Staff: Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Active Transportation Team Manager, (916) 340-6212 
  Victoria Cacciatore, Active Transportation Team Coordinator, (916) 340-6214 
 

1400202 
 

    



 

 Item #4 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  
April 17, 2014 
 
CycleTracks App for Sacramento Region 
  
Issue:  What is the new CycleTracks App project and what should be its brand name? 
     
Recommendation:  None, for discussion only. 
 
Discussion:  SACOG staff are in the beginning stages of developing a bicycle travel application (App), 
based off the CycleAtlanta open source mobile App for both the iPhone and Android phones.  The App 
will provide bicycle riders in the Sacramento region the opportunity to map their rides and submit route 
information to transportation planners.  The anonymous data collected will be uploaded to SACOG’s 
servers, offering planners and analysts data to better understand bicycle travel behavior in the region. 
 
Staff is seeking recommended brand names for the new App.  Nominations may be submitted to Lacey 
Symons-Holtzen through April 29, 2014.  The top brand name ideas will be voted on by the public 
through a survey on the May is Bike Month website.  At the end of May, the most-voted-for brand name 
will become the name of the new App. 
 
SACOG staff is working in coordination with SABA to develop the App utilizing the CycleTracks 
application developed by San Francisco County Transportation Authority.  The CycleTracks application 
was coded entirely in open source mobile technology and was forked by developers in the Atlanta area, 
who renamed the application CycleAtlanta.  The CycleAtlanta modifications to the CycleTracks base code 
added features for recording street infrastructure assets and issues and amended the application’s look 
with new logos and screen appearances.  SACOG would like to include these added features in the 
Sacramento region’s App.  Staff currently has a Request for Proposals (RFP) out to bid for a contractor 
and anticipates the App will be available for public beta testing by the end of the year.   
 
 
LSH:gg 
 
Key Staff: Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Active Transportation Team Manager, (916) 340-6212 

Pete Atwood, Associate Research Analyst, (916) 340-6233 
Victoria S. Cacciatore, Active Transportation Team Project Coordinator, (916) 340-6214 

 
1400202 

 
    



 
 

 Item #5 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  

April 17, 2014 
 
May is Bike Month 2013 Recap and 2014 Campaign Update 
 
Issue: What were campaign strategies for May is Bike Month in 2013 and what will be added in 2014?  
 
Recommendation:  None; this item is for information only. 
 
Discussion:  The 2013 May is Bike Month campaign saw the same enthusiastic participation that is has in past years.  
Around the region, 8,947 cyclists registered at mayisbikemonth.com with participants logging 1.74 million miles for the 
region.  While total miles were about the same as the past year, trip replacement miles (commute, multimodal, work and 
errand miles) increased slightly from 36 percent to 38 percent of total miles logged. Bicyclists represented 145 schools (a 10 
percent increase), 490 clubs/teams (an 18 percent increase) and 1,498 employers (a 13 percent increase). In addition to 
increased participation from these groups, social media use increased with a unique page on the social media network 
Facebook (facebook.com/mayisbikemonth), which grew from 3,750 “likes” in 2012 to 4,798 in 2013 (a 22 percent 
increase). 
 
Promotional strategies for the 2013 campaign included continued use of successful website and social media features from 
the 2012 campaign.  Additional strategies used to increase participation in 2013 included: 
 

• Launching a Bicycle-Friendly Business District in Midtown with participating businesses offering discounts or 
hosting bike-related events. 

• Increasing the ability for participants to sort miles by types of trips, individuals, employers, teams/clubs, and schools 
to allow users to easily compete with one another on many levels. 

• Targeting high traffic pages for additional event and Facebook promotions. 
• Increasing the number of schools participating through coordination with Safe Routes to School grant schools. 
• Increasing the volume of unique content posted to the website and shared via social media including safety and 

family-friendly bicycling messages. 
 
The 2014 campaign will continue to utilize the successful website and social media features from the 2013 campaign. 
Additional strategies to reach two million miles logged and more participants in 2014 include: 

• Expanding the ability for users to sort data, for example to sort top businesses by city so they can compete at a more 
local level and regionally. 

• Expanding the Bicycle-Friendly Business District program to Arden Arcade, Cameron Park, Davis, El Dorado Hills, 
Folsom, and Rancho Cordova. 

• Increasing the number of schools participating by working with partners working with schools through Safe Routes 
to School grants. 

• Coordinating more Bike-to-Work rides on May 1 (Kick Off) and May 15 (Bike to Work Day) with outreach partners. 
• Focusing website, email and social media content on encouraging participants to replace more vehicle trips with bike 

trips. 
 

AT:gg 

Key Staff: A.J. Tendick, Public Information Coordinator, (916) 340-6215 
Sabrina Bradbury, Public Information Coordinator (916) 340-6211 1400202 
 



 

 Item #6 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  
April 17, 2014 
 
Active Transportation Program Update 
  
Issue:  What is the status of the SACOG Six-County Regional Active Transportation Program (ATP) for 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)? 
     
Recommendation:  None; for discussion only. 
 
Discussion:  Pursuant to the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 99, the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC) has developed guidelines for the statewide ATP, which combines many federal and state funding 
streams previously used for bicycle, pedestrian, safety, and other related purposes into one funding stream 
with broad eligibilities.  The ATP Fund Estimate approximates that $179,550,000 in funding will be 
available through a statewide competitive funding program, which  started with a call for projects on 
March 21, with applications due to Caltrans on May 21.   
 
Prescribed within the State Guidelines are dates and actions that MPOs can take if they choose to conduct 
a supplemental MPO-specific call for projects, which SACOG is pursuing.  SACOG’s six-county regional 
share is approximately $9,600,000 for programming in state fiscal years 2014- 15 and 2015-16.  Projects 
that are unsuccessful for statewide funds will be considered through the regional program. 
 
Regional Criteria 
At the February Transportation Committee, staff introduced the ATP with an overview of the draft 
statewide guidelines, and in March, staff shared draft MPO Guidelines, along with recommended scoring 
criteria and application questions.  On April 17, the SACOG Board of Directors approved the SACOG 
six-county Regional ATP Guidelines, which were derived from the State Guidelines. 
 
SACOG staff has collaborated with our El Dorado and Placer Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
partners (Regional ATP Team) on the development of regional guidelines and will continue to work 
together to conduct the supplemental six-county call for projects.  Any modifications to the State 
Guidelines and scoring criteria by MPOs are subject to CTC approval or rejection.  
 
Below is a description of the Regional ATP Team’s recommended changes for the MPO Guidelines. 
 

 Attachment A—The Regional ATP Team recommends sharpening the focus of the State 
Guidelines for the MPO-specific program in order to best meet our regional needs.  The MPO 
Guidelines are consistent with previous SACOG funding round practices and policies.  

 Attachment B—The Regional ATP Team recommends modest modifications to the State scoring 
criteria and weighting for the MPO funding round.  The modifications increase consistency with 
RTPA funding program guidelines in the region.  



 Attachment C—The Regional ATP Team recommends requesting statewide applicants to fill out 
a supplemental application/questionnaire for the MPO funding round.  The questions are 
designed to support the MPO-specific Guidelines and target strong performance outcome 
objectives.  MPO-only applicants would fill out an MPO-specific application.  

 
Delegated Authority 
The ATP program is on a very condensed schedule, and SACOG is focused on providing local agencies 
with sufficient opportunity to apply for the MPO funding program.  The CTC will either approve or 
request changes to the MPO Guidelines on May 21.  SACOG anticipates issuing the Guidelines and Call 
for Projects on May 22 in order to give local agencies approximately two months to complete their MPO 
ATP funding round applications.  The SACOG Board delegated authority to the CEO to issue the final 
MPO Guidelines and allow staff to make any non-substantive edits that may be requested by the CTC and 
then issue the final MPO Guidelines and Call for Projects.  Should the CTC request any substantive 
changes, the Board has delegated authority to the CEO, after consultation with the Chairs and Vice Chairs 
of the Board and the Transportation Committee, to review and approve the CTC’s requested changes of 
the MPO Guidelines. 
 
 
LSH:gg 
Attachments 
 
Key Staff: Renee DeVere-Oki, Programming & Project Delivery Team Manager, (916) 340-6219  
  Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Active Transportation Team Manager, (916) 340-6212 
 Victoria Cacciatore, Active Transportation Team Coordinator, (916) 340-6214 
 

1400202 
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DRAFT 2014 6-COUNTY REGIONAL ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM GUIDELINES 
The purpose of this funding program is to implement 
strategies that increase and attract active transportation 
users and provide facilities for walking and biking in 
urban, suburban and rural portions of the region and to 
provide connections between them. Projects and 
programs funded through this program are consistent 
with the vision of the Blueprint and support the 
implementation of the long-range transportation plans 
for the El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
(EDCTC), the Placer County Transportation Planning 
Agency (PCTPA) and the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG).   

In order to help implement active transportation projects 
in the six-county region, EDCTC, PCTPA, and SACOG 
invest regional funds regularly for infrastructure and non-
infrastructure projects. ATP funds from the State of 
California provide an important new funding source for 
active transportation projects.  

PROGRAM GOALS  
California Senate Bill (SB) 99 establishes California’s ATP 
program with six program goals that provide a 
foundation for the state and regional ATP programs: 

 Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by 
biking and walking; 

 Increase the safety and mobility of non-
motorized users; 

 Advance the active transportation efforts of 
regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas 
reduction goals as established pursuant to SB 
375 (C728, §2008) and SB 391 (C585, §2009); 

 Enhance public health, including reduction of 
childhood obesity, through the use of programs 
including but not limited to projects eligible for 
Safe Routes to School Program funding; 

 Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully 
share in the benefits of the program; and  

 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit 
many types of active transportation users. 

 

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 
The infrastructure projects eligible for this funding 
program are largely derived from the SACOG Regional 
Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) 
that is amended every two years, with the last update in 
June 2013. The Master Plan provides an expansive set of 
policies and projects for regional bicycle and pedestrian 
planning efforts across the six-county SACOG region, and 
was developed through a working group and approved 
by the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee and SACOG Board of Directors. Additionally, 
bicycle and pedestrian projects included in the Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTPs) for EDCTC or PCTPA are also 
eligible. Projects must support the performance 
outcomes identified in the sections below. 

Non-infrastructure projects eligible for funding meet at 
least one of two criteria: (1) Encourage biking and 
walking through public information, education, training, 
and awareness (2) Perform studies and develop plans 
that support one or more of the project performance 
outcomes identified in the section below. 

The ATP is a State of California identified program 
implemented by the California Transportation 
Commission. As such the main source of revenue is a 
compilation of state and federal funding. The majority of 
projects will need to meet the requirements from the 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). 
Projects must meet eligibility requirements specific to 
the ATP funding source provided. 

INELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 
Projects in new developments that are considered “good 
practices” according to FHWA guidelines, bicycle and 
pedestrian facility maintenance, long-term staff 
positions, transit operations, law enforcement, and 
bicycle racks for carpools, vanpools, or private vehicles. 

PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS 
A Regional ATP Team comprised of representatives from 
the three involved regional transportation planning 
Agencies (RTPAs) in the region (EDCTC, PCTPA, SACOG) 

Attachment A 
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will screen applications for eligibility.  Applications will be 
removed from the competitive process if found ineligible 
based on the guidelines below.  Projects not selected for 
programming in the statewide competition, but deemed 
eligible for the state program will be considered; 
applicants will be encouraged to submit a supplemental 
application. 

Next, the Regional ATP Team forwards the eligible 
applications to the ATP Working Group (see below for 
the composition of this Group). The Working Group then 
prioritizes and ranks the applications, according to its 
own process, but does not discard any applications. 
Working Group members will not vote or comment on 
applications from their own organizations. The Working 
Group and/or Regional ATP Team staff reserves the right 
to contact applicants during this project selection process 
for additional information. The Working Group makes its 
recommendations to the Regional ATP Team.  The Work 
Group will be multidisciplinary in nature and members 
should represent diverse geography. One Regional ATP 
Team representative from EDCTC, PCTPA and SACOG will 
participate on the Working Group. 

Working Group Membership 
 

Expertise Recruited from Number 
Land Use 
Planners Planners’ Committee 1 

Project 
Engineers 

Regional Planning 
Partnership 2 

Bicycle/ 
Pedestrian 
Planning 

Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee 

4 
(2 advocates, 
2 planners/ 
engineers) 

Air Quality Air Districts 1 

Public Health Public Health 
Representative 1 

Transit Transit Coordinating 
Committee 1 

Community 
Groups 

Regional Community 
Based Organizations 1 

   

Total  11 
 

The application process will be specific to the ATP. The 
Regional ATP Team in conjunction with the ATP Working 
Group will go through the ranking process to insure that 
25% of available funds are dedicated to projects and 
programs benefiting Disadvantaged Communities as 
identified in the State Guidelines. Following this step, the 
projects will ranked on a 95 point scale without the 10 
points for the Disadvantaged Communities criteria. 
Projects will be ranked and selected for the remaining 
75% of funding utilizing both lists for reference.  
Discretion will be placed on the Working Group and 
Regional ATP team to select a comprehensive package of 
projects. 

PROJECT SCREENING  
To be selected for funding, a project or program must 
meet the following screening criteria: 

1. Infrastructure Project is a planned project 
included in the SACOG Master Plan or the 
Regional Transportation Plan for EDCTC or 
PCTPA. Only under special circumstances 
will an application be considered that is not 
listed in one of these sources. 

2. Non-Infrastructure Project meets at least one 
of two eligibility requirements identified in 
the preceding section. 

3. Project must be ready for inclusion into the 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program, with project scope and cost. The 
project application may include the cost of 
preparing environmental documents. When 
project design, right-of-way or construction 
are programmed before the implementing 
agency completes the environmental 
process, updated cost estimates, updated 
analysis of the projects cost effectiveness, 
and updated analysis of the project’s ability 
to further the goals of the program must be 
submitted to appropriate RTPA (EDCTC, 
PCTPA, or SACOG) following completion of 
the environmental process for re-
evaluation. 

4. Project is eligible for appropriate funding 
sources (i.e. TAP, HSIP, State Highway 
Account funds, Recreation Trails). 
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5.  Project meets the minimum dollar amount for 
an infrastructure or non-infrastructure 
projects and includes at least an 11.47% 
local match; application is to all project 
categories. 

a. Infrastructure project minimum is 
$278,675 ($250,000 funding request + 
$28,675 local match). The 
infrastructure maximum project 
request is $3 million, but there is no 
maximum total project cost.  

b. Non-Infrastructure project minimum is 
$55,735 ($50,000 funding request + 
$5,735 local match). 

c. Public agencies applying for funding for 
smaller projects may want to consider 
combining projects to meet the project 
minimum thresholds, or consider a 
larger, multi-year program or project.  

6. Public Participation & Planning. Project 
applicant must clearly demonstrate how a 
community-based public participation 
process resulted in the identification and 
prioritization of the proposed project. 
Inclusion of relevant notices and materials. 

7. Partnering with Community Conservation 
Corps. Project proponent must 
demonstrate that the California 
Conservation Corps or a qualified 
community conservation corps, was sought 
out to participate as a partner to undertake 
the project; or provide demonstration of 
the cost effectiveness clause 23 CFR 
635.204 and provide the relevant 
documentation.  

8. Projects are not part of developer-funded basic 
good practices. 

In addition to how projects address the program goals 
discussed above, below are scoring criteria 
considerations that will be used by the Working Group 
and the Regional ATP Team to make funding 
recommendations to the SACOG Board.  

PROJECT SCORING  
Projects will be scored based on the criteria described in 
the state ATP guidelines with minor modifications as 
described below. 

Project Performance Outcomes (0-95 points) 
1. Project has potential to increase walking and 

bicycling through targeted strategies: 
increasing access to transit services, 
increasing access to schools, eliminating 
gaps or removing barriers in the 
bicycle/pedestrian network, and completing 
facilities. 0-30 points 

2. Project has the potential to reduce the number 
and/or rate of pedestrian and bicyclist 
fatalities and injuries. 0-25 points 
 

3. Project improves public health through the 
targeting of populations with high risk 
factors for obesity, physical inactivity, 
asthma or other health issues. 0-10 points 

 
4. Project demonstrates cost effectiveness, which 

is achieved by minimizing projected capital 
and operating expenditures while offering 
strong performance benefits. 0-10 points 

5. Project provides benefit to  a disadvantaged 
community and includes project features 
that provide benefit for members of this 
community. 0-10 points (Please reference 
the project selection process section.) 

6. Project advances active transportation efforts to 
achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals 
through reducing or shortening vehicle trips 
today and over time, as established 
pursuant to SB 375 and SB 391. 0-10 points 

Other Considerations (0-10 points) 
7. Performance on Past Grants and/or Federal Aid 

Projects. Applications from agencies with 
good performance on delivering prior 
projects or programs are most likely to 
succeed with an ATP project award.  

8. Project sponsor demonstrates readiness to 
move forward on a timely schedule with the 
proposed project (i.e. application provides 
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clear schedule, cost, and partnerships to 
deliver the project). 

9. Project applicant demonstrates evidence of 
strong support by stakeholders in the 
community in which the project is located. 
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Program Criteria State Criteria Description Regional (MPO) Criteria & Scoring Emphasis
State 

Scoring Range
MPO 

Scoring Range
Increasing Walking 
and Bicycling

Potential for increased walking and bicycling, 
especially among students, including the 
identification of walking and cycling routes to 
and from schools, transit facilities, 
community centers, employment centers, and 
other destinations; and including increasing 
and improving connectivity and mobility of 
non-motorized users. 

The regional program includes additional 
considerations drawn from the policy framework 
for the SACOG Regional Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Funding Program. The focus is on clearly 
demonstrating how well the project supports the 
policy framework priorities, including improving 
access to transit services, increasing access to 
schools, and eliminating gaps or barriers in the 
bicycle/pedestrian network.

0-30 0-30

Reducing 
Walking/Bicycling
Fatalities and 
Injuries

Potential for reducing the number and/or rate 
of pedestrian and bicyclist fatalities and 
injuries, including the identification of safety 
hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

The regional program highlights the same 
performance outcomes, but emphasizes the 
importance of data to demonstrate benefits.

0-25 0-25

Cost Effectiveness Project's relative costs and benefits of the 
range of alternatives considered. Quantify the 
safety and mobility benefit in relationship to 
both the total project cost and the funds 
provided.

The regional program asks that the project 
proponent demonstrate there is balance between 
minimizing projected capital and ongoing operating 
costs while offering strong performance benefits 
and the leveraging of resources.

0-10 0-10

Improved Public 
Health

Project demonstrates improved public health 
through the targeting of populations with high 
risk factors for obesity, physical inactivity, 
asthma or other health issues.

The regional program emphasizes the same 
performance outcomes and asks the same questions 
on the application.

0-10 0-10

Benefit to 
Disadvantaged 
Communities* 

Project demonstrate benefits to disadvantaged 
communities.
• median household income < 80% of the 
statewide median
• among the most disadvantaged 10% in the 
state
• at least 75% of the public school students 
are eligible for the NSLP

The regional program emphasizes the same 
performance outcomes and asks the same questions 
on the application.

0-10 0-10

Supporting 
Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Goals in 
SB 375 and SB 391

Note: This is not a criterion for the State ATP 
program, but is one of the overall goals of the 
state program. The stated goal: "Project 
advances the active transportation efforts of 
regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas 
reduction goals as established pursuant to SB 
375 (C728, §2008) and SB 391 (C585, 
§2009)"

The regional program asks that the project 
proponent demonstrate utilitarian purposes and 
placemaking strategies to achieve greenhouse gas 
reduction goals through reduced or shortened 
vehicle trips.

0 0-10

Public participation 
and planning 

Project demonstrates that a community-based 
public participation process culminated in the 
project proposal. Project applicants must 
clearly articulate how the local participation 
process resulted in the identification and 
prioritization of the proposed project.

The state program criterion is considered a 
screening consideration in the regional program. 
Scoring for Other Considerations for funding 
include past performance on projects, demonstrated 
project delivery readiness in the application, and 
evidence of strong stakeholder support to 
implement the project. 

0-15

0-10 (other 
considerations)

California 
Conservation Corps 
(CCC)

Use of the California Conservation Corps or a 
qualified community conservation corps, as 
defined in Section 14507 of the Public 
Resources Code.

The state program criterion is considered a 
screening consideration in the regional program. 
Scoring for Other Considerations for funding 
include past performance on projects, demonstrated 
project delivery readiness in the application, and 
evidence of strong stakeholder support to 
implement the project. 

-5-0 (point 
deduction)

Performance on past 
grants

Applicant's performance on past grants. The state program criterion is considered a 
screening consideration in the regional program. 
Scoring for Other Considerations for funding 
include past performance on projects, demonstrated 
project delivery readiness in the application, and 
evidence of strong stakeholder support to 
implement the project. 

-10-0 (point 
deduction)

TOTAL SCORING 100 105
*TOTAL SCORING AFTER REACHING 25 % FOR DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES 95
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DRAFT Regional (MPO) Performance Outcome Questions 
 
Agencies applying for the State of California (State) Active Transportation Program (ATP) 
funding round are required to submit their State ATP applications to SACOG by May 21, 2014, 
as outlined in the statewide guidelines.  Applicants who are not successful in the State ATP 
funding program are allowed to compete in the subsequent regional ATP funding program, per 
the State ATP Guidelines.  It is anticipated that the regional ATP program will have applications 
due in late July. 
 
In the event a state ATP program applicant is not awarded funding, they are provided an 
opportunity to update their application for the regional ATP program call for projects.  Please 
note that information provided in the State ATP application substantially addresses the region-
specific questions so cross-references to relevant material is encouraged.   
 
Applicants who do not apply to the state ATP funding round will complete a regional ATP 
application that supports the policy framework in Attachment A.  The other portion of the 
application will be comprised of basic project information background that will be nearly 
identical to the State ATP application. 
 
1. Goal:  Increase walking and biking 
 
Infrastructure projects  
 
Please describe how the project supports one or more of these outcomes relate to increased 
walking and biking: 
 
A. Increased access to transit services.  Will the proposed project increase bicycle and 

pedestrian access to transit stops and transfer centers?  The FTA’s policy identifies 
pedestrian catchment areas as within a one-half mile radius around transit stops and stations, 
and a bicycle catchment area as within a three mile radius.  Please use FTA’s guidance to 
illustrate this project’s support for public transit. 

B. Increased access to schools.  Will the proposed project increase bicycle and pedestrian 
access to schools?  Please demonstrate this by including documentation that the school(s) is 
supportive of and involved in this project.  (If the proposed project is the result of a school 
site needs assessment, site assessment, or walk audit, please include information about how 
the need for the project was identified). 

C. Eliminated gaps in the existing bicycle/pedestrian network.  Will the proposed project 
help form complete bicycle and pedestrian networks, enabling bicyclists and pedestrians to 
travel on a continuous network?  Please specify any known issues concerning the gap(s) in 
the network. 

D. Removed physical barriers in the bicycle and pedestrian network.  Will the proposed 
project remove physical barriers, using grade-separated crossings when appropriate, to 
complete the bicycle and pedestrian network and enable through travel by bicyclists and 
pedestrians?  Please specify the need for removal of this physical barrier. 
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E. Facility completion.  Will the project “complete” a street or corridor by adding bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities (e.g., pathways, lanes, shoulders, crossings, and sidewalks) in areas with 
high existing or potential transportation use?  Please specify why these treatments are 
appropriate for the facility and community, and how. 

  
Non-Infrastructure projects 
 
Please describe how your project supports one or more of the outcomes described above through 
strategies, such as:  public information, education, training, and awareness, or studies or plans 
that offer relevant data and analysis. 
 
2. Goal:  Reducing Walking/Bicycling Fatalities and Injuries 
 
Please use available data to the greatest extent possible to demonstrate how the project will 
provide the safety benefits described in the State ATP Guidelines.  Data includes utilizing 
SACOG or State SWITTERS database of collisions.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
 
3. Goal:  Cost Effectiveness 
 
Infrastructure Projects 
 
A. Please describe any alternatives to the proposed project that have been analyzed and provide 

similar benefits.  What are the relative costs of these alternatives to the proposed project? 

B. Are other revenue sources being leveraged to build the proposed project?  What is the 
funding source?  Are these revenues fully secured? 

C. What are the projected lifecycle (e.g., operations and maintenance) costs?  Have revenues 
been secured to cover these expenses?  Are agreements and/or commitments in place with 
the responsible organization/department?  

 
Non-Infrastructure Projects 
 
A. Please describe any alternatives to the proposed project that have been analyzed and provide 

similar benefits?  What are the relative costs of these alternatives to the proposed project? 

B. If the program is anticipated to be an ongoing activity, have revenues been secured to cover 
ongoing expenses?  Are agreements and/or commitments in place with the responsible 
organization/department? 

C. Are other revenues or in-kind (non-revenue) resources being leveraged to implement the 
proposed program?  Are these revenues or in-kind resources secured.  

D. If you include walking or bicycling benefits of specific groups (e.g., students, transit riders, 
disadvantaged communities) in your cost-effectiveness calculations, please describe how you 
engaged these groups in the public planning process.  
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4. Goal:  Improve Public Health 
 
Please use relevant data to the greatest extent possible in demonstrate how the project will 
improve public health through the targeting of populations who have a high risk factor for 
obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health issues.  Data includes:  air quality levels, 
travel modes, obesity rates, and any other relevant metrics. 
 
5. Goal:  Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities  
 
Please use the maps provided and any additional data to demonstrate the project supports a 
disadvantaged community as described in the State ATP Guidelines. 
 
6. Goal:  Supporting Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals in SB 375 and SB 391 
 
A. Please demonstrate that the project is in an area where it can immediately serve utilitarian 

purposes (e.g., trips to school, work, shopping) that have the potential to replace or shorten 
vehicle trips. 

B. Please demonstrate that the project is a placemaking strategy for the future land use and 
transportation vision for the local area it is located, as described in the MTP/RTP and/or the 
local general/specific plan.  Placemaking is defined as a combination of strategies (e.g., 
zoning, context-sensitive design standards, planned infrastructure, etc.) that lead to a built 
environment where walking and biking can become a primary mode for shorter-distance 
trips. 

 
7. Other Considerations  
 
No additional questions proposed – evaluation is done through review of full application and 
informed by background information on project sponsors. 
 
A. Good Performance on Past Grants and/or Federal Aid Projects. Project sponsors with good 

performance on delivering prior projects or programs are most likely to succeed with an ATP 
project award.  

B. Project sponsor demonstrates readiness to move forward on a timely schedule with the 
proposed project (i.e., application provides clear schedule, cost, and partnerships to deliver 
the project).  

C. Project applicant demonstrates evidence of strong support by stakeholders in the community 
in which the project is located. Documentation of a thorough community-based public 
participation process that resulted in the identification and prioritization of the proposed 
project is a means of demonstrating support for the implementation of the project.  The level 
of support for the project can also be demonstrated through identifying external resources 
committed to the project and evidence that specific users targeted to use the project were 
fully engaged throughout the planning process. 



 

 Item #7 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee Act ion 
April 17, 2014 
 
SACOG Six-County Regional Active Transportation Program Working Group 
  
Issue:  Who should serve on the SACOG Six-County Regional Active Transportation Program (ATP) 
Working Group? 
     
Recommendation:  Discussion and recommendation. 
 
Discussion:  Staff is seeking the Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee’s recommendation for 
members of the SACOG Six-County Regional ATP Funding Round Working Group (Working Group). 
 
On April 14, 2014, SACOG emailed regional partners a request for nominees to serve on the Working 
Group.  The Working Group composition is outlined in SACOG’s approved ATP Guidelines (Guidelines) 
for the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Funding Round.  Members must be available to 
review all applications prior to meeting with the group, and to participate in approximately three meetings 
during the week of August 11-15, 2014.  The list of nominees and suggested working group members will 
be provided at the meeting for recommendation. 
 
The SACOG Board approved the ATP Guidelines for the MPO Funding Round and authorized staff to 
submit Guidelines to the California Transportation Commission for action.  These Guidelines, once 
approved, will authorize SACOG’s Chief Executive Officer to issue the final Guidelines and Call for 
Projects on May 22, 2014. 
  
LSH:gg 
 
Key Staff: Renee DeVere-Oki, Programming & Project Delivery Team Manager, (916) 340-6219  
  Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Active Transportation Team Manager, (916) 340-6212 
  Victoria Cacciatore, Active Transportation Team Coordinator, (916) 340-6214 

1400202 
 

    



 

 Item #8 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  
April 17, 2014 
 
Complete Streets Toolkit Update 
  
Issue:  What is the status of updating the Complete Streets Resource Toolkit? 
     
Recommendation: None, for discussion only. 
 
Discussion:  The Complete Streets Resource Toolkit was most recently updated in 2011, and staff has 
been working to cull outdated resources and select new resources for the toolkit.  An update of the toolkit 
is underway with approximately 40 new resources anticipated to be available by end of June. Please 
recommend any pertinent Complete Streets resources to Michael Sidhu at msidhu@sacog.org.    
 
LSH:gg 
          
Key Staff: Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Active Transportation Team Manager, (916) 340-6212 
  Michael Sidhu, Active Transportation Team, (916) 340-6318 
 

    

mailto:msidhu@sacog.org


 

 Item #9 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  
April 17, 2014 
 
Connect Card Update 
  
Issue:  What is the status of implementing the Connect Card in the Sacramento region? 
     
Recommendation:  None, for discussion only. 
 
Discussion:  The Connect Card project is in the implementation phase. For the most up-to-date information, 
please visit ConnectTransitCard.com  
  
Marketing & Outreach 
The marketing and outreach strategy is underway, using a multi-pronged approach:  

 Demonstration Bus—The Connect Card project has installed hardware supporting the system inside a 
Regional Transit bus in order to provide a one-stop shop for customer training, outreach, and sales, as well 
as employee training.  If anyone would like to schedule the demo bus, please contact Connie Garcia 
Weinhardt at cgarcia@sacrt.com. 

 Community Outreach—Project staff and the demo bus are available for outreach with community groups, 
and at community events.  

 Employers/Schools—Project staff is working with Regional Transit to develop policies and protocols for 
employees/students receiving transit benefits to transition from paper passes and tickets to the Connect 
Card. 

 Social Media—The Connect Card project is launching on Facebook and twitter to begin sharing information 
about the project.  Please “Like” the Connect Transit Card on Facebook and follow us at 
twitter.com/Connect_Card.  

 Connect Card Is Coming—A system-wide campaign will begin this spring, focused on informing and 
engaging customers on the upcoming transition from paper passes and tickets to the new transit smart card. 

 Connect Card Is Here—A new campaign will begin when each agency rolls out the Connect Card, focused 
on transitioning customers to the new fare payment system. 

 
Testing 
The project is beginning a pilot test in April with outreach to customers and internal testing, and customer pilot 
testing of the system on Regional Transit and e-tran in May. 
 
Equipment 
Bus Connect Card Readers are installed on the largest five transit agencies, and in progress at the remaining three 
transit agencies. Light Rail Connect Card Readers have been installed at select light rail stations, with all stations 
in varying stages of engineering and construction.  
         
Key Staff: Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Active Transportation Team Manager, (916) 340-6212 
  Amy Martin, Transportation Planner, (916) 340-6313 

1400406 

mailto:cgarcia@sacrt.com


 
 Item #10 

Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  
April 17, 2014 
 
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Update 
  
Issue:  Staff will brief the committee on the update process for the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 MTP/SCS). 
     
Recommendation:  None. This is for information only.  
 
Discussion:  In December 2013, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted a policy framework to guide the update to the 
2016 MTP/SCS. The policy framework set the research direction on issues related to five implementation challenges from 
the current (2012) MTP/SCS. Attachment A lays out these five policy areas and related research topics and includes the 
regional growth projections adopted for the 2016 MTP/SCS update.  The Board direction to focus on implementation 
challenges was based on the high performance of the current plan and wanting to better understand what trade-offs may 
need to be made to realize the benefits of the plan.  The policy framework also set two phases of work:  2014 is focused 
on research, analysis, and public engagement, while 2015 will focus on developing a draft plan, policies and technical 
assumptions based on the draft preferred scenario framework.  
 
One of the Board’s key policy issues in the 2016 MTP/SCS update is the question of how much of the region’s 
transportation maintenance and preservation needs can be addressed in the plan.  This question stems from the five 
implementation challenges adopted in the Board’s policy framework.  To support their policy discussion, staff has 
presented information on the current state of local road maintenance and rehabilitation funding needs and transit needs. 
The theme of “State of Good Repair” will drive much of the research and analysis for the plan update. 
 
In support of the Board’s focus on implementation challenges, the Board adopted an approach to developing land use and 
transportation scenarios that incorporates new information and addresses the other implementation issues identified in the 
Board’s policy framework.  That is, the scenario development approach would update the regional land use and 
transportation scenarios used in the 2012 MTP/SCS with updated local land use and transportation information, while at 
the same time focusing more effort on analyzing the effects of different timing of transportation investments and land 
development patterns on the transportation system, local road and transit maintenance budgets, air quality, greenhouse 
gas, and other resources. A full description of this approach is included in Attachment B. 
 
In regards to outreach, staff began early outreach on the plan update by developing a stakeholder sounding board to 
provide feedback and input into the implementation issues the Board is exploring throughout the 2016 MTP/SCS Update 
process. The sounding board has met twice. In April, staff brought forward a draft public workshop approach to all Board 
policy committees for feedback, and staff will ask the Board to adopt the approach in May. Attachment C is the Public 
Workshop Approach.  
 
KL:gg 
Attachments 
          
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Project Manager, (916) 340-6265 
  Monica Hernandez, MTP/SCS Outreach Coordinator, (916) 340-6237 
 

1400604 
 
 



Policy Framework for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update 
 
The 2016 update to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 MTP/SCS) will focus 
on implementation challenges and commitments of the current plan with the goal of moving toward the transportation, 
air quality and quality of life outcomes set forth in the plan.  These implementation challenges and commitments are 
broadly defined in the below Implementation Themes table, along with examples of the research and analysis that will 
be used to address these issues.  
 
Foundational Assumptions for the Update: Regional Growth Projections 
The same regional growth projections of the 2012 MTP/SCS will be used for the 2016 MTP/SCS except that the growth is 
assumed to arrive one year later, 2036.  This equates to 361,000 new jobs, 871,000 new people and 303,000 new 
housing units from 2008:  
 

Year Jobs Population Housing Units 
2008 966,316 2,215,044 884,725 
2036 1,327,424 3,086,213 1,187,744 

 
Implementation Themes for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update 
Implementation 
Question/Challenge Examples of research and analysis to address question/challenge 

Transportation Funding: Can 
the region capture the 
revenues projected to come 
from all sources local, state 
and federal?   
 

• Update revenue projections for local, state and federal sources, considering long-
term/historic and short-term/recent losses or revenue. 

• Identify strategies for new revenue generation and cost-effective investments.  

Investment Strategy: Is there 
enough emphasis on system 
maintenance (“fix-it-first”) 
investments?  

• Identify and compare local and state system maintenance needs for different modes 
of travel. 

• Identify tradeoffs between system maintenance and system expansion priorities. 
• Identify unique challenges and opportunities in urban, suburban and rural 

communities, with particular attention to suburban economic challenges.  
• Identify new strategies for SACOG planning and funding efforts that consider fix-it-

first. 
Investment Timing: Should 
there be changes in the 
timing of transportation 
investments? 

• Examine the cost effectiveness of moving certain projects forward or backward in 
the planning period. 

• Analyze the effect of project phasing on performance of the regional transportation 
system, air quality, and land use pattern. 

• Identify short-term strategies to improve regional travel patterns. 
Land Use Forecast 
(allocation): What is the 
economic viability of the 
projected greenfield and infill 
growth? 

• Inventory adopted and proposed land use plans in the region. 
• Analyze the effect of more greenfield versus more infill growth, and vice versa, on 

transportation system performance. 
• Analyze recent market performance for greenfield and infill, residential and non-

residential development. 
• Determine if and how the estimated growth in Center/Corridor, Established, 

Developing, and Rural Residential Community Types should be changed or refined. 
Plan Effects: Follow through 
on the implementation 
commitments of the 2012 
MTP/SCS to better measure 
the effects of the plan on 
different people and issue 
areas. 

• Track travel behavior, land development pattern, demographic, air quality and 
transportation project delivery trends to better understand how the MTP/SCS is 
being implemented over time. 

• Develop additional performance metrics to assess the impact of the MTP/SCS on 
different groups of people and issues (e.g.  environmental justice communities; 
health; access to jobs, services, and affordable housing). 

• Develop decision-making support tools to support regional and local decision-
making. 

• Research the effect of our growing region on the agricultural economy and open 
space. 
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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.   

 



 Land Use Inputs  Scenario #1 
Scenario #2 
(Adopted 
MTP/SCS) 

Scenario #3 

1 
Share of growth in Center & Corridor 
Communities 
(percent of new homes) 

19% 30%  36% 

2 Share of growth in Established Communities 
(percent of new homes) 30% 26%  27% 

3 Share of growth in Developing Communities 
(percent of new homes) 46% 42%  35% 

4 
Share of growth in Rural Residential 
Communities 
(percent of new homes) 

5% 1%  2% 

5 Share of growth in large-lot single-family homes 
(percent) 39% 28%  25% 

6 
Share of growth in small-lot, single-family 
homes 
(percent) 

30% 28%  23% 

7 Share of growth in attached homes 
(percent) 31% 43%  52% 

 Transportation Inputs Scenario #1 
Scenario #2 
(Adopted 
MTP/SCS) 

Scenario #3 

8 New or expanded roads 
(lane miles, percent increase from 2008) 32% 29%  26% 

9 
Transit service 
(Vehicle Service Hours, percent increases from 
2008) 

54% 98%  127% 

10 Funding for transit 
($ in billions) $10.7 $11.3  $13.7 

11 
Funding for road, bike and pedestrian 
maintenance 
($ in billions) 

$10.9 $11.3  $11 

12 Funding for new road capacity 
($ in billions) $8.7 $7.4  $6.7 

13 
Funding for bike and pedestrian street and trail 
improvements 
($ in billions) 

$2.8 $3.0  $3.0 

14 
Additional miles of bicycle paths, lanes and 
routes 
(Class 1, 2 and 3 = 1,700 in 2008) 

800 1,100  1,300 

15 Funding for Programs 
($ in billions) $1.5 $2.2  $1.7 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 Performance Outcomes Scenario #1 
Scenario #2 
(Adopted 
MTP/SCS) 

Scenario #3 

16 
Square miles of farmland converted to 
development 
(4,166 square miles of farmland in 2008) 

93 57  50 

17 Square miles of vernal pools affected by 
development 9 7  7 

18 
Share of new homes near high-frequency 
transit  
(percent of new homes) 

22% 38%  35% 

19 Share of new jobs near high-frequency transit 
(percent of new jobs) 26% 39%  44% 

20 Transit costs recovered by ticket sales (percent) 38% 38%  51% 

21 
Total homes in environmental justice areas near 
high-frequency transit 
(percent of homes, 30% in 2008) 

43% 55%  47% 

22 Share of trips by transit, bike or walk  
(percent increase per capita from 2008) 12% 33%  31% 

23 Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
(percent change per capital from 2008) -6% -6.9%  -9% 

24 Vehicle miles traveled in heavy congestion 
(percent of total VMT) 5% 6%  7% 

25 Travel time spent in car per capita (percent 
change from 2008) -3% -4%  -4% 

26 Weekday passenger vehicle CO2 emissions 
(percent change per capita from 2005) -14% -16%  -17% 

 
 

 



Public Workshop Approach 
In keeping with the 2016 MTP/SCS Update Framework adopted in 2013, staff will focus on the 
implementation issues of the current plan, and ask for public input on the issues that the Board will be 
exploring in development of a framework for the draft plan. Staff is prepared to develop a public process 
that is transparent, accessible, and leverages existing work and relationships to create cost-saving 
opportunities.  
 
Goals & Guiding Principles 
Goals and guiding principles were presented to the Board as part of the communications and outreach 
plan in September 2013.  

• SACOG is committed to having a transparent and accessible process 
• SACOG will meet all state and federal statutory requirements for outreach and communication 

as described in the Public Participation Plan, and when feasible implement optional activities 
• SACOG intends to gather feedback early on in the MTP/SCS so that public opinion is 

communicated to the Board of Directors and reflected in the draft MTP/SCS update  
 
Strategies to Meet Goals 
Strategies below are illustrative of the big themes to be addressed in meeting the goals for outreach, 
but should not be considered the only strategies to be applied.  

• Design workshops in an open house format that allows for residents to engage on their own 
time, and in short periods of time (45-60 minutes)  

• Use existing research and planned research on issues and topics that the Board will be 
addressing through the five policy framework areas adopted in December 2013 

• Create flexible and accessible opportunities for resident input by identifying locations that have 
frequent transit access, are ADA accessible, and are known community gathering places 

• Develop workshops that adhere to current trends of resident expectations of interaction with 
government  

• Public opinion polling–electronic and paper surveys at workshops 
• Develop specific strategies to target low-income, minority, disabled, and youth residents 

 
Environmental Justice Outreach 
In accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898 and industry best practice standards, SACOG will 
conduct specialized outreach to ensure that our minority and low-income communities have equal and 
unique opportunities to provide input and feedback for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update. 
 
General Outreach 
General outreach will address all required noticing and communications. While there is targeted 
environmental justice community outreach, it should not be assumed that general outreach strategies 
will not reach or engage residents from environmental justice communities.  
 
Evaluation 
Staff will develop a participant evaluation survey to assess the content, experience, and value from the 
participants’ perspective. The evaluation survey will also allow for participants to provide additional 
comments that may not have been reflected in the questions asked at the workshops. The evaluation 
process will also include evaluation of the engagement outcomes; staff will assess, via metrics to be 
developed, how successful the outreach process was.  
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System Maintenance  

• California Statewide Local Streets and Roads 

Needs Assessment 

– Identifies 10-year investment required to bring 

the system up to date 

• California’s network of local streets & roads 

represents a $189 billion dollar public investment 

• This investment is approaching a critical point in 

its life cycle and is in need of major repairs 



Current State of the System 

State / 64 Region 



PCI Score 70-100 

Good Condition 

Prev. Maint. – surface seals every 

5–7 years ($2.70-2.80/sy) 

PCI Score 50-70 

At-Risk Condition 

Thin Asphalt-Concrete Overlay 

($17.90 to $29.10/sy) 



PCI Score 25-50 

Poor Condition 

Thick Asphalt-Concrete Overlay 

($26.40 to $29.10/sy) 

PCI Score 0-25 

Failed Condition 

 Reconstruction 

($61.20 to $91.80/sy) 



Preventive 
Maintenance 
(yearly), 21% 

Seal Coats (at 7 
years), 5% 

Asphault 
Resurface (at 

15 years), 21% 

Reconstruction 
(at 30 years), 

53% 

Preventive 
Maintenance 
(at 3 years), 

5% 
Seal Coats (at 
5 years), 7% 

Asphault 
Resurface (at 

10 years), 33% 

Reconstruction 
(at 20 years), 

55% 

Well-Maintained Road 

Total Cost Per Mile: $3-4 Million 

Poorly-Maintained Road 

Total Cost Per Mile: $4-5 Million 



Major Funding Gaps 

What would it take to reach a 
PCI of 80 on local streets and 
roads within 10 years? 

 

• Statewide:  

$107 Billion in Local Needs 

$25 Billion in Funding 

$82 Billion Shortfall 

• SACOG Region 

$6 Billion in Local Needs 

$2-3 Billion in Funding 

$3-4 Billion Shortfall 



Consequences of Deferred 

Maintenance 

• If this problem is not addressed, road 

conditions will continue to deteriorate & 

maintenance backlogs will continue to grow 

Source: Statewide Needs Assessment Source: City of Davis Pavement 

Management Report 



Funding for System Maintenance 

• Gas Tax: 30-50% 

• Local Sales Tax: 10-20% 

• Local General Funds: 5-10% 

• Other State/Local: 15-25% 

• Federal: ~10% 

 ADMIN & 
ENG, 12% 

CON & 
ROW, 16% 

MAINT, 
44% 

RECON, 
28% 

Statewide Local Spending on Roads 



Challenges Moving Forward 

• Finding opportunities to capture 
additional revenues 

• Confronting tradeoffs between 
system expansion and system 
preservation 

• Supporting rural infrastructure 
where funding is even more limited 

• Limiting impacts to regional 
residents 

• Considering other local system 
(transit, active transportation) and 
state highway system maintenance 
needs 

• Determining whether a PCI target of 
80 within 10 years is reasonable 
and/or attainable for this region? 

 

 

 



Transit Funding:  

State-of-Good Repair Analysis 
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Transit Service in the MTP/SCS 

0.0

200.0

400.0

600.0

800.0

1,000.0

1,200.0

1,400.0

1,600.0

2
0

0
2

2
0

0
3

2
0

0
4

2
0

0
5

2
0

0
6

2
0

0
7

2
0

0
8

2
0

0
9

2
0

1
0

2
0

1
1

2
0

1
2

2
0

1
3

2
0

1
4

2
0

1
5

2
0

1
6

2
0

1
7

2
0

1
8

2
0

1
9

2
0

2
0

Se
rv

ic
e 

H
o

u
rs

  
(t

h
o

u
sa

n
d

s)
 

LRT Bus



Transit Funding Gap 

Statewide: 

$35 billion transit system preservation needs 

$14.5 billion in funding  

$20.5 billion funding gap 

 

SACOG Region: 

$1.7 billion transit system preservation needs 

$.5 billion in funding  

$1.21 billion funding gap 

 

 



Annual Transit Operations and 

Maintenance Costs in the MTP/SCS 

  2012 2020 Increase 

Fixed Route Bus   $100 million $150 million 50% 

Light Rail $46 million $55 million 20% 

Demand Response $35 million $38 million 9% 

Total $181 million $243 million 34% 



Large Transit Capital Needs: Vehicles 

  

Regionwide  
Total Vehicles 

Estimated Cost of 
Rehab/Replacement 

over next decade 

Fixed Route Buses ~520 $200 million 

Demand Response ~240 $40-50 million 

Light Rail Cars 97 >$200 million 
 



Fleet Replacement Needs 
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10-Year Transit System Needs vs 

Projected Revenues 
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Transit Operations: Funding Sources  

• Sales Taxes (~32%) 

• Transit Fares* (~31%) 

• State** (~13%) 

• Federal (~20%) 

• Other local (~4%) 

 

STA 
3% 

Intercity Rail 
10% 

LTF 
20% 

Measure A 
12% Other Local 

4% 

Transit Fares 
31% 

Federal 
20% 



Transit Operations: Key Funding 

Challenges 

• High % of total operating 

revenue from volatile 

sales tax sources 

• Fee programs typically 

for capital or system 

expansion, not 

operations of existing 

• Nearly all Fed & State 

funding restricts this type 

of expenditure  

 

 

 



Other Key Funding Challenges 

• Increasing Competition for 

Federal & State 

Discretionary Funding 

• End of Prop 1B Bond 

Program for Transit 

• Fare Revenues Unlikely to 

Rebound Without Sufficient 

Service Recovery 

• Challenges to Increasing 

Farebox Recovery 

• Local Sales Tax Options not 

Promising in Near-Term 

 

 

 



Next Steps & Policy Issues 

• Integrate analysis of 

system maintenance needs 

with other travel modes  

• Identify unique challenges 

and opportunities by 

MTP/SCS community type 

• Highlight tradeoffs  

between system 

maintenance and system 

expansion priorities  

• Offer strategies for SACOG 

planning and funding 

efforts 

 

 

 



 
 
 

 

 Item #11 
Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  
April 23, 2014 
 
Statewide Active Transportation Program Application Concepts 
  
Issue: What are the proposed concepts for a regional application to the statewide Active Transportation 
Program? 
     
Recommendation: None; this item is for information and discussion. 
 
Discussion:  SACOG, in its role as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Sacramento, Sutter, 
Yolo, and Yuba Counties, is developing an application to the statewide Active Transportation Program. 
Staff will share more about concepts proposed for the project application 
 
 
VSC:gg 
           
Key Staff: Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Active Transportation Team Manager, (916) 340-6212 
  Renee DeVere-Oki, Programming & Project Delivery Team Manager, (916) 340-6219 

Victoria S. Cacciatore, Active Transportation Team Project Coordinator, (916) 340-6214 
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