Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments

L a n d Us e & N a t u r a l R e s o u r c e s C o m m i t t e e
Thursday, November 1, 2018 at 1:30 p.m.
SACOG Board Room, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee may take up any agenda item at any time, regardless of the order listed.
Public comment will be taken on the item at the time that it is taken up by the committee. We ask that members of the
public complete a request to speak form, submit it to the clerk of the committee, and keep their remarks brief. If several
persons wish to address the committee on a single item, the chair may impose a time limit on individual remarks at the
beginning of the discussion. Action may be taken on any item on this agenda.

Note: Time durations are estimates only.
Roll Call: Directors Banks, Flores, Janda, Jankovitz, Neu, Spokely, West, Vice Chair Frost, and
Chair Onderko
Public Communications: Any person wishing to address the committee on any item not on the
agenda may do so at this time. After ten minutes of testimony, any additional testimony will be
heard following the action items.
Action:
1. Minutes of the October 4, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Meeting
(Kacey Lizon) (Est. time: 1 minute)
2. Release Request for Qualifications for Technical Services for the MTP/SCS Environmental
Compliance Document (Renee DeVere-Oki) (Est. time: 5 minutes)
Information:
3. 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy: Draft Preferred
Scenario Framework (Clint Holtzen) (Est. time: 45 minutes)
4. 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy: Transportation
Project-Level Performance Evaluation (Garett Ballard-Rosa) (Est. time: 5 minutes)
5. 2018 Funding Round Draft Recommendation and Release for Public Comment (Garett BallardRosa) (Est. time: 10 minutes)
6. Green Region Program Draft Funding Recommendations (Raef Porter) (Est. time: 5 minutes)
7. Introduction to Regional Housing Needs Allocation (Greg Chew) (Est. time: 10 minutes)
Receive & File:
8. Blueprint Implementation Activities (Jennifer Hargrove) (Est. time: 0 minutes)
Other Matters
Adjournment
Next committee meeting: Thursday, December 6, 2018
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This agenda and attachments are available on SACOG’s website at www.sacog.org. SACOG is accessible to the
disabled. As required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and
Regulations adopted in implementation thereof, a person who requires a modification or accommodation, auxiliary
aids or services in order to participate in a public meeting, including receiving this agenda and attachments in an
alternative format, should contact SACOG by phone at 916-321-9000, e-mail (contact@sacog.org) or in person as
soon as possible and preferably at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Parking is available at 15th and K Streets.

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 11/1/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-November-1.
Subject: Minutes of the October 4, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources
Committee Meeting (Est. time: 1 minute)

Ac on
Prepared by: Jeﬀ Engel
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Should the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee approve the October 4, 2018,
meeting minutes?

2. Recommendation:
Approve the minutes of the meeting as submitted.

3. Background/Analysis:
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on October 4, 2018.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Attached are the minutes of the October 4, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources
Committee meeting for approval.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact.

ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
Land Use and Natural Resources Mee ng Minutes

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES

The SACOG Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on October 4, 2018, in the
Sacramento & American Rivers rooms on the Third Floor of the Meridian Plaza Building
located at 1415 L Street, Sacramento, CA at 1:30 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Onderko called the meeting to order at 1:30 pm.

ROLL CALL: Present:

Directors Banks, Jankovitz, Neu, Spokely, West, and Chair Onderko

Absent:
1.

Directors Flores, Janda and Vice Chair Frost

Minutes of the September 6, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting
Upon motion by Director Banks, seconded by Director Neu, the minutes of the
September 6, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee were unanimously
approved as submitted.

2.

Rural-Urban Connections Strategy 2.0 Workplan
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Kacey Lizon, SACOG staff.

3.

Sustainable Communities Strategy Implementation Pilot Program
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Christina Lokke, SACOG staff. Director Spokely requested a list of
agencies that attended the Pilot Program meeting.

4.

Civic Lab Year One Update
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Raef Porter, SACOG staff. Raef suggested to send a project list that was not
included in the staff item.

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Minutes
October 4, 2018
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5.

2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy:
Preliminary Revenue Assumptions
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Clint Holtzen, SACOG staff.

6.

2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy:
Transportation Project-Level Performance Evaluation
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Matt Carpenter, SACOG staff.

7.

2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy: Public
Workshop Results
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Adrienne Moretz, SACOG staff.

8.

Ozone Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets in the 8-Hour Ozone State Implementation
Plan
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Renee DeVere-Oki, SACOG staff.

9.

2018 Funding Round Update: Timeline and Status
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report,
presented by Garett Ballard-Rosa, SACOG staff.

10.

Blueprint Implementation Activities
This was a receive & file item. No staff presentation was made.

Other Matters
There were no other matters discussed.
Adjournment
Chair Onderko adjourned the meeting at 3:30 pm.

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 11/1/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-November-2.
Subject: Release Request for Qualifications for Technical Services for the
MTP/SCS Environmental Compliance Document (Est. time: 5 minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Renee DeVere-Oki
A achments: No

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Should SACOG release a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to provide technical assistance
services for the preparation of an environmental compliance document for the 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) Update?

2. Recommendation:
That the Land Use and Natural Resources Committee recommend that: (1) the SACOG
Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to release an RFQ for technical
services for the preparation of an environmental compliance document; and 2) the SACOG
Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to negotiate and execute a contract
with the selected contractor.

3. Background/Analysis:
Under state law, SACOG’s quadrennial update of the MTP/SCS is subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act. To comply with this law, SACOG has in the past prepared a
programmatic environmental impact report (PEIR). The purpose of the PEIR is to enable
SACOG to examine and disclose the overall environmental effects of the MTP/SCS. Under
SB 375, the PEIR can also enable CEQA streamlining review for subsequent land
development projects that are consistent with the MTP/SCS, if the SCS achieves its SB
375 greenhouse gas target. SACOG has enabled this SB 375 streamlining with the 2012
and 2016 MTP/SCS, and land use projects have used the streamlining enabled by both
plans.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Staff seeks board approval to release an RFQ for technical services to assist with the
preparation of the environmental compliance document for the 2020 MTP/SCS. The scope
of services for the selected consultant will include some combination of the following:

Conduct peer review of assigned chapters to ensure the use of best practices and
defensible approaches for the impact analysis
Conduct necessary research to recommend necessary changes to setting, data,
modeling, GIS analysis, and/or text in assigned chapters from the prior EIR
Review assigned chapters from the prior EIR and recommend changes to impacts,
significance thresholds and/or conclusion, and mitigation measures
Revise, rewrite, and/or draft assigned document chapters or sub-sections
Attend meetings and participate in conference calls
Assist with responses to Draft comments
The final scope of work will be negotiated with the selected consultant.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This project activity is budgeted for up to $480,000 over two fiscal years: $174,000 in
Fiscal Year 2018-2019; the remaining $216,000 will be allocated in the Fiscal Year
2019/2020 Overall Work Program (OWP) and Budget. The Executive Director will not
execute an agreement with the final contractor until the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 OWP and
Budget amendment for this project has been approved.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
1. Advance Economic Prosperity

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 11/1/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-November-3.
Subject: 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy: Draft Preferred Scenario Framework (Est. time: 45 minutes)

Informa on
Prepared by: Clint Holtzen
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
What policies should guide the development of a Preferred Scenario for the 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)?

2. Recommendation:
Review and discuss the draft Preferred Scenario Framework that is scheduled for board
action in December. Staff is looking for early reactions from the committee prior to
bringing the draft framework as an action item next month.

3. Background/Analysis:
In December of last year, the board approved a Policy Framework for the 2020 MTP/SCS
that outlined the major policy issues to be addressed in the plan. The Policy Framework
includes an economic prosperity focus that poses the question: How can the MTP/SCS
support an economically prosperous region for all through our planned transportation
investments and growth forecast in a time of disruptive change? The Policy Framework is
included as Attachment A.
For the last year, staff conducted research and analysis to share information with the board
on the issues outlined in the Policy Framework. These discussions inform the Preferred
Scenario Framework that will come to the board for action next month. The Preferred
Scenario Framework describes the board’s direction on topics and assumptions that staff
needs to create a draft preferred scenario for further board action in April 2019. Following
the April action, staff will work on drafting a final plan and environmental compliance
document, conduct final analyses for air quality targets, and engage the board in
discussions about implementation policies and actions to support the preferred scenario.
Attachment B is a brief timeline of the update process.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The purpose of this item is to share an early draft of the Preferred Scenario Framework to

seek further board input and direction on major topics from discussions over the course of
the last year. Because it is an early draft, the Framework included as Attachment C
requires additional board input and staff work before the board acts in December.
The attached framework and supporting documents are extensive to capture the discussion
and board direction received over the last year on several complex topics. The framework
is intended to capture this input with enough detail that it can serve as a reference point
for board members, staff, member and partner agencies, and other stakeholders interested
in understanding the key topics, considerations, and direction for the 2020 MTP/SCS
update.
The framework is organized by six topical areas. Under each topic area are a set of policy
choices and assumptions phrased as major questions faced by this plan update. Following
the questions is a summary of the initial recommended policy direction from staff and a
discussion section that provides additional context on the topic and summarizes board
input at prior committee and board meetings. While the summary of the recommended
policy direction for each topic is described below, more detail exists in the framework
itself.
1)

Performance Targets –

Create a scenario that achieves the 19 percent per capita greenhouse gas reduction target,
pursue a pilot project for GHG reduction with the state, and improve or maintain other
performance objectives important to the board as compared to the 2016 plan.

2)

Land Use Pattern –

Create a land use forecast that is based on the best available information, prioritizes
performance to meet the plan’s objectives, supports the regional Blueprint, continues to support
both housing choice and strong employment centers, and is reviewed by member agency staff to
ensure it is consistent with local planning efforts.

3)

Transportation Budget –

Create a reasonable forecast of revenues available to support transportation investments in the
plan that is based on the latest information available and considers new or innovative ways to
pay for transportation as traditional fuel and sales taxes become less reliable in the future.

4)

Investment Priorities –

Create a performance-based preferred scenario project list that emphasizes the maintenance
and preservation of the existing system, is cost-effective when it comes to system expansion,
and supports investments that further the objective of greater economic prosperity.

5)

New Mobility –

Create a preferred scenario that considers new technologies and services like autonomous
vehicles, microtransit, and ridesharing and looks for ways to enhance any potential benefits from
these technologies while managing impacts to the transportation system.

6)

System Pricing –

Create a preferred scenario that explores a broad range of system pricing strategies that can
replace the current fuel tax with a more sustainable approach, while paying for the upkeep of the
transportation system, helping manage traffic congestion and improving system performance.

This month, staff is continuing conversations with the board on topics five and six, New
Mobility and System Pricing. Attachments F and G provide more detailed information for
the board to consider on these topics. Staff will use board direction on these and the other
topics this month to complete the framework for adoption in December.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item does not have an impact on the agency's operating budget beyond what is
already budgeted.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
1. Advance Economic Prosperity, 4. Connect Low-Income and Disadvantaged Populations
to Jobs and Opportunity, 6. Help the Region Advance a Vision for "Next Generation
Transit", 7. Deliver Key High-Profile Transportation Projects
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: Policy Framework
A achment B: Timeline
A achment C: Dra Preferred Scenario Framework
A achment D: Performance Indicators
A achment E: Land Use Factors
A achment F: New Mobility
A achment G: Pricing

Attachment A

Policy Framework for the 2020 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
This policy-level framework is a statement of major policy issues, challenges, and questions the SACOG
Board has identified as priorities to be addressed in the region’s long-range transportation plan.
These priorities:
•

inform the overall work plan for the update

•

guide the specific analyses and research conducted for the plan

•

provide guiding principles for how the plan should address federal and state requirements for
regional transportation plans

This framework guides the development of the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) in a manner that will best inform the transportation policy and investment
decisions that are the responsibility of the SACOG Board and SACOG’s member jurisdictions.

What is the MTP/SCS?
The MTP/SCS is a federally and state required policy document for long-range transportation planning.
The purpose of the MTP/SCS is to encourage and facilitate efficient development, operation, and
management of the regional transportation system. Federal and state requirements dictate that the plan
must cover a minimum of 20 years, identify transportation related programs and projects, be financially
constrained, integrate with local land use planning, and conform to specific air quality standards, among
other requirements. In addition to regulatory requirements, the SACOG Board of Directors provides guidance
on the major policy initiatives and focus areas that are of local and regional importance and should be
examined by the MTP/SCS.
Focus of the 2020 update
The 2020 update to the MTP/SCS will focus on economic prosperity in the region’s diverse collection of rural,
suburban, and urban communities: a plan that moves the region towards positive transportation, air quality,
and quality of life outcomes for all residents, workers, and businesses. These economic prosperity
opportunities, challenges, and questions are defined in Policy Framework Table below with examples of the
research and analysis that will be used to explore these questions.

Foundational Assumptions for the 2020 MTP/SCS
The 2020 MTP/SCS will be based on the following foundational assumptions:
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Plan will meet federal and state requirements
The MTP/SCS has a comprehensive and detailed set of federal and state requirements for process, modeling
and analysis, outreach, and content that it must follow. The Regional Transportation Plan Requirements
Checklist available on the Caltrans website and describe the full set of federal and state requirements for the
2020 MTP/SCS. The checklist is available for download at the following link: https://bit.ly/2Ja5JzD
Plan will be based on new regional growth projections and have a horizon year of 2040
The MTP/SCS must plan for a single regional population, employment, and housing projection that is at least
20 years out. These assumptions must be based on the best and latest reasonably available information and
data accessible to SACOG. The 2020 MTP/SCS will plan for the following six-county growth:
SACOG 2040 Regional Projections*
2016

2040

Change, 2016-2040

Population

2.45 million

3.08 million

+628,000

Jobs

1.08 million

1.35 million

+260,000

Households

0.86 million

1.09 million

+233,000

*As an administrative step to be completed later in the 2020 MTP/SCS update, SACOG will remove the Tahoe Basin
(which is not part of the SACOG region) from these projections. A detailed summary of the regional growth projections is
included in Appendix B.

Policy Framework
Through the plan update and the plan itself, SACOG will attempt to answer the question: How do we
support an economically prosperous region?
The Policy Framework breaks this question into three component questions. Under each of the three
questions are examples of research and analysis that will help answer each question and guide the
development of the 2020 MTP/SCS.
.
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Economic Prosperity: How do we support an economically prosperous region for all?
1)

Future Uncertainty:

2)

Economic Development and Opportunity:

3)

Performance-Based Investment Strategy:

In a time of change, how do we support near-term

What growth and development pattern is needed to support

What transportation infrastructure investments are needed to

implementation and plan for an uncertain future?

and sustain regional economic development and

support an economically prosperous region?

opportunity?
•

•

•

•

Examine challenges, opportunities, and management
strategies related to emerging transportation
technologies and services, such as autonomous vehicles
and Transportation Network Companies.
Identify regional transportation needs, challenges, and
strategies for both the short and long-range planning
horizons.
Identify strategies to offset the projected long-term
decline in driving costs and loss of fuel revenues that
create challenges for maintaining infrastructure,
managing congestion, and meeting greenhouse gas
reduction targets.
Explore incentivizing infill and transit-oriented
development, modernizing transit services, initiating
transportation pricing strategies, and pursuing innovative
programs that reduce reliance on single occupancy
vehicle travel.

•

Consider climate resiliency with attention to planning for
natural disasters such as flooding and wildfires.

•

Examine the effect of e-commerce on transportation,
land use, and revenues.

•

Explore strategies that accelerate innovation by
connecting the region’s educational and research
institutes.

•

Analyze recent market performance for greenfield and

•

state-of-good repair.

infill, residential and non-residential development.
•

Identify infill capacity and ways to support infill

•

communities.

Examine the fiscal and regulatory challenges to building
affordable housing and identify potential solutions to

•

Identify potential solutions to the market and regulatory

•

•

•

and workers.

Develop community types that consider the unique
qualities of different types of communities to better

•

Analyze performance of projects to determine the best

understand and support place-based economic

package of transportation projects to serve residents and

opportunities.

businesses.

Consider the challenges and opportunities faced by our

•

Analyze how equitable the planned transportation

diverse population, e.g. young adults entering the

investments are and how disadvantaged communities

workforce, older adults transitioning into retirement,

and other low-income and/or minority communities are

low-income and minority communities.

affected.

Examine strategies to protect and enhance the region’s

•

practices (e.g., managed lanes, congestion pricing)

Explore strategies for fostering a business and
investment friendly climate.

Examine the potential for enhancing transportation
system performance through innovative management

agricultural assets and natural resources.
•

Identify strategies for supporting workforce development
and access to opportunity for current and future residents

challenges to attached housing.
•

Examine how the region can support the flow of business
and commerce within the larger megaregion.

barriers.
•

Examine the unique transportation and economic
challenges and opportunities in urban, suburban and rural

development.
•

Examine strategies and challenges for maintaining a

•

Research the importance of transit accessibility, road
conditions, and housing type and affordability on
business siting decisions.
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•

Consider strategies to attract more federal and state
transportation dollars for the region, including better
integration of goods movement.

•

Address the human and economic cost of accidents by
targeting cost-effective investments on the worstperforming locations.

•

Consider the value of trails, recreation, and tourism in the
selection of transportation investments.
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Preferred Scenario Framework
This framework for a preferred scenario outlines the major policy decisions needed from the board for
developing the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (2020
MTP/SCS). More specifically, this framework documents the review, discussion, and input provided by the
board on six topical areas critical for the development of the 2020 MTP/SCS including:
1)

Performance Targets

2)

Land Use Pattern

3)

Transportation Budget

4) Investment Priorities
5)

New Mobility

6) System Pricing
The policy direction provided in this framework will result in a preferred scenario that consists of a land use
forecast, revenue forecast, transportation investments, and performance outcomes that make up the final
plan.

Furthering economic prosperity through the MTP/SCS
This framework is intended to guide the development of a preferred scenario that meets regulatory
requirements and supports the Policy Framework for the 2020 MTP/SCS that was adopted by the board last
year (Attachment A). That framework called for the plan to support strategies that make the most of the
economic potential and opportunities of the six-county SACOG region. This Preferred Scenario Framework
addresses how each of the six topics described below will lead to a preferred scenario that addresses the
region’s economic prosperity and other objectives, as well as the following key regulatory requirements:

Regulatory Requirements
Land Use Forecast: The land use forecast must include a reasonable economic growth forecast of
employment, population, and housing. It must identify the general location of land uses, residential densities
and building intensities, and areas within the region sufficient to house the projected future population.
Financial Constraint: The MTP/SCS is a financially constrained plan. The financial forecast for the plan is
based on the latest trends and information about existing funding sources for transportation. New or
innovative funding strategies are an important component of the forecast, but must be backed up by policy
commitments or reasonable evidence that support the assumptions included in the plan. In every plan
update, there are more transportation investments needed and wanted that funding available to pay for
them. SACOG staff must work with local and partner agencies and the board to prioritize the most critical
and cost effective investment strategies.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
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Air Quality Conformity: SACOG must demonstrate that implementation of the MTP/SCS will contribute to
helping the region meet federal standards for healthy air. This means managing certain pollutants created by
transportation including ozone precursors and particulate matter; byproducts of combustion engines and
road dust created by moving vehicles. The SACOG region does not currently have air quality that meets
healthy standards. Thus, SACOG’s conformity analysis must demonstrate improvements in air quality over
time. Once healthy air is achieved, the region must maintain that standard over the long term.
Much of the improvement to air quality over time comes from advances in vehicle technology that reduce
emissions at the tailpipe. However, the package of system expansion projects in the plan is a factor that can
contribute to the region’s ability to meet air quality standards by increasing or decreasing vehicle travel.
Some expansion projects help improve air quality by reducing congestion or smoothing travel speeds.
However, adding significant capacity to the regional road and highway network could result in increased
vehicle travel and more tailpipe emissions, particularly early in the plan, before cleaner burning or noncombustion engines become more commonplace. SACOG performs an air quality conformity analysis for
each MTP/SCS update, but also as part of amendments to add or remove system capacity through
programming activities in the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP)..
SB375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Target: The MTP/SCS must measure the reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions via modeling of the forecasted land use pattern and supporting transportation network designed to
serve regional transportation needs. The greenhouse gas emissions reduction target for the 2020 MTP/SCS is
a 19 percent reduction of per capita emissions by 2035 compared to a 2005 base line. For the 2020 MTP/SCS
update, SACOG is working with the California Air Resources Board to develop a pilot project intended to help
the region meet its greenhouse gas reduction goals. If the region and the state cannot reach an agreement on
a pilot project, the region’s greenhouse gas reduction target reduces to 18 percent. Topic #1: Performance
Targets Assumptions below includes additional discussion on how a pilot project would affect the region’s
greenhouse gas reduction target.

The following policy direction will guide development of
the preferred scenario for the 2020 MTP/SCS
Topic #1: Performance Targets Assumptions
Policy Choices & Assumptions:
•

The plan will do everything feasible to achieve the 19 percent greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction
target and avoid the need for an additional Alternative Planning Strategy (APS).

•

In addition to meeting state and federal requirements, what are the board’s performance objectives
for the plan and how should SACOG measure the plan’s ability to support those objectives?

Policy Direction:
•

Develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that achieves the region’s GHG reduction target.
Staff should test and discuss strategies and tradeoffs with the board in pursuit of this objective. An
APS will only be considered if the board determines that the necessary measures are infeasible.
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•

Work with the California Air Resources Board and the other state entities to develop a pilot program
supported by legislation and/or financial support to assist the region in meeting its -19 percent per
capita GHG reduction target. If SACOG cannot reach an agreement with the state, the region’s GHG
reduction target will reduce to 18 percent per capita.

•

The Preferred Scenario must meet interim and horizon year air quality conformity targets consistent
with the federal Clean Air Act.

•

The Preferred Scenario should maintain or improve performance compared to the current plan
including reducing vehicle miles traveled, reducing congestion and unpredictability of travel
conditions, improving safety, increasing use of non-vehicle modes of travel, and other metrics
included on Attachment D.

Discussion:
Senate Bill (SB) 375 governs the portion of the state’s overall GHG reduction goals related to the combined
effects of land use patterns and transportation investments on passenger and light truck vehicle travel. SB
375 is assigned to Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) like SACOG for implementation. The
California Air Resources Board (ARB) is responsible for setting regional GHG reduction targets, approving
methodologies used by MPOs for demonstrating reductions, and determining whether regional plans like the
MTP/SCS, if implemented, would meet those targets. SACOG’s target for GHG reduction is stated as a
percentage decrease in per capita GHG, as compared to the 2005 base year.
For the 2020 MTP/SCS, SACOG’s GHG target is set as a 19 percent reduction. However, the 19 percent target
is conditional on the implementation of a pilot project in the SACOG region supported by additional state
funding, flexibility, and other commitments. SACOG has responsibility to develop new, innovative programs
in the MTP/SCS that address the specific conditions and challenges in the region relating to GHG emission
reductions. If the state funding and other commitments are not secured to support the programs, SACOG’s
target will be 18 percent.
If the region’s MTP/SCS does not meet its 18 or 19 percent GHG reductions target, SACOG will need to
develop an APS that would describe what additional actions would be needed to achieve the target. The state
largely designed SB 375 as an incentive-based statute. Most notably, the bill provides certain California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) streamlining benefits to land use projects consistent with an SCS, or an
APS, if an APS is required. The Delta Reform Act of 2009 also grants some regulatory relief to jurisdictions
with plans or projects in the secondary zone of the Delta if those plans and projects are consistent with the
SCS or APS. However, as new state funding programs have started to require or prioritize projects that
support an SCS, the full implications of adopting an APS are unclear. Staff does not know whether the
adoption of an APS would impact future funding, and considers it a significant risk that SACOG’s
competitiveness for state funding programs would be reduced. Avoiding these risks by achieving the region’s
GHG reduction targets is a high priority for the board.
In addition to meeting state GHG and air quality targets, the board is interested in understanding the impacts
of the preferred scenario on regional metrics. These include, but are not limited to, reducing vehicle miles
traveled, reducing congestion and unpredictability of travel conditions, improving safety, and increasing use
of non-vehicle modes of travel. While these metrics are important for supporting the region’s economy, other
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metrics have more specific ties to economic prosperity such as increasing access to job opportunities and
educational facilities, especially in low-income and other communities of concern, and preserving the region’s
prime agricultural and natural resource lands, Attachment D includes a more complete list of regional metrics
including comparisons of 2016 baseline, current MTP/SCS, and the 2020 Discussion Scenario performance
where available. Staff should report these metrics for the preferred scenario and add others as information
and resources allow.

Topic #2 Land Use Pattern Assumptions
Policy Choices & Assumptions:
•

How much of the new housing growth should be in suburban and urban infill areas (Established
Communities and Center & Corridor) and new growth areas (Developing Communities)?

•

How much of the housing growth should be in small lot and attached housing options?

•

What are the factors used for forecasting growth into Community Types by jurisdiction?

Policy Direction:
•

Create a land use forecast that is based on the best available information and that prioritizes
performance to assist in achieving the GHG reduction target. Specifically, the final land use forecast
should assume a minimum of 59 percent of the new housing growth in infill areas, which are made
up of Established Communities and Center and Corridor Communities. The scenario could go as high
as 70 percent of the new housing in infill, if some of the currently building Developing Communities
transition to Established Communities. Recall that the region’s Developing Communities are new
growth areas that are the next increment of urban expansion. While many of the Developing
Communities are not yet building today, a number of them are. As these communities build out, at a
certain point they will transition from a Developing Community to an Established Community. There
are ten Developing Communities that are potentially approaching this threshold. Staff is working
with local agency planners to determine the best fit for these areas. If some, or all, of the ten
Developing Communities that are building out today move from being labeled as a Developing
Community to an Established Community in the preferred scenario, the housing growth assumed in
these areas also shifts from Developing Community to Established Community and would therefore
raise the percent of new housing in the Established Communities.

•

Create a land use forecast that continues to expand the housing diversity in the region by assuming
up to 73 percent of the new homes are single-family small-lot and attached homes. This is consistent
with the Discussion Draft Scenario and only a small increase from the current MTP/SCS, which
assumes 71 percent of the new homes in these two categories.

•

Local planning and public works staff will be given a six-week review period to review and comment
on the preferred scenario land use forecast.
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Discussion:
The plan is required to have a land use forecast. The regional land use forecast is required to be based on the
best available information, including local plans and other factors, and to have a reasonable relationship
between the expected land use and transportation system.
SACOG’s process for creating a land use forecast considers many policy, regulatory, and market factors that
can affect the location, type, and 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. This
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 other policy, regulatory, and market factors. These factors are particularly important in assessing
development readiness of specific plans and master plans, which, unless they are under construction,
inevitably require some amount of local, state or regional entitlement plus infrastructure improvements 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 near 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 E.
It is worth noting that the land use forecast is not a prescriptive, regulatory element of the MTP/SCS. SACOG
has no land use authority and local governments retain their exclusive ability to make land use decisions
which are either consistent or not consistent with the plan.

Topic #3: Transportation Budget Assumptions
Policy Choices & Assumptions:
•

Which revenue sources should be included in the plan?

•

What potential new funding sources should the plan consider?

Policy Direction:
•

Assume any existing federal, state, and local funding sources will continue to support transportation
investments in the future.

•

Forecasts of future revenue sources derived from fuel taxes should be consistent with statewide
assumptions about fuel efficiency, alternative fuel, and electric vehicles.

•

Consider the effect of ecommerce on future sales tax-based revenue streams.

•

Coordinate with the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) and Sacramento
Transportation Authority (STA) to account for future county-wide sales tax measures to support
transportation investments.

•

Maintain the modifications to the California fuel tax and vehicle registration fees enacted by SB 1,
the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, for planning purposes in the MTP/SCS. (Will revisit
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following the outcome of the November 6th, 2018 election for Proposition 6 that would remove
the revenues generated by SB 1)
•

The plan should explore new revenue options to raise money for transportation investments
including road utility charges, tolling, mileage-fees, or other user-pays mechanisms as potential
funding sources that could supplement or replace fuel taxes within the 20-year plan horizon.

•

Include any funding commitments from the state for the pilot study related to GHG reduction as part
of the revenue forecast for the preferred scenario.

Discussion:
The revenue forecast for the MTP/SCS is based on analysis of existing and potential new funding sources. It
examines what risks and opportunities exist that affect the region’s ability to capture funding to support the
investment needs planned for in the MTP/SCS and must demonstrate that the plan is financially constrained
by those revenues that are reasonably available over the 20-year planning horizon of the plan. Accurately
forecasting future revenue is extremely challenging, particularly at a time of rapid technology change and
uncertainty in local, state, and federal policy and economies. In the near term – four to six years – projections
tend to be more specific and frequently based on funding formulas that provide some level of certainty about
the level of revenues available. However, as with many of the assumptions in long range planning documents,
the uncertainty about funding levels grows as projections move farther into the future.
In discussions about future funding for transportation, the board expressed concern about the impact of
potential declines in fuel and sales tax-based funding sources. Current projections at the state and federal
level foresee a continued decline in fuel-based revenue sources due to improvements in average fuel
economy and decreasing overall fuel consumption. California’s Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017,
generally known as SB 1, added a 12 cent per gallon fuel tax to the existing state fuel taxes. Additionally, SB 1
includes a new registration fee on electric vehicles, and an increase on the general vehicle registration fee
based on the assessed value of a vehicle. The additional revenues generated by SB 1 will offset much of the
potential decrease in fuel based funding sources in the near-term, but will likely not keep pace with
decreasing fuel consumption in the long-term. On November 6th, California residents will vote on Proposition
6 that would remove the additional revenues generated by SB 1. If the Proposition 6 passes, it will influence
the revenues forecast for the Preferred Scenario and require further discussion with the board on the revenue
sources included in the plan update.
Regarding sales taxes that support transportation investments, there is risk to these revenues in the longterm due to increased online sales and declines in the general retail sector statewide. This is particularly
important because online retail sales by businesses that exist outside of California, do not have to collect
California sales tax. Another risk to sales tax revenues supporting the plan is the uncertainty of additional ½cent sales tax measures in Sacramento and Placer Counties. The most recent attempts in 2017 to pass these
measures were unsuccessful, despite coming close to achieving the necessary two-thirds approval by voters.
SACOG staff will continue to coordinate with the Sacramento Transportation Authority and Placer County
Transportation Planning Agency on how best to reflect the potential for these measures in the 2020 plan.
Staff has had several conversations with the board regarding new strategies for funding transportation in the
future. The board has suggested staff look at strategies that could capture funding from emerging
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technologies and services such as autonomous vehicles and transportation network companies that rely on
the public road system, models that treat the roadway system as a utility that spread costs of upkeep across
user groups, and identifying major capital projects that could consider tolling or other forms of charging users
to help pay for construction and upkeep. The discussion under Topic #5: Pricing explores a few of these
options in more detail as they relate to generating revenue and managing demand on the transportation
system. Based on input from committees and the board this month, staff will modify this framework and
prepare additional information for board consideration beginning with a board workshop at the November
board meeting.

Topic #4: Investment Priority Assumptions
Policy Choices & Assumptions:

•

How should the plan address growing maintenance and system preservation needs?

•

How should the transportation investments align with the land use forecast for the plan?

•

What are major priorities for transportation infrastructure and program investments and how should
projects be evaluated to satisfy these priorities?

Policy Direction:

•

Emphasize system maintenance and preservation as a critical budget priority for the plan by
maintaining or increasing the plan’s investments in maintenance of the regional transportation
system.

•

Use performance testing, benefit-cost analysis, and other data driven methods to consider the
timing and need of new capacity projects that align with the land use forecast.

•

Identify and seek to prioritize investments that improve access to jobs and/or support economic
development.

•

Coordinate with city, county, Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and Caltrans staff to
develop transportation investments for the preferred scenario that consider both regional and local
objectives.

Discussion:

The board expressed concerns about the continuing deterioration of the region’s roadways and growing
transit vehicle and facility needs. The annual funding shortfall for maintenance of the region’s local road
system over the next ten years is more than $500 million and will grow as road conditions deteriorate further
without near-term investments. To this end, the board is interested in continuing to prioritize maintenance
and state of good repair as part of the 2020 plan update. While the MTP/SCS does not directly program or
allocate funding for maintenance, the plan can assume that the region will consider system preservation
before capacity expansion when making decisions about or supporting future funding streams such as sales
taxes, new state and federal programs, or user fees.
In addition to addressing maintenance needs, the plan should prioritize transportation investments that help
the region meet performance objectives described under Topic #1: Performance Targets Assumptions. To do
this, the plan will prioritize cost effective transportation investments that support the land use pattern and
address changes in forecasted travel demand of the preferred scenario. The plan should include the most
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efficient and cost effective transportation system possible to meet the needs of future residents. Further, the
plan should consider postponing or modifying investments that address growth and demand that is not likely
to occur by 2040 based forecasted population, housing, and employment growth. Because the plan is
updated every four years, and can be amended more often if necessary, where planned growth is different
from the plan’s forecast, changes will be captured through future updates so that the plan is always based on
the latest and best data and information.
As part of the plan’s emphasis on economic prosperity, the board is interested in identifying and prioritizing
transportation investments that create or improve access to jobs, job centers, and economic development
opportunities. Staff should coordinate with member and partner agencies to bring information and analysis
about how the plan’s transportation investments can support economic development and access to jobs.

Topic #5: New Mobility Assumptions
Policy Choices & Assumptions:

•

To what extent should the plan and SCS include the costs, potential benefits, and performance
impacts of new mobility options?

•

Given the level of uncertainty of deployment and future use of new mobility options, how much
should the region rely on new mobility options to achieve performance goals?

Policy Direction:

•

Recognize there is a large margin of uncertainty around future deployment of autonomous vehicles
(AVs), but it is probable that AVs will be operating in our region in the future. Assume at least a low
level of AV usage by the horizon year and examine some of the potential risks and opportunities of
higher levels of AV usage.

•

Assume some increased usage of emergent shared mobility options like transportation network
companies, bike share, and scooters, where existing use in the Sacramento region is relatively low
today. Explore reasonable opportunities to capture the enhanced mobility and efficiencies shared
modes can offer.

•

Look for opportunities to include any learning or concepts being developed as part of the Next
Generation Transit study, and other ongoing transit studies like the SacRT Forward project, in the
preferred scenario.

•

In view of the potential of connected vehicles to, over time, significantly expand the current
operational capacity of roadways, the emphasis on phasing and “right-sizing” of major new roadway
projects should be increased.

•

Strike a balance between leveraging new mobility options and innovations, which also bring with
them a high degree of uncertainty and risk, and reliance on more conventional strategies and
approaches for achieving MTP/SCS goals and objectives.
o

Where possible, base projects and programs included in the preferred scenario on evidence
from a locally sponsored pilot or demonstration projects, or borrowed from a successful
deployment in a comparable region.
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•

Be realistic about the potential costs and risks of a broad deployment of a project or program that
has only had pilot or demonstration deployment at a very small scale.

Discussion:

See Attachment F

Topic #6: Pricing Assumptions
Policy Choices & Assumptions:

•

To what degree should the region shift from the current options for managing and financing the
transportation system, to options including system pricing or pay-as-you-go fees?

Policy Direction:
•

The MTP/SCS should recognize the current fixed fuel-tax approach to funding roadways has structural
problems, and ultimately should be replaced with a more financially sustainable approach.

•

Test a wide range of pricing concepts and provide information on the positive and negative impacts of the
concepts to the board in advance of any endorsement of the preferred scenario. Examples:
o

Explore high occupancy toll lanes to get more benefit from investments in high-occupancy
vehicle (HOV) lanes, generate revenues to fund operation costs, and fund transit service.

o

Evaluate tolling of major new capacity projects to offset construction, operation, and
maintenance costs of new roadways.

o

Evaluate pay-as-you-go concepts as potential replacements to the fuel tax to better understand
impacts on households that have no realistic options but to drive.

•

Explore and test peak pricing concepts, like those used for other utilities like electricity or water, to help
manage traffic and reduce congestion. Evaluation of these concepts should include the impact on
household budgets, especially for lower income households.

Discussion:

See Attachment G
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Attachment D: Discussion Draft Inputs and Performance Indicators

Adopted 2016
MTP/SCS

2020 MTP/SCS
Discussion Draft

113,557

86,167

73,361

12%

30%

33%

696,751

78,750

63,187

76%

28%

28%

36,545

114,836

84,213

4%

40%

38%

72,301

5,143

2,396

8%

2%

1%

553,334

83,335

57,726

60%

29%

26%

367,807

201,566

165,431

(percent of homes)

40%

71%

74%

Jobs Housing Ratio
(within 4 miles of primary and secondary jobs centers)
Regional Average = 1.2

TBD

1.26

TBD

6,500

7,680

Performance Metric

2016
Baseline

Land Use Attributes
Share of homes in Center & Corridor Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in

Established Communities1

(percent of homes)
Share of homes in Developing

Communities1

(percent of homes)
Share of homes in

Rural Residential Communities1

(percent of homes)
Share of homes in
homes

rural residential and large-lot single-family1

(percent of homes)
Share of homes in small-lot single-family1 or attached homes

Transportation Attributes
New or Expanded Major Road Lane Miles2
(percent increase from 2016)

7,740

18%

19%

8,400

8,400

110%

110%

n/a

$10.6

TBD

TBD

38%

TBD

Funding for road, bike and ped maintenance and operations ($
in billions)8

n/a

$12.60

TBD

Funding for new road capacity ($ in billions) 8

n/a

$5.80

$6.20

n/a

$2.80

TBD

n/a

$1.70

TBD

n/a

58

43

n/a

6

TBD

442,915

TBD

Transit Weekday Service Hours

4,000

(percent increase from 2016)
Funding for transit ($ in billions)
Percent of transit costs recovered by ticket sales

Funding for bike/ped street and trail improvements
($ in billions) 8
Funding for programs (community design, tdm, etc.)
($ in billions) 8
Square miles of farmland converted to development6
(4,158 square miles of farmland in 2012)
Square miles of vernal pools affected by development7
Total number of homes near high-frequency transit3
(share of all homes near high-frequency transit)
Total number of jobs near high-frequency

TBD

transit3

37%
631,958

(share of all jobs near high-frequency transit)

TBD

42%

Jobs within 20-minute drive of residence

TBD

272,7000
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Performance Metric

2016
Baseline

Adopted 2016
MTP/SCS

2020 MTP/SCS
Discussion Draft

(200,100 jobs in 2008)
Increase in jobs accessible from EJ areas by 30 min drive

n/a

36%

TBD

Increase in jobs accessible from EJ areas by 30 min transit trip

n/a

71%

TBD

Increase access to higher education from EJ areas by 30 min
drive
Increase access to higher education from EJ areas by 30 min
transit trip
Vehicle miles traveled to jobs centers
(Commute VMT per worker at jobs centers)
Trips by transit, bike or walk to jobs centers
(Transit/bike/walk commute tips per worker at jobs center)

n/a

21%

TBD

37%

TBD

TBD

17.1

TBD

TBD

17%

TBD

TBD

13%

TBD

TBD

17.0

TBD

Mode share for transit, walking and bicycling5

n/a

Percent of all person trips
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 5
Per capita per day
Percent of total vehicle miles traveled in heavy congestion (6%
TBD
6%
TBD
in 2008)
9
Weekday passenger vehicle CO2 emissions
n/a
-16%
TBD
(percent change per capita from 2005)
1 Values shown are for growth assumed in the MTP/SCS between 2012-2036, except in 2012 where values are total for
2012.
2 Values represented are for new or expanded roads in the MTP/SCS between 2012-2036, except for the 2012 scenario
where values are total for 2012.
3 Values represented are total (in 2012 scenario values are total for 2012 and in all other scenarios the value is existing plus
new growth).
4 Except for 2012 acres which represent net acres, for which roads and other public uses have been excluded.
5 Values for the scenarios were adjusted to account for changes to forecasting model made since the workshop, in order to
make the comparable to the current baseline and proposed MTP/SCS results.
6 A generalized analysis of impacts to farmland was conducted for the scenarios based on all Farmland Monitoring and
Mapping Program categories; the same method was applied to the proposed MTP/SCS to allow for comparison.
7 A generalized analysis of impacts to vernal pools was conducted for the scenarios using Central Valley Vernal Pool
Complexes (Holland, 2009); the same method was applied to the proposed MTP/SCS to allow for comparison.
8 Proposed MTP/SCS budget allocations have been re-calculated to match the same categorical classifications as the
workshop alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, 3).
9 The greenhouse gas emissions reduction target approved by the CARB for the SACOG region is a 16 percent per capita
GHG reduction below 2005 levels by 2035.
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MARKET

POLICY

REGULATORY

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

Attachment E

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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Topic #5: New Mobility Options - Discussion
It is necessary to address the effects of new mobility in the MTP/SCS as many of these options exist
today and are expected to increase in their use in the future. Additionally, innovative programs and
pilots related to new mobility options will be necessary to achieve the SB 375 greenhouse gas
reduction targets and could help achieve other performance goals of the MTP/SCS. For purposes of
the 2020 MTP/SCS, staff is proposing to assess performance using a “baseline” forecast that would
represent travel options commonly used today, some level of autonomous vehicles (AVs), connected
vehicles (CVs), and shared modes, like Transportation Network Companies (TNCs, commonly
thoughts of as Uber and Lyft today). As part of the baseline forecast, SACOG will estimate the
potential impact on MTP/SCS performance of other new mobility options like bike share or microtransit in limited or pilot test deployment now, and with potential for broader deployment in the
future.
Throughout the last year, there have been several conversations with the board on new mobility
options through presentations on Civic Lab, the TDM grant programs, and the October board
workshop on Next Generation Transit. The policy direction included in the draft framework for the
Preferred Scenario is intended to capture the feedback from the board during these conversations.
A summary of the input we heard from the board includes:
•

Be humble of our ability to predict the future given the pace of change we are facing.

•

Be proactive in testing new ideas for mobility services through pilots and test deployment.

•

Be innovative in how we procure and deliver service—where possible, find new ways to
deliver services.

•

Don’t hinder innovation in development of new mobility options by being heavy-handed or
overly-restrictive in our policy actions. Additionally, we should not be premature in setting
policies that might reduce the attractiveness of the Sacramento region as an innovation
hub.

•

Staff should bring forth information on potential risks and opportunities of new mobility
options early enough in the process of developing the MTP/SCS so that anything we are
learning can be incorporated productively.

Additional Research
Staff has engaged in several additional research tasks to support the policy direction proposed in the
draft Preferred Scenario Framework, including:
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•

SACOG Region Household Travel Survey with TNC Travel Results. SACOG completed a detailed
travel survey of 4,010 households in the six-county SACOG planning area, and prepared tallies of
travel by mode based on the draft final survey datasets.
o

Mode share for weekday travel (Figure 1): 85% by private automobile; 10% by walk; about
1% by transit; about 2% by bike. The main “new mobility” mode captured in the survey was
TNC, with 0.2% of all person trips by residents of the region. Taxi, school bus and other
modes combine for the remaining 1.8% of all trips.

o

The low share of TNC trips by residents is consistent with other recent survey data, such as
the National Household Travel Survey.

o

TNC share varies widely by area type (Figure 2). For residents of the core area of Sacramento
(including Downtown Sacramento, West Sacramento, Land Park, Curtis Park, and East
Sacramento), the TNC share was 0.4% (double the regional average), and 0.1% for residents
in rural areas (one-half the regional average).

o

More information and details will be provided in a more comprehensive report using the final
survey datasets later this year.

Table 1. 2018 Weekday Trip Mode Share—Residents of the SACOG Region
Car
Walk
Bike
Transit
TNC
Taxi
School Bus
Other
Total

84.9%
9.7%
2.2%
1.1%
0.2%
0.0%
0.3%
1.5%
100.0%

Source: SACOG, October 2018. Based on SACOG draft final region household travel survey data.
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Figure 1. TNC Weekday Mode Share by Area Type—Residents of SACOG Region

Source: SACOG, October 2018. Based on SACOG region household travel survey

• Testing the Potential Future Impacts of AVs, CVs and TNCs. Staff has been working to test
new functionality in its SACSIM travel demand model, that allows for analysis of scenarios
varying the adoption levels of AVs and TNCs, as well as some of the secondary effects of
those new mobility options on highway capacity. Staff will test a similar set of assumptions
for the Preferred Scenario. Additionally, staff will continue to monitor the deployment of
AVs and that data available from big data sources and other regions. Below is a summary of
the test results for several test scenarios on AVs and TNC usage, based on the Discussion
Scenario.
Staff created five future scenarios, based three different factors:
o

Adoption rate of AVs—this is the percentage of privately owned vehicles that are
AVs. Owning AVs within a household has several effects in the modeling.
Household AVs are more heavily used (e.g. the same vehicle may drop off one
household member at work, and return home to serve another household member
going to a different activity, like school). The greater utility of the AV makes owning
fewer vehicles possible for some households—but it also results in “zero occupant”
vehicle trips.

o

Connected vehicle effects on highway capacity--as AVs become more prevalent,
highways could potentially operate more efficiently and at higher capacity, by
3
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“platooning” of AVs through connected vehicle technology. In the modeling, this
factor results in reduced congestion and faster travel speeds.
o

The degree to which TNCs (or shared vehicle) are embraced and utilized by
travelers—this is the percentage of vehicle trips that are made using TNCs, rather
than driving a privately owned vehicle. In the modeling, this factor results in lower
vehicle ownership, and greater reliance on TNCs for shorter trips that may
otherwise be served by transit, biking or walking.

o

There are many other primary and secondary factors and uncertainties not included
in these five tests: effects of AVs and TNCs on the market for paid parking;
variations in the impact of AVs on the “cost” of time spent in a vehicle; uncertainties
on the future costs of AV and TNC use, relative to other modes; and other factors.

All five test scenarios were based on the Discussion Scenario and 2035 land use and demographics.
The table in below provides a tabulation of the Discussion Scenario for five key metrics, and the
percentage differences for those metrics for the two AV/shared use scenarios.
•

Scenario 1 is essentially a “baseline” for these tests, with the future looking essentially like
today: no AVs, no CV effects on highway capacity, and very low TNC usage.

•

Scenario 2 assumes a very slow rate of adoption of AVs, with only about 4 percent of privately
owned vehicles being AVs. At this low level, the potential effects of CVs on highway capacity
would not occur. TNC use in this scenario is high at 9 percent of all personal vehicle trips—
though no firm estimates of TNC mode share for all trips exists for other regions, some evidence
suggests this is approximately the level of TNC use in San Francisco today. Because the shifts in
this scenario are relatively modest, the changes relative to Scenario #1 are also relatively small,
and the overall impact of VMT is negligible. The biggest impact is on vehicle ownership, which
drops by about 12 percent compared to Scenario 1.

•

Scenario 3 assumes a faster rate of adoption of AVs (21 percent), and greater willingness to use
TNCs (17 percent). For this scenario, no CV highway capacity effects were assumed. The higher
reliance on TNCs shifted more trips from bike, walk, and transit. For both AVs and TNCs, the
higher rate of zero-occupant trips generated by re-positioning both household AVs and TNC
providers resulted in a small increase in VMT compared to scenario 1.

•

Scenario 4 assumes that AVs are owned by nearly all households (89%), but used largely
privately, so TNC usage is relatively low (13 percent). In this scenario, AVs are essentially used
as chauffeurs by most households, shuttling various household members to different activities,
and often dead-heading to serve another household member. At this high level of AV adoption,
some of the effects of CVs on highway capacity were assumed, with a 10 to 20 percent increase
4
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in capacity relative to Scenario 1. Mode shifts from bike, walk and transit to vehicle modes is
greater for this scenario, and household-generated VMT increases by 16 percent compared to
Scenario 1. Congestion on the roadways decreases sharply, due to the CV effects.
•

Scenario 5 assumes both high AV adoption, high TNC usage, and the largest CV effects on
highway capacity. The impact on vehicle ownership is the greatest (-40%), and the increased
usage of TNCs offsets somewhat the number of zero-occupant vehicle trips—so the increase in
VMT (+9%) is lower than Scenario 4.

Take-aways from this testing:
•

Testing of three factors (AV market penetration, shared vehicle use) showed a wide range of
potential impact to the MTP/SCS—most of which showed increases in VMT and likely increases
in GHG. Only one scenario (#2) showed no significant increase in VMT.

•

Testing also showed that while the biggest shifts in numbers of trips to TNC modes came from
private auto modes, the impacts of the shifts on transit, biking and walking were significant,
ranging from a negligible change (Scenario 2) to over 50 percent reduction (Scenario 5).

Table 2. Autonomous, Connected, Shared Vehicle Test Scenarios

Source: SACOG, September 2018.
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Other Upcoming Work on New Mobility Options
• Integration of Learnings from Ongoing Innovation-Oriented Pilots and Planning Efforts. As the
October Board workshop demonstrated, there are many innovative pilot projects underway in
the region such as the West Sacramento / VIA pilot and RTs SmartRide shuttles. Other pilots are
in the planning stage and are likely to launch during the MTP/SCS update including AV shuttles
at CSUS, Rancho Cordova, and West Sacramento. In addition, significant planning studies are
underway such as SacRT Forward and Next Generation Transit. Where pilots are successful,
upscaling or broader deployment of the pilot will be integrated into the preferred scenario.
Where ongoing planning efforts identify a new mobility service or a way of delivering a service,
implementation of those new services will be considered for the preferred scenario.
•

Tools for Estimating GHG-Reduction Potential of Selected New Mobility Options. For
programs and projects included in the MTP/SCS, but not captured in the region’s travel demand
forecasting model, the Air Resources Board allows for a separate calculation of GHG reductions.
SACOG is working collaboratively with other MPOs in the state as part of the “Future of
Mobility” research and planning project to develop consistent methods of calculating GHG
reductions for several new mobility options. Examples:
o

Bike share programs

o

Micro-transit

o

Car-share programs

6

Household Travel Survey—Excerpt of Transportation Network Company Trips
The following are initial tallies of the SACOG Household Travel Survey (HTS). SACOG completed a
detailed travel survey of 4,010 households in the six-county SACOG planning area. The study
collected data from 8,321 persons, representing 146,000 (linked) trips across 34,000 complete
person-days during all days from April 10 to May 21, 2018. This is the first survey of its kind in the
region since 20001, and the first survey of its kind to utilize smartphones as the primary data
collection method. Smartphones have documented advantages in capturing many trips, and
especially shorter trips, that are often forgotten or not reported in the older-style of survey, relying
on written travel diaries by the survey participants, and data retrieved by phone. It is also the first
survey of its kind conducted since the advent of transportation network companies (TNCs, like Uber
and Lyft), as well as other shared modes like car-shares (e.g. Zip-Car).
Figure 1 shows the relative mode shares for weekday (Monday through Thursday) trips for all trip
purposes. Auto trips, combining both driver and passenger trips, account for 84 percent of all of the
person trips made in the region. Walk, bike and transit trips account for the next highest shares of
trips, with 10.3%, 2.3% and 1.3%, respectively. Other modes (vanpool, traditional taxi, bike-share,
car-share, etc.) accounted for 1.1% of trips. School bus accounted for 0.3% of all trips. TNCs
accounted for about 0.2% of all trips.
Figure 2 shows that the share of TNC trips varies by the area of residence. Residents in the core
area of the region (Downtown Sacramento and the surrounding communities) use TNCs at about
twice the rate of residents of the rest of the urbanized area, and about four times as much as
residents in the rural communities.
Figure 3 show that the timing of TNC trips for weekday trips by time of trip departure. Weekday
TNC trips tend to be made later in the day, with 40 percent of all trips beginning after 5:00pm.
Figure 4 shows the distribution of TNC trips by day of week.

1

A similar survey, with a much smaller sample, was conducted in 2012.
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Figure 1. 2018 Weekday Travel Mode Share

Source: SACOG, September 2018.
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Figure 2. TNC Weekday Mode Share by Area Type

Source: SACOG, September 2018.

Figure 3. Weekday TNC Trips by Trip Start Time

Source: SACOG, September 2018.
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Figure 4. TNC Trip Ratios by Day of Week

Source: SACOG, September 2018.
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Topic #6: Pricing Assumptions - Discussion
Background
In May, the board heard information from Ray Traynor, SANDAG Operations Manager, and David
Ungemah, WSP Vice President and Transportation Operations practice manager, on a range of
different ideas on pricing as a part of managing roadway infrastructure, including:
•

High Occupancy / Toll (HOT) lanes (also called “Express Lanes”): Carpools, vanpools and
express buses are allowed to use facilities without tolls, and single occupant vehicles are
allowed to pay a toll to access the facility. Tolls are usually set based on the time savings for
using the HOT lane, compared to the parallel mixed flow lanes. Tolls are used to offset
operating costs of the facility, or to subsidize transit service in the corridor.

•

Toll Roads: All users of the facility are charged. Tolls may vary by time of day, depending on
traffic levels. Tolls are used to repay construction costs of the facility,
operation/maintenance costs, or costs of providing transit service in the corridor.

•

Pay-As-You-Go-Fees: Everyone is charged a per-mile fee for the miles they drive on all roads.
The concept has been pilot tested (including in California), but has not been implemented.
Possible replacement to fuel-based taxes for funding road maintenance and system
development.

Since the board workshop in May, pricing has been discussed in several other MTP/SCS board items.
Feedback from the board to date includes:
•

Recognition that the fuel-tax approach to funding roadways has structural problems, and
ultimately should be replaced with a more sustainable approach.

•

Encouragement to test a wide range of ideas as part of the MTP/SCS update, and bring forth
information on the benefits and costs of pricing for achieving MTP/SCS performance goals,
and generating revenue to maintain or develop our transportation system.

•

Strong interest in HOT lanes as a potential way to get more benefit from investments in HOV
lanes, and to generate revenues to fund operation costs, and potentially to fund corridor
transit service.

•

Strong interest in toll roads as an option for offsetting costs of construction, and operations
and maintenance costs.

•

Interest in pay-as-you-go fees as a potential replacement to the fuel tax, though with
concerns about how these fees might impact households in areas where long driving trips
are necessary for daily life, and on lower income households.

1
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•

Some interest in variable or congestion pricing, where higher tolls are charged when the
system is most congested, in order to send a price signal to reduce demand at peak times.
There were concerns about higher tolls being charged during the worst congested periods
being punitive, especially for travelers who have few options for avoiding congested
periods.

•

General concerns about the impact of pricing or fees on households, especially lower
income households.

The policy direction included in the draft framework for the preferred scenario is intended to
capture this feedback and be reflective of what we’ve heard in public workshops and our initial
modeling results that include pricing. The survey from our public workshops this summer show that
many respondents agree with the concept of using tolls or pay-as-you-go-fees to pay for
infrastructure maintenance and construction, but share the board’s concerns on the impact to
lower-income residents. A summary of the survey results pertaining to these pricing questions is
included at the end of this document in tables G-2, G-3, and G-4. Additionally, staff has completed
some testing of various pricing scenarios on the Discussion Draft Scenario. The outcomes of this
early testing show that the pay-as-you-go pricing and toll road pricing options result in the most
positive impacts on vehicle miles traveled, congestion, and mode-share. However, all pricing
scenarios tested had a positive impact on these outcomes so staff would like to continue to explore
all options in the Preferred Scenario. A summary of the pricing options tested and their outcomes is
provided below.
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Pricing Tests on Discussion Scenario
All tests based on 2035 Discussion Scenario for the 2020 MTP/SCS, for the four nominated managed lanes projects included in the scenario:
•

I-80 / Yolo Managed Lanes (from SR 113 to US 50/I-5 interchange)

•

I-5 / Sacramento Managed Lanes (from Elk Grove Blvd. to I-80 interchange)

•

US 50 / Sacramento Managed Lanes (from Watt Avenue to the I-5 interchange)

•

Capital City Freeway Managed Lanes (from J Street to I-80 interchange)

Matrix below provide summary of scenario results. Table G-1 provides more details.
Summary of Test Pricing Scenarios
Pricing Scenario

Assumptions

Outcomes

Scenario #1: Fuel

This test essentially replaces the CA fuel

-Positive impacts on VMT (reducing it by up to 1.7

Tax Replacement

tax by year 2025, and preserves that tax

percent), congestion (reducing it by up to 5.5%), and

Pay-As-You-Go Fee

rate per mile as a user fee rather than a

on alternative mode shares (increasing bike, walk and

diminishing fuel tax.

transit by up to 1.7 percent).
-Generates net new revenues (test scenario +/- $200
million in year 2035).

#2 Fuel Tax

This alternative assumes a doubling of

-Same as Scenario #1, except generates much higher

Replacement Plus

average CA fuel tax per mile.

net new revenues, because the user fee is set at a

Additional Pay-As-

higher level than the existing state fuel tax per mile

You-Go Fee

by 2035.

#3 Toll Road

This test was based on the roadway

-Modest reduction of total VMT and congestion,

Conversion

segments identified above, with tolls

increasing alternative modes of commute, and

charged to all users of the segments on

generating additional revenues.

the mixed flow lanes during peak demand

-Significant shifts of traffic to other roadways (e.g. un-

periods.

tolled roadways parallel to the tolled roadways), so
the overall decrease in system-wide congestion is a
net effect.
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#4 High Occupancy

The test assumed the following proposed

-Had little impact on system metrics.

/ Toll—HOV2+

projects all had a HOT lane: I-5 north of

-This is primarily because with the limits and

Downtown Sacramento, I-80 over the

constraints on the test corridors, there was almost no

Yolo Causeway, and on the Capital City

spare capacity to “sell” to SOVs in that corridor.

Freeway, north of the American River.
#5 High Occupancy

This test was the same as #4 in all

-Small impact on system metrics

/ Toll—HOV3+.

respects, except that free access to the

-Slightly more impact than Scenario #4

HOT lane was limited to HOV 3+.
o
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Table G-1. SACSIM Travel Model Test Results on 2035 Discussion Scenario

Source: SACOG
Note: Specific numbers are not reported for the toll road and HOT lane test scenarios (#3, #4, and #5). Improvements to the model are still being calibrated,
and the model itself is very sensitive to specifics of the toll scenarios (i.e. hours of operation, minimum and maximum tolls charged, the types of vehicles using
facilities toll-free, etc.).
5
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MTP/SCS Public Workshop Survey Results
Financing of Road, Highway and Bridge

Table G-2
Financing of Maintenance of Roads, Highways and Bridges: Level of Agreement*
Method
Fuel Taxes
Tolls
Pay-As-You-Go fees
Sales Taxes

El Dorado
59%
54%
49%
27%

Placer
47%
48%
41%
39%

Sacramento
59%
46%
49%
31%

Sutter
44%
34%
31%
28%

Number of Respondents
Fuel Taxes
41
92
580
32
Tolls
41
92
575
32
Pay-As-You-Go fees
41
92
581
32
Sales Taxes
41
92
579
33
*Defined as percentage of respondents choosing “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”.

Yolo
78%
63%
50%
41%

Yuba
44%
44%
25%
23%

Region
58%
48%
47%
32%

92
92
93
92

48
48
47
48

885
880
886
885

Table G-3

Financing of Construction of New of Roads, Highways and Bridges: Level of Agreement*
Method
Fuel Taxes
Tolls
Pay-As-You-Go fees
Sales Taxes

El Dorado
61%
59%
51%
20%

Placer
53%
44%
37%
44%

Sacramento
56%
47%
48%
33%

Sutter
47%
38%
31%
31%

Number of Respondents
Fuel Taxes
41
90
575
32
Tolls
41
92
572
32
Pay-As-You-Go fees
41
91
576
32
Sales Taxes
41
92
572
33
*Defined as percentage of respondents choosing “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”.
Source for both tables: SACOG, October 2018.

Yolo
73%
59%
54%
42%

Yuba
44%
40%
38%
25%

Region
56%
48%
46%
34%

91
92
92
89

48
48
48
48

877
877
880
875
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Table G-4

Attitudes about User Fees as Policy: Level of Agreement with Policy*
Method
User fees are fair way to charge for transportation…
EVs and hybrids should pay lower fees to provide incentive to buy them…
EVs and hybrids should pay fees to make up for paying no/low fuel tax…
Privacy concerns about fees & tracking of travel…
Equity concerns about impact of fees on lower income households…
Number of Respondents
User fees are fair way to charge for transportation…
EVs and hybrids should get lower fees to provide incentive to buy them…
EVs and hybrids should pay fees to make up for paying no/low fuel tax…
Privacy concerns about fees & tracking of travel…
Equity concerns about impact of fees on lower income households…
*Defined as percentage of respondents choosing “Agree” or “Strongly Agree”.
Source: SACOG, October 2018.

El
Dorado
49%
22%
20%
51%
66%

41
41
41
40
40

Placer
34%
34%
43%
71%
76%

Sacramento
43%
25%
33%
65%
75%

Sutter
25%
13%
31%
72%
63%

Yolo
49%
33%
41%
62%
78%

Yuba
27%
31%
25%
77%
88%

Region
41%
27%
34%
66%
75%

92
92
94
93
94

577
572
578
574
577

32
32
32
31
32

92
92
92
93
93

48
48
48
49
48

882
877
885
880
884
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1. Issue:
How should SACOG evaluate transportation projects for the 2020 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy update (MTP/SCS)?

2. Recommendation:
None, this is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
The board has directed staff to revisit existing analysis tools and bring new evaluation
techniques in reviewing transportation projects for the MTP/SCS. The work stems from
board interest in project-level analysis for both planning and programming. The overall
goal of these efforts is to offer clear and transparent connections between technical
analysis on the transportation project list and the board’s policy decisions about
investment priorities for the long-range transportation plan.
In October, staff briefed the board and sought input on several methods by which
transportation projects could be evaluated for the 2020 MTP/SCS. These methods ranged
from the regional to project-specific scale, and included system-level analysis, corridorlevel analysis around job centers, performance targets assessment, and project-level
phasing and benefit-cost analysis. Attachment A describes the level-of-effort and a bit of
background on each of these methods.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The October staff report on this topic introduced several options for evaluating
transportation projects for the MTP/SCS. This staff item provides a closer look at two of
those evaluation methods: benefit-cost analysis and job centers accessibility.
Benefit-Cost Analysis

Attachment B provides an overview of SACOG’s benefit-cost analysis methodology.
Because this type of analysis takes a considerable amount of time for each project
evaluated, the function of a benefit-cost analysis will be to evaluate a limited number of
large and significant projects being considered for inclusion in the MTP/SCS. The 2020
MTP/SCS will be the first time a SACOG plan update conducts benefit-cost analysis at the
project level.
Job Centers Accessibility
Attachment C provides an overview of SACOG’s approach to jobs centers and accessibility
for the 2020 MTP/SCS. The work draws on the method developed in prior plan cycles to
define major regional concentrations of employment. SACOG is updating this approach in
the 2020 MTP/SCS with the most current employment data, with review and input from
local agency staff and the Economic Prosperity Partnership. The attachment also details
some of the proposed changes to the jobs center geography for the 2020 MTP/SCS.
Measures of accessibility to jobs, or the number of jobs within a reasonable travel time
from a place of residence, are a good indicator of a land use pattern and transportation
system that supports economic prosperity. Access to workers from jobs centers in the sixcounty SACOG region were also an important part of the recent Brookings Institute
economic analysis. Increased regional accessibility to jobs means shorter driving trips
and a corresponding decrease in vehicle miles traveled and air emissions, but also a
greater labor shed for employers and more access to opportunity for residents. Recent
efforts, such as the region’s proposal to the Amazon HQ2 competition, provide evidence of
the importance of job accessibility for a high performing regional economy. SACOG has a
longstanding practice tracking both jobs/housing and job center accessibility measures,
and will increase the focus of such measures given the MTP/SCS update’s emphasis on
economic prosperity.
Jobs/housing balance has also been tracked and forecasted in prior MTP/SCSs, and
SACOG will continue to do so in the 2020 MTP/SCS. Achieving and maintaining a good
balance of jobs, workers, and housing is a necessary condition to achieving some of the
performance objectives in the MTP/SCS—without an adequate supply of housing near
jobs, commutes will get longer. But good jobs/housing balance does not guarantee
shorter commutes—many factors related to the affordability of housing, income and wages
of workers, and travel options available to connect workers to jobs are all part of the
equation. The proposed approach of evaluating access to jobs and workers, and
jobs/housing balance, in combination with the focus on housing type, location of housing,
and coordination with local plans as part of the growth forecast, provides a solid basis for
addressing this issue in the 2020 MTP/SCS update.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item does not have an impact on the agency budget. Staff time is already included in
the Overall Work Program.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
1. Advance Economic Prosperity, 7. Deliver Key High-Profile Transportation Projects

ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: Assessment Matrix
A achment B: BCA Methodology
A achment C: Major Employment Centers

Attachment A

Evaluation
Type
Project
Phasing &
Benefit-Cost
Analysis

Scale of
Analysis
Indicators at
project/
segment level

Level & Scope
of Effort
Highest Effort
Small number
of large and
significant
projects or
corridors

History/Precedent
Project Phasing
analysis completed
for 2016 MTP/SCS.
BCA methodology
developed through
PPA working group

Timing/Delivery
Testing of concept
and methodology
underway.
Working group
review in 2017.

Performance
Targets
Assessment

Indicators at
project level

Medium Effort
Individual
analysis of all
projects or
bundles of
similar projects

Only a few MPO
peers have
completed a
comprehensive
targets
assessment

Can apply the
Economic
Prosperity
Partnership
principles. A scaled
effort can be done
by March 2019

Accessibility
Indicators at
to Job Centers corridor level
and Corridors

Medium Effort
The impacts on
job centers
from bundles
of project
investments
are evaluated

Prior plans
identified reported
performance
measures for
regional job
centers

Can be
accomplished
within the
MTP/SCS update
schedule.

System-Level
Performance
Measures

Modest Effort
Overall
system-wide
analysis of plan
performance

Many
performance
measures reported
in prior plans and
being tracked
currently.

Can be
accomplished
within the
MTP/SCS update
schedule.

Indicators at
regional level

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Attachment B

Overview of SACOG’s Benefit Cost Analysis
SACOG’s Benefit-Cost Analysis (BCA) provides a quantitative means to estimate and then
compare the effectiveness of individual transportation investments. In short, the analysis helps
answer the following question: is the proposed transportation project a cost-effective
investment, where user and societal benefits outweigh construction and operating costs?
SACOG has worked for multiple years to adopt best practice BCA methods, drawing in particular
on the benefit-cost analyses at the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), as well as to contribute to the state of practice
through improvements to technical and modeling techniques and benefit measures.
To measure project performance SACOG’s BCA relies primarily on the Sacramento Activity-Based
Travel Simulation Model (SACSIM), the regional travel demand model maintained by SACOG.
The method also integrates the EMFAC emissions model developed by the California Air
Resources Board, a custom segment-level safety tool, and several other post-processing scripts.
Together, these models estimate the project’s annual benefits across a series of performance
measures. SACOG’s activity based SACSIM model allows for a much more detailed analysis in a
BCA, including a ‘triple bottom line’ approach that looks at economic, environmental, and equity
indicators. An independent review conducted by a 2017 working group found only four other
MPOs have a BCA with a similar triple bottom line approach, with varying stages of
implementation (SACOG’s proposed BCA tool would be the 5th with this degree of
sophistication). SACOG is also on the leading edge of conducting statistical testing to isolate
project impacts in the BCA.
SACOG’s BCA then monetizes these broad impacts based on existing economic valuations drawn
from technical literature and other BCAs implemented across the country. Finally, the BCA
compares these monetized annual benefits to the annual cost of maintaining and operating the
transportation investment and the amortized cost of building the investment. The project
sponsor provides project cost and operating costs, and SACOG uses standard useful lifecycle
assumptions from other BCAs to set the amortization of the project investment.
The table below reports the benefits measures in SACOG’s BCA, as well as how each measure is
monetized.
While providing concrete estimates of project impact and benefit, SACOG’s BCA is an extremely
time-consuming effort that draws on multiple models and integrated quantitative analyses. As
such, the 2017 project performance working group noted the BCA is most effective in analyzing
a subset of larger regionally significant transportation projects. The group found the BCA an
essential component of a broader performance assessment and supporting including the
method in SACOG’s upcoming work. In addition to SACOG planning and programming the
working group recommended the method be available to support regional applications to state
and federal competitive programs.
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Table 1. Benefit Measures and Monetized Values Used in SACOG’s Benefit Cost Analysis

Monetized in constant 2013 dollars.
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Major Employment Centers for 2020 MTP/SCS
Starting with the 2016 MTP/SCS, SACOG identified a set of major employment centers for use in
assessments of jobs/housing balance and access to jobs. The definition of major employment
center was based on:
•

Concentrations of 10,000 or more non-retail jobs at densities of greater than 8 employees
per acre, based on most current available data.

•

For industrial centers, a lower density threshold was used, due to the nature of industrial
uses, with large floor area per employee.

•

Size threshold was set to identify larger existing centers.

•

Density threshold was set to identify areas where employment is relatively concentrated.

For the 2016 MTP/SCS, this definition resulted in a set of 14 major employment centers covering
about 50% of the region’s employment, and nine secondary centers. Chapter 9 of the 2016
MTP/SCS provides assessment of jobs/housing balance and access to employment centers for the 14
major employment centers.
Jobs/housing balance is measured relative to the major employment centers. The definition of
jobs/housing balance for the MTP/SCS is keyed to the ratio of households to jobs within close
proximity (4 miles) to the major employment centers. This definition corrects some of the known
flaws of measures of jobs/housing balance. First, it is based on an objectively defined geography—
jobs/housing balance is often limited to jurisdictional geography, which is often too large or too
arbitrary to be useful. Second, the definition looks at balance of households and jobs within close
proximity to major employment centers, where shorter than average commutes and alternative
mode commutes (e.g. biking and transit) are more feasible. Finally, the definition accounts for
“competition” between major employment centers, so that jobs and households are not double
counted.
This definition of jobs/housing balance is admittedly not perfect. Achieving a good jobs/housing
balance by this measure would ensure that a reasonable supply of housing (and workers residing in
the housing) is available to most major employment centers, but it would not ensure that the
housing supplied is affordable or attractive to the workers in each center.
Figure 1 is a map of the employment center geography based on 2016 employment. The boundaries
of the centers shown are those used for the 2016 MTP/SCS.
Changes to Major Employment Centers for the 2020 MTP/SCS
For the 2016 MTP/SCS, as mentioned above, concentrations of existing employment were used to
define the centers. For the 2020 MTP/SCS, SACOG will work with its Economic Prosperity Partners
to identify opportunity areas, where current concentrations of employment do not meet the major
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
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employment center definition, but where sites are likely to be attractive for either recruitment or
re-location of employers in key tradeable sectors, or for expansion and growth of employers in key
tradeable sectors already located in the region.
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1. Issue:
What is the staff recommendation for the Regional and Community Design programs of the
2018 SACOG Funding Round, and should it be released for public comment?

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
Over the last 15 years, SACOG has conducted regional funding rounds every two or three
years. The regional funding round awards funds from the Regional Surface Transportation
Program (RSTP), Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ), State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), and SACOG Managed Funds. The focus and
selection process evolves over each round in response to board direction and input from
stakeholders across the region. Projects are selected to receive flexible funds for road,
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian projects within the four-county region (Sacramento, Sutter,
Yolo, and Yuba counties). The funding round is one of SACOG’s most impactful means to
support the implementation of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS).

4. Discussion/Analysis:
In May, the board approved the framework for the 2018 funding round. In addition to
smaller existing funding commitments, this framework included four distinct competitive
funding programs: (1) Regional Program, (2) Community Design, (3) Green Region, and
(4) Next Generation Transportation Demand Management, which includes Traditional,
Innovations, and a rolling Mini-Grant program.
The board has already acted to award funding for the Next Generation Transportation
Demand Management program. The purpose of this report is to provide the staff
recommendation for funding awards from the Regional and Community Design programs,

and recommend release for a public comment period from board release on November 15,
to the December 6, meeting of the SACOG Transportation Committee. A parallel staff item
describes the staff recommendation for the Green Region program, which, when combined
with this item, constitutes the balance of this year’s funding round. The board will act on
these joint draft recommendations at the December 2018 meeting.
Application Evaluation Process
SACOG received 74 applications from 24 project sponsors requesting $303.4 million in
funding across the Regional and Community Design programs. Attachment A provides
the summary of the staff recommendations for this competitive funding, as well as for
Community Design $100,000 non-competitive grants. Attachment B provides more
detailed project descriptions and a summary of the staff and working group analysis for
each project submitted to the Regional and Community Design programs.
Both the Regional and Community Design programs conducted a multi-faceted
performance review to evaluate the submitted proposals. First, SACOG convened working
groups specific to each program. SACOG facilitated the Community Design working group
sessions, but the Community Design working group itself consisted entirely of nonSACOG staff. For the Regional Program the working group was a mix of SACOG staff and
outside experts.
Following an orientation meeting, each member of the working groups independently
reviewed and evaluated applications on the basis of their performance merit.
Community Design and the Regional Program also conducted separate technical
engineering reviews of every submitted project. The engineering review focused on the
project’s eligibility, deliverability, and cost effectiveness. SACOG drew on professional
transportation engineers from across the region to complete this technical review.
Both programs drew on SACOG’s project performance assessment (PPA) data tool for a
transparent, consistent quantitative performance analysis across projects. Attachment C
lists the PPA performance indicators by program, as well as the board-adopted policy
frameworks. The Regional Program used the PPA as a distinct evaluation factor, while
Community Design used the tool as an additional point of consideration for working group
members. Applications for replacing transit vehicles, which serve an entire transit service
area, were evaluated using fleet data from the region-wide Transit Asset Management
(TAM) tool, instead of using the PPA tool, which pinpoints a project’s geography.
Finally, each working group met several times to rank and prioritize submitted projects
according to an iterative process that considered the various inputs of the multi-faceted
performance review: engineering cost/feasibility analysis, quantitative data results,
narrative response, and application as a whole. The working groups provided a
recommendation to SACOG management staff on the projects with the highest
performance merit. SACOG management staff then compiled the results of each working
group process into a final recommendation package for both programs within funding
availability.
Regional Program and Community Design Staff Recommendation
For the 2018 round staff recommends funding awards as set forth in Attachment A:
$102,318,000 from the Regional Program

$18,448,000 from the Community Design Program
The recommended funding total is approximately ten percent above the draft funding
target presented in May. Since that time, staff has updated the expected revenue totals to
account for the region’s share of federal funds obligation authority (OA) from the annual
state redistribution process, and completed an updated assessment of near-term
transportation project delivery funding needs in 2019. Programming a modestly higher
share of federal funds through this year’s regional funding round positions SACOG to fully
obligate the extra OA received through the state redistribution and to remain successful
through the next annual cycle. A modest increase in the regional funding target levels has
precedence in prior funding rounds so staff believes the recommended new funding target
total remains consistent with the May board policy direction for the 2018 funding round.
A few of the proposed funding awards establish conditions for the project sponsor. If the
board approves such an award, the project sponsor will meet with SACOG Project Delivery
staff to establish an agreed-upon calendar for meeting these project level agreements.
Upon meeting these agreed-upon requirements, the project will be programmed into the
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). Should the project sponsor be
unable to reach the milestones established in the agreement, the funds will be made
available to future SACOG funding programs. Several of the projects recommended for
funding are also actively competing in non-SACOG funding programs, including the state
Active Transportation Program (ATP) and federal competitive grant programs, including
the Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) program and the
FASTLANE program. SACOG staff is actively monitoring these other programs and would
bring forward a recommendation for board consideration if multiple programs fully fund
the same segment of a project.
Staff Recommendation in Context of Larger 2018 Funding Round
Following the staff-recommended Regional Program and Community Design awards,
Attachment A closes with a summary of the remaining elements of the 2018 round: (1)
Green Region, (2) Next Generation Transportation Demand Management, and (3) other
funding commitments.
As noted above, a separate staff item describes the draft recommendation for the Green
Region program, and awards were already approved for the TDM programs. Staff is
encouraged by the synergy between the Green Region, TDM, and core funding programs,
and believe they collectively advance the goals and priorities established in the round’s
policy framework and implementation of the MTP/SCS.
The 2018 funding round also includes other smaller funding commitments. These funding
commitments consist of: two years’ worth of funding already approved by the board for
the Spare the Air program as an air quality transportation control measure; an RSTP
exchange for rural counties; and planning, programming and monitoring costs. While
these additional elements are not covered in this staff item, they are included in the
attachment to provide further context for the overall funding round. The attachment also
notes the estimated funding for SACOG’s upcoming 2019 funding round
Lastly, staff will be meeting in early November with relevant transit agencies to agree upon
recommendations for the award of Tier 2 transit funds remaining from a prior regional
funding round. Those recommendations will be included in the final funding round

recommendation package for board approval in December.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The item has no fiscal impact to the SACOG’s operating budget other than already
budgeted staff time.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
7. Deliver Key High-Profile Transportation Projects
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: Funding Recommenda on
A achment B: Project Descrip ons
A achment C: Policy Framework

Attachment A

Regional and Community Design Programs Staff Recommendation
Lead Agency

Project Title

Funding Program

Funding
Request

Award
Recommendation

Caltrans District 3

Capital City Freeway Improvement

Regional Program

$3,500,000

$1,500,000

Caltrans District 3

I-5 Managed Lanes – Sutterville Road to Yolo County Line

Regional Program

$4,350,000

$3,000,000

Caltrans District 3

Yolo I-80 Managed Lanes

Regional Program

$4,000,000

$2,000,000

Regional Program

$7,500,000

$5,000,000

Regional Program

$4,000,000

Community Design

$2,700,000

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

Regional Program

$7,770,000

$5,000,000

Capital SouthEast Connector Joint
D-3 Segment of Capital SouthEast Connector
Powers Authority
City of Citrus Heights
City of Davis
City of Davis
City of Elk Grove

Auburn Boulevard Complete Street -Phase 2
CR 32A Railroad Crossing Relocation PSR-PDS (Yolo
County/Davis)
I-80/Richards Boulevard Interchange Improvement

$4,000,000

$398,000

$0

$1,213,000

$1,213,000

City of Elk Grove

Elk Grove Blvd - UPRR Bike-Ped Crossing
Regional Program
Elk Grove Creek Trail Gap Closure (Laguna Springs Drive to
Regional Program
Oneto Park)
ITS 5A - Signal and Intersection Modifications
Regional Program

$802,000

$802,000

City of Elk Grove

Kammerer Road – Bruceville Road to Big Horn Boulevard

Regional Program

$6,000,000

$0

City of Elk Grove

Laguna Blvd Right Turn Lane to W. Stockton Blvd
Regional Program
Lewis Stein Road and West Stockton Blvd Pavement Rehab
Regional Program
and Modernization

$1,768,000

$1,768,000

$2,348,000

$511,000

City of Elk Grove

Old Town Elk Grove Streetscape Project: Phase 2

Community Design

$4,000,000

$4,000,000

City of Elk Grove

Replacement Purchase of Seven 40’ CNG Buses

Regional Program

$3,718,000

$0

City of Folsom

Mixed Use Overlay Zoning

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

City of Folsom

Oak Ave Parkway

Regional Program

$717,000

$0

City of Galt

C and Civic Enhancements Project

Regional Program

$4,947,000

Community Design

$2,500,000

City of Isleton

Land Use and Growth Analysis Project

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

City of Live Oak

Live Oak Housing Element Update and Community Visioning
Community Design
Plan

$100,000

$100,000

City of Marysville

Gavin and Veterans Park Modernization Project

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

City of Rancho Cordova

Mather Field Complete Streets Project

Community Design

$2,000,000

$0

City of Elk Grove

City of Elk Grove

$2,500,000

Regional and Community Design Programs Staff Recommendation
Lead Agency
City of Rancho Cordova

City of Rancho Cordova

Project Title
Sunrise Blvd Street Rehabilitation and Active
Transportation Project ‐ Folsom Boulevard to Folsom South
Canal
White Rock Road Safety and Congestion Relief- Luyung
Drive to 0.5 miles east of the future Rancho Cordova
Parkway

Funding Program

Funding
Request

Award
Recommendation

Regional Program

$2,500,000

$2,500,000

Regional Program

$5,000,000

$2,000,000

City of Rancho Cordova

Zinfandel Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing

Regional Program

$3,377,000

$3,377,000

City of Sacramento

14th Avenue Extension

Regional Program

$5,253,000

$0

City of Sacramento

Capitol Mall Revitalization Project

Community Design

$500,000

$500,000

City of Sacramento

Del Rio Trail

Regional Program

$10,890,000

$6,000,000

City of Sacramento

Franklin Boulevard Complete Streets Project

Community Design

$3,500,000

$3,500,000

City of Sacramento

North 16th Streetscape Project - Design

Community Design

$500,000

$0

City of Sacramento
City of Sacramento and City of
West Sacramento
City of Sacramento and
Sacramento Regional Transit
District

Traffic Signal Safety

Regional Program

$3,983,000

$3,983,000

I Street Bridge Replacement

Regional Program

$22,437,000

$7,000,000

R Street and 29th/30th Street Signalization

Regional Program

$1,364,000

$0

City of West Sacramento

Washington District Gateway

Community Design

$2,300,000

$2,300,000

City of West Sacramento

West Capitol Avenue Road Rehabilitation and Safety
Enhancement

Regional Program

$4,844,000

$2,000,000

City of Wheatland

City of Wheatland Business Park Feasibility Study

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

City of Winters

General Plan Refresh and Sustainability Element

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

City of Woodland

City of Woodland’s Sidewalk / Driveway Improvement Project Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

City of Woodland

Gibson Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Mobility

Regional Program

$3,933,000

$3,933,000

City of Yuba City

Harter Parkway and Sutter Bike Path Gap Closure

Regional Program

$1,984,000

$1,984,000

City of Yuba City

Highway 20 Revitalization Corridor Enhancement

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

Paratransit Inc.

Moving Youth to Jobs

Regional Program

$2,000,000

$0

Sacramento County

Arden Way Complete Streets: Phase 1

Community Design

$4,000,000

$1,000,000

Sacramento County

Complete Streets Rehabilitation El Camino Avenue - Mission
Regional Program
Avenue to Garfield Avenue

$2,295,000

$2,295,000

Regional and Community Design Programs Staff Recommendation
Lead Agency

Project Title

Funding Program

Funding
Request

Award
Recommendation

Sacramento County

Complete Streets Rehabilitation Hazel Avenue - Pershing
Avenue to Greenback Lane

Regional Program

$1,666,000

$0

Sacramento County

Complete Streets Rehabilitation Kenneth Avenue – Central
Avenue to Elm Avenue

Regional Program

$1,012,000

$0

Sacramento County

Complete Streets Rehabilitation Marconi Avenue - Eastern
Avenue to Walnut Avenue

Regional Program

$2,505,000

$0

Regional Program

$1,200,000

$0

Regional Program

$3,394,000

$0

Regional Program

$1,215,000

$0

Elverta Road Improvement
Fair Oaks Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility, Phase
II

Regional Program

$5,000,000

$5,000,000

Regional Program

$5,720,000

$5,720,000

Sacramento County

Greenback Lane Complete Streets: Phase 1

Community Design

$2,990,000

$0

Sacramento County

Howe Avenue Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
Madison Avenue Widening – Phase 1: Sunrise Boulevard to
Hazel Avenue
South Watt Ave Improvement Phase 1: Segment 1 Florin Rd
to Elder Creek Rd and Segment 3 Fruitridge Rd to Jackson
Rd
Walnut Avenue at Fair Oaks Blvd Pedestrian and Bicycle
Improvements

Regional Program

$1,907,000

$1,907,000

Regional Program

$200,000

$200,000

Regional Program

$15,000,000

$5,000,000

Regional Program

$875,000

$0

Watt Avenue Complete Streets Improvements: Phase 1

Community Design

$2,800,000

$816,000

Horn Road Light Rail Station 1 Construction

Community Design

$2,600,000

$0

$58,950,000

$10,000,000

Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County

Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento Regional Transit
District
Sacramento Regional Transit
District
Sacramento Regional Transit
District
Sacramento Regional Transit
District and Yolo County
Transportation District
Unitrans

Complete Streets Rehabilitation Rio Linda Boulevard – West
Elverta Road to Sacramento County/Placer County Line

Complete Streets Rehabilitation Madison Avenue – Dewey
Drive to San Juan Avenue
El Centro Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements

Maintaining and Modernizing the Regional Light Rail System Regional Program
Reimagine Watt/I-80 Transit Center Project

Community Design

$500,000

$500,000

Operating Assistance for the UC Davis Medical Center
Shuttle Service

Regional Program

$5,291,000

$3,000,000

Electric Bus and Charging Equipment Purchase

Regional Program

$10,202,000

$2,357,000

Regional and Community Design Programs Staff Recommendation
Lead Agency

Project Title

Funding Program

Funding
Request

Award
Recommendation

Yolo County

County Road 27 Complete Streets

Regional Program

$1,999,000

$0

Yolo County

County Road 27 Rehabilitation from CR 99 to CR 102

Regional Program

$5,400,000

$0

Yolo County

County Road 31 Rehabilitation ‐ CR 93A to City of Davis

Regional Program

$10,622,000

$0

Yolo County

CR 32A Railroad Crossing Relocation PSR-PDS (Yolo
County/Davis)

Community Design

$100,000

$100,000

Yolo County

County Road 98 Safety & Bicycle Improvement – Phase 2

Regional Program

$4,200,000

$4,200,000

Yolo County Transportation District Microtransit Vehicles

Regional Program

$212,000

$0

Yolo County Transportation District Transit Vehicle Replacement

Regional Program

$7,824,000

$3,150,000

Yuba County

Feather River Boulevard –Farm to Market Phase II

Regional Program

$1,918,000

$1,918,000

Yuba County

North Beale Road Complete Streets Revitalization Project:
Phase 2

Community Design

$2,332,000

$2,332,000

$303,425,000

$120,766,000

Regional and Community Design programs subtotal

Green Region Staff Recommendation (covered in separate staff item)
Funding Request

Award
Recommendation

$717,000

$0

$3,539,000

$2,665,000

$1,800,000

$0

DAC Mobility Hub

$2,000,000

$0

EV Carshare

$7,731,000

$0

EVSE Public Charging

$1,777,000

$0

Green Region SECAT Program Extension

$7,475,000

$3,844,000

Microtransit EV Program

$1,164,000

$0

$250,000

$0

$4,499,000

$2,249,000

Lead Agency

Project Title

City of Elk Grove

Purchase of one (1), 40' Zero Emissions Bus
West Sacramento Plug-in Partnership- Charging for Public
and Fleet
Multi-Modal Enhancement Project- Vehicle Purchasing and
Infrastructure

City of West Sacramento
Paratransit Inc.
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Sacramento Regional Transit District

Powerhouse Science Center DC Fast Charger
Zero Emission Bus Service to the Sacramento International
Airport

Valley Clean Energy

Electrify Yolo- Charging Inrastructure and Electric Shuttle

$2,912,000

$2,912,000

Yolo County Transportation District and
Sacramento Regional Transit District

UC Davis to Sacramento Zero Emission Bus Service

$5,291,000

$0

Green Region Program Subtotal

$

39,155,000

$

11,670,000

TDM Innovations Grants (funding awarded by SACOG board in Oct 2018)
Requested
Funds

Awarded
Funds

Lead Agency

Project Title

50 Corridor TMA

Exploring Successful Bike Share
Models for the Suburbs

$

180,000

$

Asian Community Center

Expansion of Demand Response and $
Human Services
Citrus Heights Travel Training
$
Program
Suburban Bike Share Pilot Program $

200,000

$

-

86,505

$

-

168,000

$

City of West Sacramento

Beyond the Commute: Developing
Inclusive TDM Strategies

$

100,000

$

100,000

ReIMAGINE Mack Road
Foundation

UpCycle II - Expansion of Bicyle
Repair Courses and Refurbished
Bike Distribution Program

$

52,800

$

52,800

Sacramento Regional Transit
District
Sacramento Regional Transit
District

Microtransit Scheduling Application
$
Software
SacRT Light Rail Service - Real Time $
Information

150,000

$

150,000

150,000

$

60,000 SACOG staff does not recommend funding the
development of a unique mobile app. Instead, staff
recommends one funding award to SacRT to complete the
GTFS work for SacRT's bus ($15,000) and light rail
($60,000) fleets, for a total of $75,000. This amount would
sufficiently fund the GTFS work that SacRT needs to
make real‐ time transit information available to the public
and third‐party apps such as WAZE and Transit App.
15,000 See note above.

City of Citrus Heights
City of Elk Grove

Sacramento Regional Transit
District
South Natomas TMA (SNTMA)

Notes

75,000 Staff recommends $150,000 in total funding for the two
suburban bike share applications (one from 50 Corridor
TMA and one from City of Elk Grove) as a joint suburban
bike share pilot between 50 Corridor TMA, Elk Grove,
Folsom, and Rancho Cordova. SACOG staff will work with
all parties to scope the project and to determine the lead
agencies, detailed scope of work, and specific grants to
each entity through more discussion with the partners.

75,000 See note above on 50 Corridor TMA application.

SacRT Bus Service - Improved Real
Time Information
SNTMA App for Subsidies and
Ridematching
Yolo County Transportation District YCTD Rural Microtransit Pilot
(YCTD)

$

150,000

$

$

14,712

$

-

$

132,795

$

-

TDM Innovations Grants Subtotal

$ 1,384,812

$ 527,800

This project will be funded through Civic Lab.

TDM Traditional Grants (funding awarded by SACOG board in Sept 2018)
Requested
Funds

Funding
Award

Lead Agency

Project Title

50 Corridor TMA

Crowd-sourcing Safe Bikeways for Trip Planning

$

25,000 $

-

Asian Community Center

Support for Existing Senior Transportation Services
Innovating Safe Routes to School: Transcending the
Public K-8 Curriculum

$

60,000 $

60,000

$

80,000 $

80,000

El Dorado County
Greenly Wise Organization
Paratransit Inc.
Sacramento Regional Transit
District

Apple Hill Seasonal Traffic Circulation Improvement
Green Challenge Automation
Travel Training Program

$
$
$

30,000 $
85,500 $
57,500 $

30,000
-

Real-Time Bus Arrival Signs

$

99,570 $

99,570

South Natomas TMA (SNTMA)

Carpool Subsidies

$

53,000 $

-

South Natomas TMA (SNTMA)

Low-Emissions Vehicle Subsidies

$

26,500 $

-

City of West Sacramento

TDM Traditional Grants Subtotal

$

517,070

$

269,570

State Active Transportation Program (ATP) Applications Submitted from the SACOG Region
ATP Funding
Request
(in $1,000s)

Total Project
Cost
(in $1,000s)

County

Lead Agency

Project Title

El Dorado

Caltrans District 3

SR-49 Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements

4,575

6,400

El Dorado

El Dorado County

El Dorado Trail Bike-Ped Overcrossing

4,506

5,134

El Dorado

El Dorado County

Golden Center Drive/Forni Road Ped and Bike Improvements

1,498

1,498

593

645

14,403

16,403

5,077

6,347

Placer

Moore Road Trail Undercrossing

Placer

City of Lincoln
Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency

Placer

Placer County

Martis Valley Trail Project - Segment 3E/4

Sacramento

City of Citrus Heights

Auburn Boulevard Complete Streets – Phase II

12,667

25,477

Sacramento

City of Elk Grove

Strawberry Creek Pedestrian and Bike Trail

1,786

2,817

Sacramento

City of Folsom

Folsom Boulevard Trail Overcrossing

5,850

6,500
3,375

Highway 49 Sidewalk Gap Closure

Sacramento

City of Rancho Cordova

Mather Field Road Corridor Revitalization

2,675

Sacramento

City of Rancho Cordova

Neighborhood Greenway Project

1,079

1,279

Sacramento

City of Rancho Cordova

School Zone Improvement Project

1,122

1,282

Sacramento

City of Sacramento

Broadway Complete Streets Project - Phase II

5,436

6,850

Sacramento

City of Sacramento

Franklin Boulevard Complete Street Phase II

9,283

12,591

Sacramento

City of Sacramento

West Canal Multi-Use Trail

1,567

1,960

Sacramento

Sacramento County

Fair Oaks Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Project, Phase II

6,066

6,996

Sacramento

Sacramento County

Fern Bacon Middle School SRTS

858

990

Sacramento

Sacramento County

Folsom Blvd Complete Street Improvements, Phase II

4,201

4,777

Sacramento

Sacramento County

Howe Ave Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements

1,837

2,732

441

441

Sacramento

San Juan Unified School District

Three Steps to Safer Routes for Students

Sutter

City of Yuba City

Bridge Street SR2S Shared-use Path

670

748

Yolo

City of Davis

Davis Amtrak Olive Drive Bicycle/Pedestrian Grade-Separated Crossing

5,901

7,266

Yolo

City of West Sacramento

Sycamore Trail Phase 3

1,060

1,250

Yolo

City of Winters

Grant Ave/SR128/I-505 Overcrossing/Russell Blvd Complete Streets

1,462

25,324

Yolo

City of Woodland

West Gibson SRTS

4,139

5,239

Yuba

Yuba County

Cedar Lane Elementary Safe Routes to Schools Project

4,735

4,990

Yuba

Yuba County

Ninth Avenue & Fleming Way Safe Route to School Project

5,463

5,757

108,950

165,068

Total

Other funding commitments and 2019 Funding Round
Award
Recommendation

Lead Agency

Project Title

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District

Air Quality Transportation Control Measures

$

SACOG

RSTP Exchange

$

SACOG

Planning, Programming, and Monitoring

$

Reflects 1% of RSTP programmed in 2018/2019
533,800 round

SACOG

Next Generation Transportation Demand
Management, including Civic Lab pilots*

$

Total includes the above grant awards in TDM
Traditional and Innovations, as well as Civic Lab
3,000,000 pilots, programming, and rolling Mini-Grant awards

Elk Grove Transit, Sacramento Regional
Transit District, Unitrans, and Yolo
County Transportation District
2015 Funding Round Tier II Transit Lump Sum $

Other Funding Commitments Subtotal

SACOG

2019 Funding Round

* funding was awarded previously by the SACOG board

$

Notes

Reflects two years of funding Spare the Air
942,500 program
Rural three county flexible exchange. For
1,106,300 2018/2019 round

Award Tier II transit lump sum from 2015 funding
round to the four lead agencies. SACOG to
convene the operators during week of November
18,148,300 5th

23,730,900

Estimated total of
$65,000,000 to be
programmed in 2019

SACOG will conduct a 2019 Funding Round.
Proposed round to align with timing of MTP draft
preferred scenario and year 1 evaluation of new
programs

Attachment B

Summary of Regional Program and Community Design Application Review
Caltrans District 3 – Capital City Freeway Improvement
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$3,500,000

Award Recommendation:

$1,500,000

Proposed Project: On State Route 51 from J Street to north of Arden Way: perform the
environmental phase to widen or replace structures in order to extend bus/carpool lanes, add new
auxiliary lanes, add a Class I multiuse trail on the American River bridge adjacent to the northbound
lanes, install or upgrade Intelligent Transportation Systems/Traffic Operations Systems (ITS/TOS)
elements, modify on/off ramps to improve bicycle/pedestrian/transit accessibility, and install ramp
metering.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to address congestion, delays, and safety issues on the Capital
City Freeway (SR-51). The freeway is Caltrans District 3’s top bottleneck and is responsible for
a large share of the total travel delay in the region.
 The sponsor identified the project’s primary performance benefits as reducing congested VMT
and VMT per capita, and increasing multimodal travel options.
 The project is located in an area with demonstrated congestion and many of the proposed
treatments are appropriate to address existing issues. The project also proposes to add
facilities that would provide new walking and biking access across the American River.
 The sponsor is also examining the feasibility of transit access options—for example, legislation
to allow buses to travel on the shoulder—that have proven successful in other states.
 The working group was less clear how the project would reduce VMT per capita, as the project
would add vehicle capacity that would likely incentivize more vehicle trips. Managed lane
pricing was discussed as a strategy with the most promise to reduce VMT per capita.
 The working group supported keeping the project moving through a partial award, although
questions arose about the potential schedule, cost estimates, and deliverability of a project
that could ultimately cost an estimated $568 million.
 The working group recommended that the award be conditioned on the applicant
demonstrating a commitment to pursuing a managed lane strategy and continuing to engage
SACOG in the project development work.

1

Caltrans District 3 – I-5 Managed Lanes – Sutterville Road to Yolo County Line
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$4,350,000

Award Recommendation:

$3,000,000

Proposed Project: On Interstate 5 (I-5) from Sutterville Rd. to Airport Blvd./Yolo County line: perform
the environmental phase for northbound and southbound managed lanes and a Class 1 multiuse
trail across the American River.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to improve mobility on I-5 and access to Sacramento
International Airport. The project sponsor asserts the project’s primary performance benefits
are to (1) reduce congested VMT per capita, (2) reduce VMT per capita, and (3) provide longterm economic benefit.
 The project proposes to implement managed lanes on I-5 that, if implemented effectively,
could have a significant impact on reducing congestion.
 However, the application’s narrative section includes limited discussion of the congestion
performance outcome, and the project performance assessment used by the application
focuses on a segment of the overall proposal.
 The proposed project would support the I-5/Natomas area which has high anticipated growth
and economic development potential. The corridor serves several existing job centers that
would realize improved accessibility from the project, and could help activate this emerging
jobs corridor. The working group was mixed on the timing of the expected growth.
 At this early stage of project development, the working group stressed the importance of
considering all alternatives for this stretch of I-5 to ensure the best possible performance
outcomes, and how the project fits with other planned investments, including south of the
corridor.
 The working group supported keeping the project moving with a partial award, conditioned on
(1) the applicant limiting project development efforts to the portions of the corridor that are
included in the MTP/SCS, (2) fully funding the $350,000 I-5 Innovation Corridor planning and
demonstration project scope element, and (3) demonstrating a commitment to pursuing a
managed lane strategy and continuing to engage SACOG in the project’s development.
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Caltrans District 3 – Yolo I-80 Managed Lane Project
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$4,000,000

Award Recommendation:

$2,000,000

Proposed Project: On Interstate 80 (I-80)/US-50 from Kidwell Rd. in eastern Solano County to West
El Camino Rd. in Sacramento County: perform the environmental phase for eastbound and
westbound managed lanes, auxillary lanes, and a separated 3.2 mile bicycle/pedestrian bridge
across the Yolo Bypass.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s purpose for the project is to close a gap in the region’s managed lane highway
network, mitigate congestion, improve safety and accessibility for active mode users, and
move in concert with a parallel rehabilitation project on the facility. The applicant highlighted
performance benefits of reducing VMT/capita and congestion, and increasing multimodal
travel options.
 The review found strong evidence of congestion on I-80 in both directions, and expects
conditions to worsen if unaddressed. The project is exploring creative managed lane policy
solutions to congestion issues, such as bus-on-shoulder alternatives which have been
successfully deployed elsewhere.
 The working group did not think the project would necessarily reduce VMT/capita unless a
managed lanes strategy involving pricing is fully implemented. The working group felt this
facility has great potential for expanding mobility options, and recommended the sponsor
continue to demonstrate a commitment to managed lane strategies.
 The current facility already has bike infrastructure, so the project proposal may not offer as
strong potential for growth in active transportation mobility compared to other applications.
 Eventual construction costs on the facility could exceed $450 million. As there are also
improvement needs on other regional freeway segments, the working group expressed
concerns about the sponsor’s ability to secure sufficient funds for multiple priorities at once.
 The Regional Program only funds projects in the four-county area, so awarded funds may only
be used for improvements located in Yolo and Sacramento Counties and the project scope
extent must be consistent with the project included in the MTP/SCS
 The working group supported keeping the project moving with a partial award, conditioned on
(1) strong coordination with the local jurisdictions along the corridor, including the City of
Davis, whose application is also recommended for funding towards the I-80/Richards
interchange; (2) fully analyzing alternatives to maximize transit ridership along the corridor;
(3) demonstrating a commitment to pursing a managed lane strategy that involves pricing;
and (4) continuing to engage SACOG in the project’s development.
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Capital SouthEast Connector Joint Powers Authority – D3 Segment of Capital SouthEast Connector
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$7,500,000

Award Recommendation:

$5,000,000

Proposed Project: On White Rock Rd. between Prairie City Rd. and the East Bidwell St. intersection in
Folsom: reconstruct and widen the existing two-lane road to four lanes with a Class I multiuse path.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to better connect communities in El Dorado Hills and Folsom
with job centers in Rancho Cordova, reduce congestion along US-50, and improve safety and
circulation in the corridor. The sponsor selected primary performance benefits as (1) reducing
congested VMT per capita, (2) providing long-term economic benefit, and (3) improving safety
and security. The sponsor lists the City of Folsom and Sacramento County as co-applicants.
 The project would connect to a regional jobs center in Rancho Cordova and would support an
area with a high amount of future projected growth.
 The project performance assessment scores were not high, but the application provided
evidence of how the proposed investment would provide safety benefits and reduce
congestion on US-50, a heavily-used parallel facility. The working group found the other
congestion reduction benefits less significant relative to other projects recommended funding.
 The working group discussed the land use protections in the project vicinity and the project’s
alignment with the vision and phasing for this segment of the Connector and planned
developments in the area. The working group, however, was mixed on the timing of the
expected growth because of some evidence that the development is not occurring as fast as
planned. SACOG’s long range plan anticipates near-term development farther north than the
proposed project, and closer to infrastructure along US-50.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $5,000,000 to go towards the completion of the
proposed project.
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City of Citrus Heights – Auburn Boulevard Complete Street -Phase 2
Regional Program

Funding Request:

Community Design

Funding Request:

$4,000,000
$2,700,000

Award Recommendation:

$4,000,000

Proposed Project: On Auburn Blvd. from Orlando Ave. in Roseville to Cherry Glen Ave.: construct
Class II bike lanes, landscape-buffered sidewalks, transit stop improvements, a new gateway traffic
signal/intersection near Whyte Ave, and the closure of left turns from Whyte Avenue.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project sponsor seeks to create a safe and efficient corridor for all modes and users, and
promote further redevelopment of private properties along Auburn Blvd. The sponsor applied
for funds through both the Regional Program and Community Design. The applications
identified performance outcomes to increase multimodal travel options, provide long-term
economic benefit, and improve safety and security, by helping to establish a gateway on the
north entrance of the corridor, create a more walkable and bikeable environment, and
promote the active development plans of adjacent properities.
 The project sponsor identified the City of Roseville as a project partner. A portion of the
proposed improvements, including the intersection at Whyte Ave. and Auburn Blvd., are
located in Roseville. When constructed, the City of Roseville would be responsible for
maintaining the improvements that fall within its jurisdictional boundaries.
 The Community Design working group noted Phase 1 of the project has led to denser infill
development and improvements to the overall pedestrian experience. However, the
application for Phase 2 lacked as clear a discussion of the tie to the Blueprint principles. Given
the focus on economic development, the group thought the funding strategy for the larger
corridor should draw more on private investment and development fees, and did not
recommend Community Design funding.
 The Regional Program review found that Phase 1 brought new investment and supportive land
uses to the area, and thought that Phase 2 had strong potential to support job acccessibility
and further local development opportunities. The review found the project also has thoughtful
safety design treatments, including countermeasures that were successful in the prior phase.
 The application demonstrated local commitment to the project, including how community
input affected the project design. The working groups recognized the difficulty in transforming
older suburban corridors into more complete streets, and how design solutions differ with
local conditions. However, with travel lane widths and expected volumes and speeds, the
facility may not be as conducive to bicycle and pedestrian travel or changing travel behavior as
in some contexts.
 Since the Regional Program and Community Design only funds projects in the four-county
area, awarded funds may only be used regarding improvements located in Citrus Heights.
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City of Davis – CR 32A Railroad Crossing Relocation PSR-PDS (Yolo County/Davis)
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: The City of Davis and Yolo County will work together to prepare a Project Study
Report-Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) to review alternatives, identify a preferred option,
and develop project scope, environmental issues, and cost estimates for the CR 32A Railroad
Crossing Relocation.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
City of Davis – I-80/Richards Boulevard Interchange Improvement
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$7,770,000

Award Recommendation:

$5,000,000

Proposed Project: At the Interstate-80 (I-80)/Richards Blvd. interchange in Davis: construct a grade
separated Class I pathway under the westbound I-80 onramp, reconfigure the Richards Blvd.
westbound I-80 ramps from a cloverleaf (L-10 configuration) to a tight diamond (L-1 configuration),
signalize the Richards Blvd. exit from westbound I-80, and close the Olive Dr. exit from westbound
I-80.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to improve safety, multimodal access, and mobility, relieve
congestion, and accommodate growth in the project area. Identified project performance
benefits are to (1) reduce VMT per capita, (2) improve safety and security, and (3) increase
multimodal travel options.
 The project design considers the area holistically and includes features that improve the
function of the intersections and facility for all modes, while demonstrating potential to
achieve the cited performance outcomes.
 The project would support planned infill growth in the project area, providing improved
access for walking, biking, and transit use. There is existing bicycle infrastructure already
providing a nearby freeway crossing; this project would provide a fully separated pathway.
 Even with the transportation investment, travel to downtown and other destinations further
north of the project area will be constrained by existing infrastructure.
 The engineers’ review raised concerns about the project’s coordination with Caltrans, flagging
a need to better account for state permit and review timing in the project schedule, and a
fuller consideration of how the project aligns with other proposed improvements along I-80.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $5,000,000 to go towards completion of the
proposed project. Funding is recommended contingent on the sponsor coordinating closely
with Caltrans on the Yolo I-80 Managed Lane project.
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City of Elk Grove – Elk Grove Blvd - UPRR Bike-Ped Crossing
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$398,000
$0

Proposed Project: South of the existing Elk Grove Blvd. overcrossing of Union Pacific Railroad
between Four Winds Dr.and Franklin Blvd.: perform environmental phase for a new 0.5-mile Class I
multiuse trail, and intersection modifications, including signal modifications, street light relocation,
and updated signing and striping.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to connect the facility to a larger system of bicycle routes and
trails, improve accessibility, close a gap in the sidewalk network, and reduce congestion and
greenhouse gas emissions. The application selected the increase multimodal travel, provide
long-term economic benefit, and improve safety and security performance outcomes.
 The application’s use of local survey results was an effective way of showing how local
residents view high auto volumes and lack of supporting infrastructure as a barrier to biking or
walking in the corridor. Likewise, the safety performance outcome section had a solid
discussion of the current barriers to biking.
 However, compared to other applications, the proposal did not demonstrate how the project
fits into a larger vision of the corridor, and how it can leverage or complement other planned
or current investments.
 The proposal had lower project performance assessment scores relative to other projects in a
similar place type.
 The working group found the strongest part of the economy outcome section was increased
accessibility to local schools, but otherwise limited near-term benefits were evident in the
application.
City of Elk Grove – Elk Grove Creek Trail Gap Closure (Laguna Springs Drive to Oneto Park)
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$1,213,000

Award Recommendation:

$1,213,000

Proposed Project: Along the south side of Elk Grove Creek from Laguna Springs Dr. to Oneto Park:
construct a Class 1 multiuse trail. On Laguna Springs Dr. from Elk Grove Blvd. to Laguna Palms Way:
add Class 2 bike lanes.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s purpose is to address key bicycle and pedestrian mobility challenges in the area
by extending the Class I multiuse trail network in Elk Grove, and filling in a gap in the on-street
bikeway network. The sponsor selected the project’s primary performance benefits as (1)
reduce VMT per capita, (2) provide long-term economic benefit, and (3) increase multimodal
travel options.
 The sponsor listed the Cosumnes Community Services District as a project partner. The district
helped identify the project and would jointly manage it with the City.
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 The application evidenced community support for the project, including how the final design
incorporated feedback from local stakeholders.
 Some working group members felt that the project does not offer as high a multimodal
accessibility benefit compared with other applications. Destinations cited by the project
sponsor appear to be largely accessible via a short detour using the current trail on one side of
Elk Grove Creek. Other working group members pointed out that the project adds a trail on
the other side of the creek, which does offer a more direct connection to the park and
proposed Laguna Palms Way Class II bike lanes.
 The project performance assessment tool shows the area currently has low VMT/capita
compared to other suburban environments, and how the MTP/SCS predicts even lower VMT
in the future. The tool suggests the project is a good fit for pairing expected land use changes
with transportation investments.
City of Elk Grove – ITS 5A - Signal and Intersection Modifications
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$802,000

Award Recommendation:

$802,000

Proposed Project: Within the Elk Grove Intelligent Transportation System: connect existing city fiber
copper signal interconnect cable at up to eight intersections, and install new fiber optic
communications lines and communication hubs at two new intersections.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to upgrade the current Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) to
handle larger quantities of data, enabling the system to keep operating. The project sponsor
indicated the project’s primary performance benefits are to (1) reduce congested VMT/capita,
(2) provide long-term economic benefit, and (3) improve goods movement.
 The project scope would be a cost-effective approach to systematically address congestion in
the larger area. The project performance assessment score was particularly high on that
outcome.
 The application clearly explains that existing ITS cannot continue operating without the
infrastructure upgrades. The working group expects incremental performance improvements
through the proposed operational improvements.
 For future funding requests, the applicant is encouraged to discuss the cumulative
performance benefits of the five cycles of ITS improvements made by the City of Elk Grove.
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City of Elk Grove – Kammerer Road – Bruceville Road to Big Horn Boulevard
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$6,000,000
$0

Proposed Project: On Kammerer Rd. from Bruceville Rd. to Big Horn Blvd.: construct a lane widening
and divide the existing two lanes to 14 feet, and add Class II bike lanes.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to improve safety, traffic operations, emergency response
services, and transportation mobility as part of a larger Kammerer Full Build project. The
project sponsor asserted the project’s primary performance benefits are to (1) reduce
congested VMT/capita, (2) improve goods movement, and (3) provide long-term economic
benefit.
 The application’s project performance assessment scores were low for the applicable
indicators in each of the three outcomes selected, compared with other projects
recommended for funding. However, the working group noted that the application
demonstrates how the project could support regional goods movement, as analyzed in a
corridor-specific study.
 The working group found the argument for congestion relief on parallel facilities was not fully
developed. Notably, the application could have benefited from a tighter connection between
the narrative performance outcome section and the material provided in the introduction and
appendix.
 The sponsor has made a significant commitment of funds to advance the project, showing it as
a local priority. The roadway has the potential to provide a missing link in the regional
transportation network by connecting two freeways and providing access to the employment
and commercial development that is anticipated for the Southeast Policy Area.
 Given the timing of projected growth in the project area, the current need and performance
benefits of the project were less compelling compared with other applications.

City of Elk Grove – Laguna Blvd Right Turn Lane to W. Stockton Blvd
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$1,768,000

Award Recommendation:

$1,768,000

Proposed Project: At the intersection of Laguna Blvd. and W. Stockton Blvd.: convert the existing
right turn lane into a westbound vehicle lane, add a new westbound Class II bike lane, a new right
turn lane, and video detection.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s purpose is to address congestion and delays, and improve access to nearby
commercial businesses and major freeways. The application selected the reduce congestion,
provide long-term economic benefit, and improve goods movement performance outcomes.
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 The project performance assessment tool shows congestion on the facility. The application
documents how the sponsor has tried addressing existing backups with ITS improvements,
and why the proposed design is still needed to address recurring congestion. As the area is
expected to grow, delays will likely only increase if unaddressed.
 The application could have been even stronger if the sponsor offered more concrete specifics
on existing congestion and delays, instead of general language about backups.
 The working group expressed concerns that the public outreach cited in the application was
based on complaints received, and encourages the sponsor to complete more public outreach.
 The engineering review had a slight concern on a potential delivery risk stemming from the
required encroachment permit. However, the City has successfully overcome similar delivery
risks previously.
City of Elk Grove – Lewis Stein Road and West Stockton Blvd Pavement Rehab and Modernization
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$2,348,000
$511,000

Proposed Project: On Lewis Stein Rd. from Sheldon Rd. to West Stockton Blvd. and West Stockton
Blvd. from Lewis Stein Rd. to Dunisch Rd.: design and construct the rehabilitation of the roadway
and Class II bike lanes; install crosswalks and replace 34 non-compliant ADA ramps; install
detectable warning surfaces at commercial driveways; and resurface 2,800 feet of Class I multiuse
trail parallel and south of West Stockton Blvd.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application seeks to replace non-compliant ADA ramps, improve bicycle and pedestrian
connections and visibility, and rehabilitate two roadway sections and an existing pedestrian
and bicycle path. The application selected the reduce VMT/capita, increase multimodal travel
options, and demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The application evidences local support for the project, including the Disability Advisory
Committee’s desire to improve walkability along a high use corridor. Likewise, the project
would make an investment in a low-income, high-minority area as identified by SACOG.
 However, the bicycle network is largely already in place. The review does not anticipate the
project would lead to many more cyclists using the facility. The working group sees the
primary benefit from the multimodal outcome is improved walkability.
 The project’s pavement condition index is 78. The application mentioned that the sponsor’s
maintenance list did not originally have this facility planned for maintenance until 2024. As
such, the working group found a less compelling state of good repair need for the facility
compared with other projects in this round.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $511,000 to go towards completion of the
proposed project.
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City of Elk Grove – Old Town Elk Grove Streetscape Project: Phase 2
Community Design

Funding Request:

$4,000,000

Award Recommendation:

$4,000,000

Proposed Project: On Elk Grove Blvd. from west of Derr St. to Waterman Rd.: construct roadway
rehabilitation with buffered Class II bike lanes, landscaped property frontages, sidewalks, crosswalks
with rectangular rapid flashing beacons, enhanced bus shelters, and drainage improvements.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The proposal has supportive design elements: buffered bike lanes, increased right of way, and
improved bus shelters and transit access. Low-impact development and landscaped medians
are useful additions in helping to create a sense of place.
 The project would build off of a successful first phase and help activate a larger corridor.
 The working group felt the application did not fully address some questions in the presubmittal letter or how the project supports the various Blueprint principles. However, the
overall application was strong and the improvements are likely to be a catalyst for infill
development.
 The proposed phase has much more low-density development compared to the first phase.
However, the project sponsor demonstrated through the engineering review how the project
could help realize the proposed mixed-use, higher density development sought on the
corridor.
City of Elk Grove – Replacement Purchase of Seven 40’ CNG Buses
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$3,718,000
$0

Proposed Project: Purchase seven new 40-foot compressed natural gas (CNG) buses to replace buses
in the e-Tran fleet.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to help Elk Grove Transit maintain its fleet in a state of good
repair. The applicant selected the reduce VMT/capita, increase multimodal travel options, and
maintain state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The application provided good data and narrative showing how the service is currently used,
and how the combination of local routes, connections to other transit, and commuter service
to job centers helps reduce regional VMT.
 Transit Asset Management (TAM) data and application materials demonstrated a
maintenance need, including CNG tank expirations that would eventually take buses out of
service. However, other transit maintenance requests for funding in this cycle had higher
current TAM indicators.
 The Working Group disussed the difficultly in achieving cost-effective transit service in lower
density areas. With transit ridership decreasing across the region and for the operator, the
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working group was concerned about the effectiveness of transit investments without further
understanding of the effect of recent service changes on system performance and the
implications for transit fleet needs.

City of Folsom – Mixed Use Overlay Zoning
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: The project would implement the Folsom 2035 General Plan Mixed Use Policies to
establish zoning for a broader range of allowed uses and corresponding development standards for
compact, integrated development applicable to the East Bidwell Corridor, and expedite
modifications to the Zoning Code Text/Map in advance of the comprehensive Zoning Code update.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
City of Folsom – Oak Avenue Parkway
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$717,000
$0

Proposed Project: On Oak Ave. from Folsom-Auburn Rd. to southeast of American River Canyon:
perform environmental phase to widen from two lanes to four lanes, add Class II bike lanes,
bioswales, and a Class I multiuse trail on one side of the roadway. On Oak Ave. from Folsom-Auburn
Rd. to the southeastern terminus of Oak Avenue Parkway: rehabilitate the roadway and Class II bike
lanes, add a Class I multiuse trail and bioswales on one side of the roadway, and operations
improvements at Oak Ave. and Folsom-Auburn Rd.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to mitigate congestion on Oak Ave. and provide greater active
transportation connectivity to the trail network in Folsom. The sponsor selected as the
project’s primary performance benefits the (1) reduce congested VMT/capita, (2) increase
multimodal travel options, and (3) maintain a state of good repair outcomes.
 The project did not score high on any of the three project performance assessment outcomes
selected by the applicant.
 The project application’s scope and performance section lacked information about proposed
operational improvements that could contribute to a reduction in congestion on the corridor.
 The project did not demonstrate an immediate state of good repair need for the full project
length.
 The active transportation portions of the proposed project were responsive to public input
and would build on the existing trail network in Folsom.
 The working group expressed concerns that the project design might not be fully appropriate
to address the need described by the sponsor.
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City of Galt – C and Civic Enhancements
Regional Program

Funding Request:

Community Design

Funding Request

$4,947,000
$2,500,000

Award Recommendation:

$2,500,000

Proposed Project: On C St. between Civic Dr. and Sixth St.: design and construct road rehabilitation
with new class IV separated bikeways with landscaped separation and a center median. On Civic Dr.
between C St. and Caroline Ave: design and construct road rehabilitation with new Class IV
separated bikeway. On Chabolla Ave., Caroline Ave., and Meladee Ln: design and construct roadway
rehabilitation with Class II bike lanes on Caroline Ave. and Chabolla Ave., and Class III bike routes on
Meladee Ln. Install sidewalk infill, pedestrian scale lighting, nine flashing pedestrian beacons,
benches, bike racks and lockers, and wayfinding signage.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s identified purpose is to increase economic activity in the area, improve bike and
pedestrian connectivity to Downtown Galt, increase safety of all users of these roadways, and
facilitate and encourage mixed-use redevelopment. The project applied to both the Regional
Program and Community Design. For the Regional Program, the sponsor selected the increase
multimodal travel, provide long-term economic benefit, and improve safety and security
performance outcomes.
 The Community Design working group recommending funding, finding the project would
better connect both sides of Highway 99, revitalize a commercial core, and invest in an
environmental justice community.
 The Regional Program working group found the proposed C Street segment of the project to
have the highest performance benefits, but that the application was less clear about the
proposed Class II and Class III treatments for the Civic Center and Carolina Avenue segments
of the proposal.
 The working group noted the project could support local economic development and help
activate more investment in the downtown area. The local area has a high unemployment
rate, but has seen some resurgence in smart growth investments. However, the group noted
there are still many large parking lots in the project area, so without land use changes the
proposed transportation investments may not be as effective in making the area more
pedestrian-friendly.

City of Isleton – Land Use and Growth Analysis Project
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: The project would update the city’s GIS database and base map for development
of the General Plan as well as a revised land use map that will include analysis of potential updates
to goals and policies of the existing General Plan.
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Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
City of Live Oak – Live Oak Housing Element Update and Community Visioning Plan
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: The project would complete the city’s upcoming Housing Element Update and
contribute towards the completion of the city’s Visioning Plan.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
City of Marysville – Gavin and Veterans Park Modernization Project
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: The project would modernize and upgrade two parks within the community by
improving pedestrian circulation and bicycle linkages, including construction of park modernization
elements at Gavin Park and Veterans Park. The $100,000 funding would be split evenly between
both parks.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
City of Rancho Cordova – Mather Field Complete Streets Project
Community Design

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$2,000,000
$0

Proposed Project: On Mather Field Rd. between Folsom Blvd. and International Dr.: design and
construct pavement rehabilitation with six-foot Class II bike lanes, high-visibility crosswalks, and
transit access improvements. On Mather Field Rd. between Folsom Blvd. and International Dr.:
design and construct pavement rehabilitation with six-foot Class II bike lanes, high-visibility
crosswalks, and transit access improvements.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project aim is to convert this segment of Mather Field Rd. into a complete street.
 The application does a good job discussing connectivity, and how the project could better tie
together the American River bike trail, transit, the Los Rios satellite campus, and Mather Field.
The working group found this connectivity a strong characteristic of the overall project.
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 The city is offering a very significant match of $1.28 million for a request of $2 million. The
project covers a long physical distance and provides value for the requested funding amount.
 The primary concern of the working group was that even with the proposed improvements,
the project may not be as successful in encouraging more bicycling except for the most
confident cyclists as it is a high traffic, high volume area.
 The working group found the application focused less on Blueprint principles and
placemaking. As such, the group found the project does not align as well with Community
Design criteria as other projects focused on community development and how transportation
investments can foster supportive land use change.

City of Rancho Cordova – Sunrise Blvd Street Rehabilitation and Active Transportation Project ‐
Folsom Boulevard to Folsom South Canal
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$2,500,000
Award Recommendation:

$2,500,000

Proposed Project: On Sunrise Blvd. from Folsom South Canal to Folsom Blvd.: rehabilitate the
roadway, add pedestrian crossing treatments, rehabilitate and extend the center median curbs and
landscaping, convert the sidewalk on the east side to a Class I multiuse trail from Citrus Rd. to
Folsom South Canal, and add a Class IV separated bikeway from Citrus Rd. to Folsom Blvd. On
Sunrise Blvd. from Folsom South Canal to Folsom Blvd.: rehabilitate the roadway, add pedestrian
crossing treatments, rehabilitate and extend the center median curbs and landscaping, convert the
sidewalk on the east side to a Class I multiuse trail from Citrus Rd. to Folsom South Canal, and add a
Class IV separated bikeway from Citrus Rd. to Folsom Blvd.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s described purpose is to benefit pedestrian and bicyclist mobility and safety,
improve street pavement for vehicular traffic, and provide safe travel for all users of the
facility. The application focused on the increase multimodal travel options, improve safety and
security, and demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The project is strong on the state of good repair outcome: the application demonstrated a
clear maintenance need on a high volume, regionally-serving arterial.
 The proposal includes a multimodal treatment that creates a separated active transportation
network connecting to regional trails, employment opportunities, and providing first/last mile
transit accessibility to the Sunrise light rail station. The working group noted the proposed
connectivity will serve the local area well as it continues to grow.
 The project’s multimodal benefits appear stronger for bicyclists compared with pedestrians, as
the streets are still wide and not as walk-friendly.
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City of Rancho Cordova – White Rock Road Safety and Congestion Relief ‐ Luyung Drive to 0.5 miles
east of the future Rancho Cordova Parkway
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$5,000,000
Award Recommendation:

$2,000,000

Proposed Project: On White Rock Rd. between Luyung Dr. and 0.5 miles east of the future
intersection with Rancho Cordova Parkway: widen from two lanes to four lanes with a center divide,
add class II bike lanes, a landscaped median, and ITS improvements, and add a new traffic signal at
Luyung Dr.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The applicant’s identified purpose is to improve overall mobility, strengthen connectivity, spur
economic development, and improve the overall safety for all modes of travel. The sponsor
selected the reduce congestion, increase multimodal travel options, and provide long-term
economic benefit performance outcomes.
 The application lays out an ultimate vision of a regional-serving facility connecting a major job
center with existing communities and high growth areas.
 The timing of corresponding development was a primary issue discussed by the working
group. The review found the project’s strongest performance benefits to be longer-term, but
noted that targeted investments could help activate the project area in the nearer term.
 The working group did not see the scoped project as having as strong multimodal benefits as
other project applications addressing that outcome. In the case of this project, the project
performance assessment score was low because distances to activity generators are long and
parcels are large.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $2,000,000 to go towards completion of the
proposed project.

City of Rancho Cordova – Zinfandel Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian Crossing
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$3,377,000

Award Recommendation:

$3,377,000

Proposed Project: On Zinfandel Dr. from White Rock Rd. to Folsom Blvd.: design a grade-separated
Class I multiuse path adjacent to the Zinfandel crossing of US-50 from White Rock Rd. that would
cross under Gold Center Dr. and the US-50 eastbound onramp and westbound offramp. Design a
two-stage left-turn at the Zinfandel Dr./Olson Dr.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to improve pedestrian and bicycle access on Zinfandel across US50, and increase connections to employment centers, shopping, housing, and transit in
support of revitalization efforts. The project sponsor identified the project’s primary
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performance benefits as (1) increase multimodal travel options, (2) provide long-term
economic benefit, and (3) reduce regional VMT/capita.
The working group noted the proposed project is similar to the bike/ped crossing recently
completed at Watt Avenue across US-50.
This project would work to address an existing barrier between areas of Rancho Cordova
north and south of US-50 for biking and walking, and improve first mile/last mile access to the
Zinfandel light rail station.
The review found the project connects major employment areas centers on both sides of the
freeway. The MTP/SCS anticipates major redevelopment and infill growth in the area and the
need for corresponding transportation investments. However, as the project development
efforts move forward, the working group wants to see more near-term evidence of supportive
land uses as a complement to the proposed transportation investment.
The proposed project would address a major connectivity barrier on Zinfandel, but others
remain, especially south of the project area. The working group were concerned about the
sponsor’s ability to find funding for full construction, estimated at $19 million, which will likely
exceed SACOG’s regional funding capabilities. The group also discussed the potential of
improving active transportation access on the approaching roadways before pursuing a
costlier corridor access improvement. Finally, the working group sought clarification on the
relationship between this project and the Zinfandel Complex project, which received a funding
award in the 2015 regional round and included bike and pedestrian improvements on the
existing freeway crossing.

City of Sacramento – 14th Avenue Extension
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$5,253,000
$0

Proposed Project: On 14th Ave. between Power Inn Rd. and Florin‐Perkins Rd.: construct a 0.5-mile
roadway extension and, for the whole project length, new Class II bike lanes, vertical curb and
gutter, sidewalks, planters, and street lights; install a new traffic signal at Florin-Perkins Rd. and
modify the existing traffic signal at Power Inn Rd.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to create a transportation grid network serving a major
industrial business district, relieve traffic congestion in the surrounding area, provide new
facilities for active mode users and access to Granite Regional Park, and open the area to
future development. The sponsor anticipates a second phase to widen the roadway and
complete median, curb, and sidewalk treatments. The applicant selected the reduce
VMT/capita, reduce congestion, and increase multimodal travel options performance
outcomes.
 The project did not score highly on the project performance assessment outcomes selected.
 The project potentially serves a disadvantaged community, as 98 percent of residents within
the larger vicinity of the project fall within SACOG’s low-income, high-minority definition.
However, the review found households primarily to the west of the project, and the
application did not make clear their destinations for using the proposed improvements.
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 Much of the application’s introductory material focused on redevelopment potential for the
industrial area and broader vicinity, yet the application did not speak to the economy
outcome. The working group could not evaluate a project on an outcome not chosen by the
sponsor.
 While the project includes multimodal treatments for a low VMT area, the project
performance assessment’s multimodal score was low and the working group did not think that
the proposed facilities would be heavily used by bicyclists and pedestrians given its location in
an industrial area.
 The application provides less evidence of current congestion need. Instead the performance
benefit appears contingent on potential future growth, so does not have the same level of
near-term performance benefit on the congestion outcome as other projects with funding
requests.
 The engineers review raised some delivery risk around the utility relocation.
City of Sacramento – Capitol Mall Revitalization Project
Community Design
rd

Funding Request:

$500,000

Award Recommendation:

$500,000

th

Proposed Project: On Capitol Mall between 3 St. and 9 St.: design improvements to the public
space. The ultimate improvements may include a reduction of travel lanes from four to two
between 5th St. and 9th St., the realignment of travel lanes to the center of the roadway, and
expansion of the pedestrian zone on each side of the street.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project has strong placemaking potential and could serve as a high visibility gateway into
the city and the region. The central city does not have a lot of public plaza space, and
downtown Sacramento is an underutilized asset, especially in off hours. The project would
help address these issues, as well as support a potential tie to the Streetcar at 3rd Street.
 While the review found this potential for placemaking, the working group saw significant
further land use changes as less likely given current buildings and zoning for the area.
 The working group believes more outreach and involvement needs to be done on project
design, including further consideration of the traffic impact of eliminating two travel lanes, as
well as of solutions considering the existing design.
 The projected construction cost for this project is expected to be $16 million. The working
group thought a Community Design grant would help the project get started, but that funding
for the ultimate construction elements should be more broad-based, including drawing on
funding from the State of California, and private interests including property owners along the
corridor.
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City of Sacramento – Del Rio Trail
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$10,890,000
$6,000,000

Proposed Project: On the abandoned railway corridor west of Freeport Blvd. from south of
Meadowview Rd./Pocket Rd. to the Sacramento River Parkway north of Sutterville Rd.: construct
4.5-miles of Class I multiuse trail and, where feasible, a five to six-foot walking trail, and construct
intersection signals or crossing enhancements at each location where the Class I intersects a
vehicular roadway.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The applicant’s described purpose for the project is to create north/south connectivity in
the City of Sacramento’s off-street bike network, and increase bike ridership, safety, and
equitable investment in bikeway infrastructure. The sponsor selected the reduce
VMT/capita, increase multimodal travel options, and improve safety and security
performance outcomes.
 The working group identified the project as a compelling example of adaptive reuse of an
old rail corridor that can be a unique regional opportunity.
 The application made a strong case on the safety performance outcome.
 The working group found the highest multimodal performance benefit will likely be for
recreational use and transportation uses may be less robust, with the highest potential on
the southern portion of the corridor. Because the project goes through stable
neighborhoods where distances to activity generators are longer, the project performance
assessment tool and review did not find the project would result in large VMT reductions or
mode shifts.
 However, there are limited north-south options currently for cyclists to access downtown
Sacramento, and the project provides regional trail connectivity both north to downtown
and the American River Trail, and south to Elk Grove.
 The working group discussed the transportation network in the Meadowview neighborhood,
which lacks many safe or comfortable active transportation options. The working group
viewed the improved accessibility in Meadowview as a cornerstone of the project’s ultimate
performance benefits.
 The project demonstrates performance benefits but also has substantial costs. The
engineers review raised some concern on project deliverability and timeline, but recognized
the City’s success at solving similar issues in the past. The working group was concerned
about the strategy of making one large request to a single funding program, suggesting the
sponsor broadly seek other potential funding sources.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $6,000,000 to go towards completion of the
proposed project.
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City of Sacramento – Franklin Boulevard Complete Streets Project
Community Design

Funding Request:

$3,500,000

Award Recommendation:

$3,500,000

th

Proposed Project: On Franklin Blvd. from 19 Ave. to Sutterville Rd.: design and construct a road
diet (reduction from four lanes to three, including a two-way left-turn lane) with Class IV separated
bikeways, curb, gutter, sidewalk, pedestrian-scale lighting, landscaping, and on-street parking where
appropriate.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application clearly demonstrated the need for improvements along the corridor, and how
the proposed design elements were an effective solution. The application gave great attention
to design, including even small details on elements such as tree grates, trash cans, etc. The
working group found the proposal an excellent example of context sensitive design. The road
diet shows commitment to making a multimodal corridor, and the project would support a
mixed-use area of residential, commericila, and civic amenities.
 The application demonstrated a clear commitment to outreach that was truly community
driven. A great deal of time has been put into the project and it is ready to be delivered.
 The application includes detailed letters from local businesses near the proposed investments,
which evidence not only local support for the project, but how the investment can help
incubate further business activity and land use change.
 There is some question on how well the road diet would support expected traffic volumes,
especially if Highway 99 has a backup.
City of Sacramento – North 16th Streetscape Project - Design
Community Design

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$500,000
$0

Proposted Project: On North 16th St. from H St. to Richards Blvd.: design curb, gutter, sidewalk,
landscaping, pedestrian-scale lighting, and pedestrian tunnel access improvements at the Union
Pacific Railroad underpass.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application made a compelling case for the need for active transporation investments in
the project area. The pedestrian tunnel is unsafe, unsanitary, and creates a bottleneck.
 The critical segment of this project is the railroad tunnel, yet working group members pointed
out that the application did not evidence success in engaging the railroad. Without Union
Pacific’s agreement it would be impossible to implement effective design treatments.
 While recognizing the constraints in the area, the working group found the proposal lacking in
design specifics and did not see a promising near-term solution.
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City of Sacramento – Traffic Signal Safety
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$3,983,000

Award Recommendation:

$3,983,000

Proposed Project: Install traffic signals at nine locations in the city.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The stated purpose of the project is to develop an efficient multimodal transportation
network with connections to community services, transit stops, housing, and jobs. The project
sponsor chose the project’s primary performance benefits as (1) increase multimodal travel
options, (2) improve safety and security, and (3) reduce regional VMT/capita.
 The project had relatively high project performance assessment scores on the outcomes
selected by the applicant.
 The project sponsor applied a data-driven approach to select the nine proposed intersections,
including the City’s Vision Zero planning effort. Detailed maps documenting conditions at each
intersection and distances to activity generators were valuable for the review.
 The majority of the proposed signals are located in disadvantaged communities that are also
disproportionately impacted by higher-speed, higher-volume arterials and collectors.
 The project includes several different locations for traffic signals, yet the estimate provides a
flat “per unit” cost for each signal. The engineer’s review raised concern that unforeseen
complications might arise with the diverse array of signal locations, which could impact the
deliverability of the project as described.

City of Sacramento and City of West Sacramento – I Street Bridge Replacement
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$22,437,000
$7,000,000

Proposed Project: Across the Sacramento River between Railyards Boulevard in Sacramento and C
Street in West Sacramento: construct a new two-lane bridge with Class II buffered bike lanes and
sidewalks, with a 330‐foot long vertical lift movable center.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The applicants seek to replace a functionally obsolete bridge with a multimodal bridge that
will support redevelopment efforts in the Railyards and River District in Sacramento and the
Washington District in West Sacramento. The project sponsors identified the project’s primary
performance benefits as (1) increasing multimodal travel options, (2) providing long-term
economic benefit, and (3) demonstrating state of good repair benefits.
 The working group believes the project demonstrates significant potential for achieving the
three performance outcomes, with the project design activating the land use potential and
offering important connectivity to emerging development on both sides of the Sacramento
River.
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 The total funding request is inconsistent with the Regional Program Framework’s
consideration for “small and medium sized projects” in requesting almost 25 percent of the
estimated available funding in the Regional Program. Because of this, a partial funding award
is recommended.

City of Sacramento and Sacramento Regional Transit District – R Street and 29th/30th Street
Signalization
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$1,364,000
$0

Proposed Project: On R St. at the intersection with 29th St. and the intersection with 30th St.: install
new traffic signals.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The applicants’ purpose for the project is to provide safe and convenient connections
between the 29th Street light rail station and surrounding medical services, employment
centers, social services, and grocery shopping. The sponsor chose the increase multimodal
travel options, improve safety and security, and demonstrate state of good repair benefits
performance outcomes.
 The sponsor demonstrated potential for improving safety along the corridor, especially for
vulnerable users.
 The project evolved from a grassroots effort involving community partners and has local
support.
 The project performance assessment score for state of good repair benefit was particularly
low and the working group did not find significant potential for system maintenance benefits
as a result of the proposed investment.
 The project is located in an area with high rates of multimodal activity. However, the working
group noted the existing nearby crossings, low volume of traffic at the proposed signal
locations, and relatively high cost of the project for a limited area of improvement.

City of West Sacramento – Washington District Gateway
Community Design

Funding Request:

$2,300,000

Award Recommendation:

$2,300,000

Proposed Project: On the west side of the Sacramento River from the Broderick boat ramp to the I
St. Bridge: construct a Class I multiuse trail, with Class I trail spurs north of D St./the railroad tracks
from the riverwalk trail to 3rd St., and south of the railroad tracks to the existing Riverwalk trail
terminus on E St, including gated bicycle and pedestrian rail crossings. On C St. between 4th St. and
3rd St., and on 3rd St. between C St. and D St.: construct streetscape improvements and a mid-block
crossing on 3rd St. between D St. and E St.
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Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application made a strong case for how the proposed project leverages other recentlymade investments to help foster redevelopment and better create a sense of place. The
proposal is a shovel-ready phase of a larger regional effort to better connect both sides of the
river.
 The city has secured other funding and is providing a 37% match for this request,
demonstrating a high level of local commitment.
 The working group discussed how effective the active transportation elements of the project
would be in activating the underdeveloped parcels southwest of the gateway site. The group
found the application clearly made the connection to how the project would support the
Blueprint principles.
 The working group raised concerns on whether the project’s timeframe is feasible, given the
need for permitting from flood agencies, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the railroad. The
letter of support from the railroad helped assuage some of this concern.

City of West Sacramento – West Capitol Avenue Road Rehabilitation and Safety Enhancement
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$4,844,000

Award Recommendation:

$2,000,000

Proposed Project: The project sponsor offered two project versions for consideration.
 On West Capitol Ave. between Enterprise Blvd. and Harbor Blvd.: construct rehabilitation of
five lanes of roadway, with sidewalk infill, drainage improvements, signal modifications,
lighting, crosswalks, and buffered Class II bike lanes.
 On West Capitol Ave. between Enterprise Blvd. and Harbor Blvd.: construct roadway
rehabilitation with sidewalk infill, drainage improvements, signal modifications, lighting, and
crosswalks, but reduce traffic lanes to three from east of the westbound US-50 offramp to
west of Northport Dr., install a two-way Class IV separated bikeway on the north side of
West Capitol Ave. and a buffered Class II bike lane on the south side, and install Class II
buffered bike lanes from west of Northport Dr. to Enterprise Blvd.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to correct the deficiencies of the roadway and address the
diverse needs of the users, from heavy truck traffic to bicycle commuters and pedestrians. The
project sponsor identified that the project’s primary performance benefits are to (1) increase
multimodal travel options, (2) improve goods movement, and (3) reduce regional VMT/capita.
 The application discussed the benefits of making the active transportation improvements
leading into the planned redevelopment of the project area, although the land use changes
are not anticipated for several years.
 The working group noted many jobs located along the project corridor, and that the
improvements could strengthen multimodal commuter access within the city and beyond.
 The sponsor discussed freight-related activity on a parallel roadway but did not fully connect
how the proposed project improvements would support the goods movement performance
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outcome. The application also reused the same information across several paragraphs in the
freight section.
 The working group recognized the project goal of balancing freight, auto, and active needs,
but was uncertain that the proposed project design would fully eliminate conflicts across
modes.
 A partial award of $2,000,000 is recommended to be available for Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the
project.

City of Wheatland – City of Wheatland Business Park Feasibility Study
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: Complete a study to identify a preferred Business Park site, analyze feasibility, and
determine the action steps required in assembling a consolidated planning area with appropriate
infrastructure.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.

City of Winters – General Plan Refresh and Sustainability Element
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: Udate the city’s General Plan elements to reflect key planning goals for
transportation (complete streets, bike/pedestrian master plans, design), the climate action plan,
economic development, housing, community design, and public facilities. Adoption of a new
Sustainability Element would reflect policies aimed at addressing EARTH: Environmental justice, Air
quality, Recycling and conservation, Transportation, and Housing.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
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City of Woodland – City of Woodland’s Sidewalk / Driveway Improvement Project
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: On West Main between West Street and Country Road 98: install sidewalks and
driveways that will provide Complete Streets improvements to enhance the safety of pedestrians
and drivers in this corridor.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
City of Woodland – Gibson Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Mobility
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$3,933,000

Award Recommendation:

$3,933,000

Proposed Project: On Gibson Rd. from East St. to West St.: construct road rehabilitation with Class II
buffered bike lanes, modify traffic signals and curb ramps.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s purpose is to improve an existing corridor as a complete street that adequately
provides for all existing and future users. The application selected the increase multimodal
travel options, improve safety and security, and demonstrate state of good repair
performance outcomes.
 The application demonstrated a strong commitment to community outreach and local support
for the project.
 The working group found the project would lead to multimodal benefits along the corridor,
including enhanced connectivity to local elementary schools. However, engineers had some
design questions on the purpose of the 12-foot bike lane.
 The project did not score as well on state of good repair benefits, as pavement conditions are
decent relative to regional need.
 For the safety performance outcome, the application provides solid safety countermeasures,
for an overall higher safety score. However, some reviewers thought the benefits from the
buffered bike lanes would be lessened without the removal of on-street parking, especially
near intersections.
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City of Yuba City – Harter Parkway and Sutter Bike Path Gap Closure
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$1,984,000

Award Recommendation:

$1,984,000

Proposed Project: Construct a Class IV separated bikeway on Jefferson Rd. from Hooper Rd. to Ruth
Ave; construct a Class I multiuse path along Harter Parkway from Butte House Rd. to State Route 20;
construct Class II bike lanes on Harter Parkway from State Route 20 to Spirit Way; add/retrofit five
pedestrian ramps; and add wayfinding signage.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project’s purpose is to provide new, direct active transportation access between the
Tierra Buena neighborhood and four local schools: Tierra Buena Elementary, River Valley High
School, Feather River Academy, and Faith Christian School. The project sponsor identified the
primary performance benefits as (1) reducing VMT/capita, (2) providing long-term economic
benefit, and (3) increasing multimodal travel options.
 The information in the application supported high scores from the working group for each of
the three performance outcomes selected by the applicant.
 The proposed project extends the existing 4.6-mile Sutter Bike Path into Yuba City, and
connects to a park that is under construction.
 The application clearly discussed the project’s performance benefits in reducing VMT,
increasing multimodal accessibility, and increasing local business activity through enhanced
infrastructure. The proposed project provides a direct, low-stress active transportation route
to a shopping center that also serves as a large employment center for the city, with amenities
such as groceries, a hardware store, and dining opportunities.
 The working group discussed how the active transportation investments seemed geared more
towards cyclists than pedestrians.
City of Yuba City – Highway 20 Revitalization Corridor Enhancement
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: Along the Highway 20 transportation corridor from State Route 99 to the 10th
Street Bridge: construct corridor enhancements in accordance with the City's Highway 20 Better
Street Design Guide, the Highway 20 Gateway & Streetscape Master Plan, and Caltrans’
requirements for work within their right-of-way.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.
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Paratransit Inc. – Moving Youth to Jobs
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$2,000,000
$0

Proposed Project: Within the six-county SACOG region: collaborate on outreach, provide
transportation services such as a Youth to Jobs program and travel training, and support bike share
and vanpool services.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The applicant’s stated purpose is to provide mobility options in communities where students
and young adults face transportation barriers to seeking and retaining gainful employment.
The project sponsor selected the project’s primary performance benefits as (1) increase
multimodal travel options, (2) provide long-term economic benefit, and (3) reduce regional
VMT/capita.
 The concept is supportive of long-term economic strategies being discussed at the local and
regional levels. However, the application did not include a clear scope or specifics for
implementing services that would achieve the cited performance outcomes. The project
scored low on all three project performance assessment outcomes selected.
 The working group was not clear how the project would effectively use the funding to achieve
a transportation benefit.
 The application included potential investments in Placer County, which are not eligible for
project funding as part of the four-county Regional Program.

Sacramento County – Arden Way Complete Streets: Phase 1
Community Design

Funding Request:

$4,000,000

Award Recommendation:

$1,000,000

Proposed Project: On Arden Way from Howe Blvd. to Watt Ave.: design roadway rehabilitation with
separated sidewalks, landscaping, buffered Class II bike lanes, traffic signal modifications, crossing
enhancements, bus turnouts, channelized landscaped medians, and street lighting. On Arden Way
from Watt Ave. to Morse Ave.: construct separated sidewalks, buffered Class II bike lanes, traffic
signal modifications, crossing enhancements, bus turnouts, channelized landscaped medians, and
street lighting.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application clearly demonstrates local need and how the corridor could benefit from
improvements. The working group fully supported the project goal of transforming an autooriented facility into a walkable, mixed-use corridor, noting how suburban commercial
corridors are a major part of the region and the need to figure out effective solutions given
the changing retail environment.
 The applicant is offering a sizable match, evidencing local commitment.
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 The working group was not fully convinced that the transportation investment would lead to
land use change by itself. The big picture vision developed in conjuction with Smart Growth
America is valuable, but additional planning and engagement with property owners along the
corridor will be important.
 The working group felt the project isn’t ready for construction from a timeline perspective and
that the sponsor needs to do more outreach upfront and build toward greater specificity for
the engineering and construction phase.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $1,000,000 to go towards project development.

Sacramento County – Complete Streets Rehabilitation El Camino Avenue - Mission Avenue to
Garfield Avenue
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$2,295,000
Award Recommendation:

$2,295,000

Proposed Project: On El Camino Ave. from 300 feet east of Mission Ave. to 300 feet west of Garfield
Ave.: construct road rehabilitation, Class II bike lanes, pedestrian ramps, sidewalk infill and repairs,
and traffic signal upgrades such as video detection cameras with bicycle detection.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to bring this facility segment into a state of good repair and
provide a complete street corridor to enhance and encourage all modes of transportation. The
applicant selected the increase multimodal travel options, improve safety and security, and
demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The project has a clear maintenance need: the application provided concrete evidence of poor
pavement conditions on a well-used corridor.
 The application also makes a strong case for safety performance. The facility has had a high
collision rate, and the safety section of the application speaks to the causes of the prior
collisions and the countermeasures proposed by the project.
 The project uses a notable portion of its budget towards sidewalk improvements,
demonstrating a commitment to improving the pedestrian environment. The project also
serves a local school and is served by transit.
 The application used much of the same information as other projects submitted by the
sponsor, and had some inconsistencies between the project performance assessment table
and the data cited in the application.
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Sacramento County – Complete Streets Rehabilitation Hazel Avenue - Pershing Avenue to Greenback
Lane
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$1,666,000
Award Recommendation:

$0

Proposed Project: On Hazel Ave. from Pershing Ave. to Greenback Ln.: construct roadway
rehabilitation, Class II buffered bike lanes, sidewalk infill on the east side of the road, sidewalk
repairs and pedestrian ramps, and traffic signal upgrades such as video detection cameras with
bicycle detection.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s purpose is to bring Hazel Ave. to a state of good repair. The sponsor identified
the project’s primary performance benefits as (1) demonstrating state of good repair benefits,
(2) improving safety and security, and (3) increasing multimodal travel options.
 The project scored low on two of the three project performance outcomes selected. Only on
the maintenance outcome did the project score high. The application demonstrated a
significant maintenance need on this region-serving facility.
 The extent of complete streets improvements was vague in the application, as was the
discussion of causes of documented crashes. Without more specific information, the working
group struggled to determine if the proposed project would achieve the claimed performance
benefits.
Sacramento County – Complete Streets Rehabilitation Kenneth Avenue – Central Avenue to Elm
Avenue
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$1,012,000
Award Recommendation:

$0

Proposed Project: On Kenneth Ave. from Central Ave. to Elm Ave.: construct roadway rehabilitation,
Class II buffered bike lanes, pedestrian ramps, and repair sidewalks.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s primary purpose is to bring Kenneth Ave. to a state of good repair. The sponsor
selected the demonstrate state of good repair benefits, improve safety and security, and
increase multimodal travel options project performance outcomes.
 The project scored low on two of the three project performance outcomes selected by the
applicant. Only on the maintenance outcome did the project score high. The current state of
the roadway demonstrated a strong need for rehabilitation to benefit people driving and
biking.
 The project sponsor did not provide design specifics on the proposed active transportation
improvements, the causes of crashes on the facility, or destinations for pedestrians and
cyclists using the facility. Without that information, the working group were not able to
identify whether the project would achieve the reported performance benefits.
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Sacramento County – Complete Streets Rehabilitation Marconi Avenue - Eastern Avenue to Walnut
Avenue
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$2,505,000
Award Recommendation:

$0

Proposed Project: On Marconi Ave. from Eastern Ave. to Walnut Ave.: construct roadway
rehabilitation, Class II bike lanes, pedestrian ramps and sidewalk repairs, sidewalk infill, and traffic
signal upgrades.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s identified purpose is to bring this segment into a state of good repair and
provide a complete street corridor to enhance and encourage all modes of transportation. The
application selected the increase multimodal travel options, improve safety and security, and
demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The project scored low on two of the three project performance outcomes selected. The
project scored high only on the maintenance outcome. Poor pavement conditions cited in the
application demonstrate a maintenance need.
 The application did not make as strong a performance case outside of the maintenance
outcome. While the corridor has had a high rate of collisions, the application gave an
incomplete assessment of the cause of collisions and how the project design would respond
with countermeasures. The application used much of the same analysis and material as in
other submissions, which made it difficult to isolate the performance benefits of this
individual project.
Sacramento County – Complete Streets Rehabilitation Rio Linda Boulevard – West Elverta Road to
Sacramento County/Placer County Line
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$1,200,000
Award Recommendation:

$0

Proposed Project: On Rio Linda Blvd. from West Elverta Rd. to Sacramento County/Placer County
Line: construct roadway rehabilitation, rumble strips, sidewalk repairs, and pedestrian ramps.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor is seeking to rehabilitate the roadway and address crashes in the project area.
The project applicant claimed the project’s primary benefits are to (1) demonstrate state of
good repair benefits, (2) improve safety and security, and (3) increase multimodal travel
options.
 PCI along the project is low and the proposed addition of rumble strips would be an
appropriate countermeasure to keep vehicles from veering off the roadway.
 The project scored low on two of the three project performance outcomes selected. Only on
the maintenance outcome did the project score high.
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Based on the scoped improvements, the working group did not find the project
demonstrated significant potential for increased multimodal use. Class II bike lanes on Rio
Linda Blvd. are identified as a short-term (one to five year) priority infrastructure
improvement in the adopted Sacramento County Bicycle Master Plan, but were not included
in the project scope. The omission was not discussed by the project sponsor, while the
addition of rumble strips has the potential to decrease safety for people biking on the
roadway.

Sacramento County – Complete Streets Rehabilitation Madison Avenue – Dewey Drive to San Juan
Avenue
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$3,394,000
Award Recommendation:

$0

Proposed Project: On Madison Ave. from Dewey Dr. to San Juan Ave.: construct roadway
rehabilitation, Class II bike lanes at intersections, sidewalk repairs and pedestrian ramps, and traffic
signal upgrades such as video detection cameras with bicycle detection.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s cited purpose is to bring the facility into a state of good repair and provide a
complete street corridor to enhance and encourage all modes of transportation. The applicant
selected the increase multimodal travel options, improve safety and security, and
demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The application demonstrated poor pavement conditions and a clear maintenance need, so
the project scored high on the maintenance outcome. The project scored low on the other
two project performance outcomes chosen by the applicant.
 The application used much of the same general analysis and material as in other applications,
which made it difficult for the working group to assess specific performance benefits. In
particular, the proposal did not provide sufficient analysis or narrative on how the proposed
treatments on a high volume, multi-lane facility like Madison Ave. would improve the
multimodal experience, one of the performance outcomes selected by the sponsor.
 The application also had some inconsistencies between the project performance assessment
table and the data cited in the narrative section.
Sacramento County – El Centro Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$1,215,000
$0

Proposed Project: On El Centro Rd. from Arena Blvd. to Moscatel Ave.: design and construct a Class I
multiuse bridge across the drainage canal on the east side of El Centro Rd., and a Class I multiuse
trail from north of Moscatel to the existing sidewalk at the drainage canal.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The identified purpose of the project is to address gaps in facilities for active transportation
and vulnerable road users. The applicant selected the project’s primary performance benefits
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as (1) increase multimodal travel options, (2) improve safety and security, and (3) reduce
regional VMT/capita. The sponsor identified the City of Sacramento as a project partner.
The project would remove a barrier in the active transportation network in support of
increased multimodal travel options.
However, it was not clear how the proposed improvements would integrate with planned
longer-term roadway widening, or if the request is for a shorter-term solution.
The project sponsor documented a safety need in the project area but did not identify the rate
of people biking or walking on the roadway in support of the improvement. As a result, the
safety score was low on the project performance assessment.
Providing evidence of active transportation use could have made the application stronger.

Sacramento County – Elverta Road Improvement
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$5,000,000

Award Recommendation:

$5,000,000

Proposed Project: On Elverta Rd. from Dutch Haven Blvd. to Watt Ave.: replace and raise the bridge
over Dry Creek by four feet, construct a road widening from two to four lanes, and buffered Class II
bike lanes.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose for the project elements is to replace a functionally obsolete
bridge to reduce flood risk, mitigate congestion, and improve safety and mobility for all travel
modes. The application selected the reduce congestion, provide long-term economic benefit,
and demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The narrative section of the application makes a strong maintenance case for replacing the
bridge, which is prone to flooding. The review found this to be a critical and near term need,
and recommends funding specifically for the bridge element.
 While the project performance assessment tool and application provides evidence of
congestion, the working group wasn’t fully convinced that the other proposed treatment (six
lanes) was the most cost-effective solution.
 The working group offered mixed reviews on the economy performance outcome, noting that
SACOG’s long range plan predicts less near-term growth in this area relative to other projects
receiving funding. The application did not make as compelling a case on how the other
proposed project elements would catalyze the area for economic development.
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Sacramento County – Fair Oaks Boulevard Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility, Phase II
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$5,720,000

Award Recommendation:

$5,720,000

Proposed Project: On Fair Oaks Blvd. from Howe Ave. to Munroe St.: design and construct a road
diet (reduction from six lanes to four lanes) with new Class IV separated bikeways, increase existing
sidewalk width and separate sidewalks from the roadway, install landscaping, shade trees, lighting,
two new traffic signals, and modify one existing traffic signal. On Fulton Ave. between Fair Oaks
Blvd. and Sierra Blvd: improve Class II bike lanes, sidewalks, and pedestrian crossings, including
modifications to the Sierra Blvd. signalized intersection.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project’s primary purpose is to improve bicycle and pedestrian mobility and safety in the
corridor. The applicant selected the reduce VMT/capita, increase multimodal travel options,
and improve safety and security performance outcomes.
 The project was developed through an in-depth planning and engagement process with
stakeholders and the community. The resulting application lays out a thoughtful approach on
how to transform a commercial corridor into a more complete facility.
 Although the project scored lower using the project performance assessment tool, the
working group found that the narrative proposal and proposed design offer strong
performance benefits across the three selected outcomes and made a compelling case that
superceded the tool-generated data.
 The project makes an investment in an area identified by Sacramento County as an
Environmental Justice Community, and as a low-income, high-minority (LIHM) area in SACOG’s
project performance assessment tool. The application demonstrates how the project can
improve access to opportunity for this existing community.
 The engineers review raised questions on how the lane drop just to the west of the project
will be achieved.
Sacramento County – Greenback Lane Complete Streets: Phase 1
Community Design

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$2,990,000
$0

Proposed Project: On Greenback Ln. from approximately 330 feet west of Main Ave. to 630 feet east
of Main Ave.: design and construct roadway rehabilitation with landscape-buffered sidewalks,
transit stop improvements, buffered Class II bike lanes, a landscaped center median, a monument
sculpture/plaza.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The working group believes the public art and Orangevale monument help with the
placemaking goals of the Community Design program. The buffered bike lanes are helpful in
making this a safer place for all users of the facility.
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 Compared with other applications the working group believed that the proposal does not
make as strong a connection to Blueprint principles, identify what steps are needed for
effective change, or spell out the larger vision for the corridor.
 Tangible land use changes remain a challenge in the corridor, as parcel sizes are large and
existing uses center largely on big box retail and associated parking. The working group found
the application would be stronger with examples of supportive zoning and more evidence of
developers willing to help transform the existing built environment given the proposed
transportation investment. Compared with other requests for funding, the subject area does
not have much projected job or residential growth.

Sacramento County – Howe Avenue Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$1,907,000

Award Recommendation:

$1,907,000

Proposed Project: On Howe Ave. between El Camino Ave. and Cottage Way: construct 0.6 miles of
class II bike lanes, new sidewalk and lighting, modify two intersections and traffic signals, and 675
feet of Class I multiuse trail; also implement a safe routes to school education and encouragement
program at Howe Avenue Elementary School.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s purpose is to increase active transportation access to and around Howe Avenue
Elementary School. The project applicant selected the project’s primary benefits as (1)
increase multimodal travel options, (2) improve safety and security, and (3) reduce VMT per
capita.
 The application demonstrated strong community and partner support for the project, and
how the scope is appropriate for the project area.
 The information in the application supported high scores by the working group for each of the
three performance outcomes selected by the applicant.
 The proposed improvements are likely to deliver safety benefits based on the identified
causes of crashes, especially for people walking in the project area. Improvements for adults
and children biking are also anticipated, although not to the same level.
 The project is located in an area with lower than average VMT today, and the proposed
investment can help reduce VMT per capita through time.
 The working group appreciated the inclusion of walking and biking safety education and
encouragement for active transportation use by the elementary school students.
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Sacramento County – Madison Avenue Widening – Phase 1: Sunrise Boulevard to Hazel Avenue
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$200,000

Award Recommendation:

$200,000

Proposed Project: On Madison Ave. between Sunrise Blvd. and Hazel Ave.: perform environmental
phase to widen the roadway from four lanes to five lanes, with sidewalks, landscaping, and buffered
Class II bike lanes.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to reduce congestion and improve safety and mobility on
Madison Ave. The project applicant identified the project’s primary benefits as (1)
demonstrating state of good repair benefits, (2) improving safety and security, and (3)
reducing congested VMT per capita.
 The proposed scope would make progress towards more modal balance on an auto-oriented
corridor, with enhanced sidewalks, green paint to highlight conflict zones for people biking
and people driving, and buffered bike lanes.
 The application made the case that the facility is congested, and that congestion will increase
through time if unaddressed. The project sponsor reviewed widening alternatives before
selecting a preferred project scope that is supported by regional active transportation
organizations.
 The project sponsor did not include a full assessment of the causes of documented crashes,
leaving questions about whether the proposed treatments will ultimately improve safety on
the roadway.
 The full project cost will be close to $30 million. There is value in moving the project forward,
but the working group expressed concern over funding availability to cover future phases to
design and construct the full project.
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Sacramento County – South Watt Avenue Improvement Phase 1: Segment 1 Elder Creek Road to
Florin Road and Segment 3 Jackson Road to Fruitridge Road
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$15,000,000
Award Recommendation:

$5,000,000

Proposed Project: On South Watt Ave. from Elder Creek Rd. to Florin Rd. (Segment 1) and from
Jackson Rd. to Fruitridge Rd. (Segment 3): construct a road widening from two lanes to four lanes
with a raised median, buffered Class II bike lanes, and sidewalks.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor states they are seeking to support circulation within and between south
Sacramento County communities, mitigate existing congestion, encourage more active mode
use, enhance goods movement connectivity, sustain economic viability, and respond to
expected growth in the South Watt area. The applicant selected the reduce congestion,
increase multimodal travel options, and improve goods movement performance outcomes.
 The project’s performance benefits are strongest on the northern end of the project (Segment
#3), including the highest performance benefit on the congestion outcome. The working group
and engineers group believe that the widening and other treatments proposed for this section
in the application seem justified given the level of congestion and expected growth.
 The project performance assessment tool showed strong freight use along the corridor, and
the application corroborated this finding with further data and analysis on how goods
movement would benefit from the project.
 The working group did not find as strong a multimodal benefit from the project, as speeds and
volumes on the facility are high, connectivity lower, and land use and distances between
activity generators not as conducive to multimodal travel. The proposed buffering of the bike
facility could help, but the area would provide few near-term destinations, and likely still
remain a challenging environment except for the most comfortable cyclists.
 The total funding request is inconsistent with the Regional Program Framework’s
consideration for “small and medium sized projects” in requesting more than 15 percent of
the estimated available funding in the Regional Program.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $5,000,000 to go towards Segment #3 (northern
portion of the corridor) where project performance assessment benefits are highest.
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Sacramento County – Walnut Avenue at Fair Oaks Boulevard Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$875,000
$0

Proposed Project: On Walnut Ave. at Fair Oaks Blvd.: design and construct sidewalk infill, a parking
lane on the west side of Walnut, and a second eastbound left-turn lane on Fair Oaks Blvd. while
removing the southbound right-turn lane; add Class II bike lanes and bicycle detection through the
intersections of Fair Oaks Blvd. with Walnut Ave. and Arden Way.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s identified purpose is to increase mobility options, multimodal connectivity, and
active mode usage. The application selected the reduce VMT/capita, increase multimodal
travel options, and improve safety and security performance outcomes.
 The application makes a good case on how the project closes multiple gaps in the cycling
network, facilitating more continuous use. With sidewalk treatments only on one side, the
proposal did not have as strong a benefit for the pedestrian network.
 The safety section discusses the collision history on the corridor, but reviewers were not fully
convinced the proposed treatments address the cause of collisions.
 The project had lower scores on the project performance assessment tool relative to projects
in similar place types.
 The engineers review raised concerns that the applicant’s cost estimate could be too low.
Sacramento County – Watt Avenue Complete Streets Improvements: Phase 1
Community Design

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$2,800,000
$816,000

Proposed Project: On Watt Ave. from Winona Way to Orange Grove Ave.: design and construct
roadway rehabilitation, landscaped medians, buffered Class II bike lanes, transit stop improvements,
and separated sidewalks.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project propsal has great synergy with other planned investments in the corridor,
including the Courtyard Inn affordable housing project and the efforts to enhance the
Watt/I-80 transit station. The ties to these other investments make a compelling
performance case for the larger corridor.
 The project would serve a disadvantaged community and there is a clear need for complete
street facilities for those without cars.
 The applicant provided a good local match of $1 million when seeking $2.8 million.
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 Concerns were expressed by the workin group over the project’s extent, as the proposal only
covers a couple blocks and the surrounding areas are still very auto-oriented.
 The working group believes more work needs to done on engineering, utilities, and
environmental before the project is ready to be considered for construction, and
recommended that the sponsor consider in that effort the full range of active transportation
alternatives.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $816,000 for project development.

Sacramento Regional Transit District – Horn Road Light Rail Station Stage 1 Construction
Community Design

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$2,600,000
$0

Proposed Project: At Horn Rd. and Folsom Blvd. in Rancho Cordova: shift freight tracks to the east,
underground electric lines, and construct street frontage improvements, communications and
signaling, an enhanced bus shelter, and decorative fencing along the property line.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application included good information on context for the proposed investment. The city
has a TOD overlay zone in the surrounding area that supports consistent future land uses.
However, land uses to date have remained auto-focused. Plans for the nearby 46-acre
opportunity site should have higher densities if the proposed station investment is to realize
its full performance benefit for use and ridership.
 The Project Performance Assessment tool indicates the proposed station area will see large
employment growth nearby. The tool also shows how the project can support an area of
increased multimodal transportation and lower VMT, particularly in an environmental justice
community where 40 percent of households live below the poverty line and many have
limited transportion options.
 The total projected cost for the station is $11.4 million, yet the application does not delineate
a funding strategy outside of this program. Stage 1 of the project does not provide a usable
light rail station, so the working group was concerned about making an investment without
evidence of a larger funding strategy for completing a new station.
 The sponsor’s other Community Design application made a more compelling case concerning
overall maintenance needs for the transit system, leading the working group to suggest
focusing funds on maintaining and upgrading the current system and stations.
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Sacramento Regional Transit District – Maintaining and Modernizing the Regional Light Rail System
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$58,950,000

Award Recommendation:

$10,000,000

Proposed Project: Purchase 13 low-floor light rail vehicles to replace vehicles in the Sacramento
Regional Transit District fleet; retrofit 24 light rail stations to accommodate low-floor vehicles; and
construct side tracking on the Gold Line between Sunrise Station in Rancho Cordova and Historic
Folsom station in Folsom.

Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor is seeking to maintain and modernize the light rail system through a threepronged approach: light rail vehicle replacement, light rail station conversion, and sidetracking to increase Gold Line frequencies. The project sponsor offered specific performance
outcomes for each component of the application, noting that primary performance benefits
are to (1) increase multimodal travel options, (2) reduce regional congested VMT/capita, and
(3) reduce regional VMT/capita, and (4) demonstrate state of good repair benefits.
 The project sponsor demonstrated a significant need for replacement vehicles in support of
the state of good repair outcome. Much of the light rail fleet is past or approaching the end of
its useful life, jeopardizing the ability to maintain service. The working group found the vehicle
replacement component had the strongest performance need of the application’s three
elements.
 The working group saw associated performance outcomes from the station retrofits but was
not convinced of the improvement’s larger potential to support multimodal and VMT
reduction performance outcomes in absence of low-floor vehicle replacements.
 The engineers review raised concerns about the timing, cost, and delivery of the overall
project.
 The Gold Line side tracking element of the application is already funded through awards
received earlier in 2018 from SB 1 grant programs.
 While the application spoke to an overwhelming maintenance need, the working group noted
the lack of an overall funding strategy to help fulfill identified resource needs.
 As light rail ridership has declined, more information on local commitment in terms of
funding, supportive land uses, and other strategies to increase ridership would also make the
performance outcomes more compelling.
 The total funding request is inconsistent with the Regional Program Framework’s
consideration for “small and medium sized projects” in requesting nearly 60 percent of the
estimated available funding in the Regional Program. Given demonstrated state of good repair
needs, a partial funding award is recommended to go towards the purchase of new light rail
vehicles and light rail station retrofits.
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Sacramento Regional Transit District – Reimagine Watt/I-80 Transit Center Project
Community Design

Funding Request:

$500,000

Award Recommendation:

$500,000

Proposed Project: At the Watt/I-80 Transit Center: design a reconstruction of the transit center’s bus
stop waiting areas, stairs, elevator structures, with placemaking and pedestrian access
improvements. On the Watt Ave. overpass: design wider sidewalks, a transit center monument, a
concrete plaza/pedestrian waiting space, landscaping, and other placemaking and pedestrian access
improvements.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application demonstrated a clear performance need to make the region’s busiest transfer
station safer and more amenable for transit usage. The proposed gateway concept can also
help foster a sense of place for the area and the system as a whole.
 The project would provide a needed investment in a disadvantaged community, and improve
accessibility and service to transit users thoughout the region.
 The project involved community and stakeholder outreach, and aligns with other proposed
investments along the corridor, including the nearby Mercy Housing Courtyard Inn project.
 For the ultimate construction project to succeed, it will need more partners and funding
sources beyond this initial investment.
Sacramento Regional Transit District and Yolo County Transportation District – Operating Assistance
for the UC Davis Medical Center Shuttle Service
Regional Program
Funding Request:
$5,291,000
Award Recommendation:

$3,000,000

Proposed Project: On weekdays from approximately 5:30 a.m. to 8:30 p.m.: operate transit service
between UC Davis and the UC Davis Medical Center, with possible stops in downtown Sacramento
and West Sacramento.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsors’ purpose for the project is to strengthen transit connections between the UC
Davis campus and UCD Medical Center in Sacramento, mitigate congestion, stimulate
economic development, and begin the transition towards zero-emission transit and mobility
options. The applicants selected the reduce VMT/capita, increase multimodal travel options,
and provide long-term economic benefit performance outcomes.
 The application request is for half of the cost of operations over five fiscal years, starting in FY
2019/20. Electrify America will provide 12 electric buses to use for the shuttle service. A
successful service would be effective in reducing VMT/capita and increasing multimodal
options. The project performance assessment tool showcases the performance need and
possible benefit in the project area.
 The working group found the project has a strong potential economic impact. The proposed
service aligns with findings from the recent Brookings Institution market assessment to better
connect UC Davis to the larger economy, and could support the proposed Aggie Square
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development at the Medical Center. The proposal also has the potential to support other
inclusive economic growth opportunities in the underserved Medical Center area. Finally, with
stops in West Sacramento and downtown Sacramento, the service could be a regional asset
connecting multiple jurisdictions and rider markets.
The working group sees the potential of the project to support the stated performance
outcomes, but expressed concerns about implementation. First, the application did not
include a clear plan for how the service would be jointly operated, specifics of the proposed
route, schedule, and stops, or any analysis of travel time and cost trade-offs for including
more stops. This made it more difficult for the review to assess to what extent the service
would support the selected performance outcomes.
The engineers review raised concerns about the remaining match needed for the service, and
noted there are additional costs for electrifying a fleet that are not fully accounted for in the
application, making it difficult to assess the feasibility of the proposal. The engineers also
raised concerns about relying on CMAQ funds, which historically have not been meant to fund
long-term operations.
Recognizing that the existing transit service is only available to UC Davis affiliates, the working
group felt that additional information is needed to make a clear case that 15-minute
headways would become cost-effective, as the existing service has relatively low ridership.
In order to provide time to develop a long-term and sustainable funding plan, a partial funding
award is recommended for half of the proposed total operating costs listed in the project
request for Fiscal Years 2019/20, 2020/21, and 2021/22, conditioned on the sponsors’
providing more specifics on the new service than were in the application, including the
finalized joint operations plan including routing, schedules, stops, and operating costs; a
timeline for service start-up; clear roles and levels of commitment from partners in the
service, including both transit agencies, UC Davis, and the UC Davis Medical Center; and
performance standards and timeframes for performance evaluation.

Unitrans – Electric Bus and Charging Equipment Purchase
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$10,202,000
$2,357,000

Proposed Project: Purchase 12 electric buses to replace vehicles in the Unitrans fleet, and purchase
and install electric vehicle charging infrastructure.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor seeks to replace 12 CNG buses in its existing transit fleet to maintain a state of
good repair, while moving the operator toward implementing a zero emission fleet. The
applicant selected the increase multimodal travel, provide long-term economic benefit, and
demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The application demonstrated how the existing service provides a well-used and successful
transit option in the local community. Ridership has been increasing, bucking the larger
downward trend affecting transit in the region and nation.
 Transit Asset Management data show the operator’s existing fleet does not have as high
mileage as some other agencies. Likewise, the fleet does not have an immediate CNG tank
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expiration need compared with other requests. However, the working group recognized
that in running frequent short trips, which adds wear and tear, the operator is seeing
increases in maintenance needs and road calls.
The engineers review noted that electrifying a transit system has additional costs besides
fleet and charging infrastructure, and raised concerns that unless the agency is part of a
joint procurement a small production order may not get top priority, which would delay the
project schedule.
The sponsor is asking to replace 28 percent of its fleet with regional funds, at over $225,000
more per bus because of the desired transition to electric buses which are still much more
costly than CNG vehicles. The working group saw the benefit of the proposal, but also high
costs placed on the Regional Program, and wondered if there might be other resources to
help fund such an investment, especially as this is a university system.
SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $2,357,000 towards the purchase of three 40’
zero emission buses.

Yolo County – County Road 27 Complete Streets
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$1,999,000
$0

Proposed Project: On County Road (CR) 27 from Myrtle Ln. to CR 102: design and acquire right of
way for road rehabilitation with new Class II bike lanes, a recovery zone, and a roundabout or signal
at the intersection with CR 102.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s stated purpose is to create a segment of rural complete street, support farm to
market trucking, serve a number of modes safely, and bring the facility up to a state of good
repair. The application selected the increase multimodal travel options, provide long-term
economic benefit, and demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The application demonstrated a clear maintenance need on the facility, with a goal of
reconstructing a rural facility to meet today’s design standards. However, the application used
very similar language found in other applications from the sponsor, making it difficult to
isolate the performance benefits of this specific project.
 The project scored lower on the other two performance outcomes selected by the applicant.
The working group felt that the sections on performance outcomes were too brief and didn’t
fully support the performance benefit claims in the application.
 The working group was concerned about the overall funding strategy. The engineers review
thought the cost estimate was low, and the group did not see a solid funding approach that
would lead to the performance goals laid out for the project.
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Yolo County – County Road 27 Rehabilitation from CR 99 to CR 102
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$5,400,000
$0

Proposed Project: On County Road (CR) 27 from CR 99 to CR 102: design and construct roadway
rehabilitation.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to rehabilitate this county road segment, which is part of a cross‐
county link between I-505, SR-113, and CR 102. The project sponsor identified the project’s
primary performance benefits as (1) improving goods movement, (2) providing long-term
economic benefit, and (3) demonstrating state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The project did not score highly on two of the three performance outcomes selected. The
corridor does, however, has a significant rehabilitation need, with an average Pavement
Condition Index (PCI) of 36.
 However, reviewers thought the proposal did not make the case for additional performance
benefits relative to other applications for funding. These sections on performance outcomes
were brief and didn’t fully support the performance benefit claims.
 The project sponsor used similar language when describing other proposed projects, making it
difficult for the working group to identify the benefits specific to this project location and
proposed design.
Yolo County – County Road 31 Rehabilitation ‐ CR 93A to City of Davis
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$10,622,000
$0

Proposed Project: On County Road (CR) 31 from CR 93A to Davis city limits: design and construct
roadway rehabilitation.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s identified purpose is to improve a rural complete street, support farm to market
trucking, serve a number of modes safely, and bring the facility up to a state of good repair.
The project selected the provide long-term economic benefits, improve goods movement, and
demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The project application showed how the proposed investment could support broader
connectivity in the area.
 Project performance assessment scores for the project were not as high as for other projects
in similar place types. The working group did not find strong additional performance benefits
outside the maintenance outcome.
 The application used very similar language to other projects, making it difficult to assess the
performance benefits of this specific project.
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Yolo County – County Road 32A Railroad Crossing Relocation PSR-PDS (Yolo County/Davis)
Community Design

Funding Request:

$100,000

Award Recommendation:

$100,000

Proposed Project: Yolo County and the City of Davis will work together to prepare a Project Study
Report-Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) to review alternatives, identify a preferred option,
and develop a project scope, environmental issues, and cost estimate for relocating the County
Road (CR) 32A Railroad Crossing.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The project applied to the non-competitive category of the Community Design Program.
SACOG finds the project eligible and recommends it for funding.

Yolo County – County Road 98 Safety & Bicycle Improvement – Phase 2
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$4,200,000

Award Recommendation:

$4,200,000

Proposed Project: On County Road (CR) 98 from 1,300 feet south of CR 29 to the Solano County line:
acquire right of way for roadway rehabilitation with new bike lanes and a recovery zone, and
develop a new parallel Class 1 multiuse trail from Russell Blvd. to Hutchison Dr.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s purpose is to improve the safety of a rural-to-urban corridor that moves a
combination of commute traffic, bicyclists, farm equipment, and aggregate materials trucking.
The project sponsor indicated the project’s primary performance benefits are (1) increase
multimodal travel options, (2) provide long-term economic benefit, and (3) improve safety and
security. The project sponsor identified UC Davis as a project partner. The university described
the partnership as working together on road and infrastructure improvements in the area
near CR 98 and Hutchison Dr.
 The working group found the project to offer a good balance for maintaining productive
agricultural land, supporting peak agricultural season goods movement needs, and increasing
connectivity between Davis and Woodland for people driving and biking, supporting all of the
cited performance outcomes.
 The project sponsor clearly identified how the project design supports improved safety for the
different modal users of the roadway and addresses known safety hazards.
 The proposed Class I multiuse trail would enable more comfortable bike access to parts of the
university that are currently most accessible by driving, such as the Primate Center and
experimental fields.
 Although the working group supported funding the project, they pointed out that the project
sponsor does not appear to have a clear path forward to secure full construction funding,
which will likely be more than $20 million. Creative finance strategies and partnerships with
the City of Davis and UC Davis will be important.
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Yolo County Transportation District – Microtransit Vehicles
Regional Program

Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$212,000
$0

Proposed Project: Purchase three new microtransit vehicles to expand the Yolo County
Transportation District fleet, in order to provide on-demand microtransit service to rural
communities in the service area. This project was developed through Year 1 of SACOG’s Civic Lab
program, which has resources committed for Civic Lab implementation.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor is seeking to pilot flexible, on-demand service for residents of more rural areas to
reach nearby cities. The application selected the reduce VMT/capita, increase multimodal
travel options, and demonstrate state of good repair performance outcomes.
 The applicant selected the state of good repair outcome, but the request is for new service.
 The working group found the concept of demand-responsive transit service to have strong
potential as an innovative way to serve rural areas. However, the group felt the application did
not make a strong enough case that the project is ready to move forward to implementation,
and were concerned about operating costs and effectiveness with application estimates of
three riders per revenue hour.
 SACOG anticipates more funding opportunities for concepts like these through the Green
Region, Civic Lab implementation, and TDM Innovations Grant programs.
Yolo County Transportation District – Transit Vehicle Replacement
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$7,824,000

Award Recommendation:

$3,150,000

Proposed Project: Purchase 13 new 40-foot compressed natural gas (CNG) buses and two diesel
paratransit buses to replace vehicles in the Yolo County Transportation District fleet.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The purpose of the project is to help maintain a state of good repair. The sponsor identified
the project’s primary performance benefits as (1) increasing multimodal travel options, (2)
demonstrating state of good repair benefits, and (3) reducing regional VMT/capita.
 The project sponsor demonstrated the need for replacement vehicles. Transit Asset
Management (TAM) data show the sponsor runs its buses for many more miles than the
500,000 mile threshold at which the Federal Transit Administration allows bus replacement
requests. The application made a strong case for how CNG buses and paratransit vehicles are
used to the end of their useful life, and need replacement.
 The cities and counties served by the YCTD transit system are supportive of the request for
vehicle replacements.
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 The narrative section of the application lacked supporting detail on the other performance
outcome claims, and the working group found the arguments for decreased regional VMT and
increased multimodal options less supported than the vehicle replacement need.
 SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $3,150,000 to go towards the purchase of five 40’
CNG buses and two paratransit buses.

Yuba County – Feather River Boulevard – Farm to Market Phase II
Regional Program

Funding Request:

$1,918,000

Award Recommendation:

$1,918,000

Proposed Project: On Feather River Blvd. from Algodon Rd. to Ella Ave.: Construct roadway
rehabilitation with Class III bike routes and a 1.5-inch asphalt leveling course, a pavement
reinforcement fabric, and two inches of asphalt concrete.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The sponsor’s cited purpose is to bring the facility to a state of good repair, ensuring the
corridor remains a farm-to-market route that connects active agricultural lands with
agricultural processing and packaging plants. The application selected the provide long-term
economic benefit, improve goods movement, and demonstrate state of good repair
performance outcomes.
 The information in the application supported high scores by the working group for each of the
three performance outcomes selected by the applicant.
 The application clearly demonstrated how the project would support the agricultural
economy, quantifying both the associated agricultural production and processing/distribution
facilities. The working group found the project a strong example of RUCS criteria being used in
a funding round application.
 The application also demonstrated a near-term maintenance need, and how inaction would
adversely affect both local mobility and economic productivity. Likewise, the freight section
showed the need for roadway rehabilitation to support goods movement, although the
working group noted the corridor has lower traffic volumes relative to other rural facilities.
 More individual discussion by performance outcome would have made the application even
stronger, but overall the project demonstrated benefits across each of the selected outcomes.
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Yuba County – North Beale Road Complete Streets Revitalization Project: Phase 2
Community Design

Funding Request:

$2,332,000

Award Recommendation:

$2,332,000

Proposed Project: On North Beale Rd. from Hammonton-Smartsville Rd. to Linda Ave.: construct
road rehabilitation with Class II bike lanes, curb, gutter, sidewalks, drainage, transit stop
improvements, crosswalks, street lighting, traffic signal modification, and landscaping.
Summary of Application Review Comments
 The application made a compelling safety case for the project. The Community Design
program is about serving people and communities. The working group believes that with the
investment the corridor will be a more inviting place, and that a safer facility is a prerequisite
for any future corridor placemaking and redevelopment. There are already people walking
and biking on the facility out of necessity. The proposed improvements will lead to a more
complete street for this demonstrated demand, and improve access to Yuba College and Beale
Air Force Base.
 The information in the application supported high scores by the working group on project
performance.
 There is a large social equity and disadvantaged community component to this project.
 The project offers good value relative to the funding request, and the applicant provides a
large local match, especially for a rural community.
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Attachment C

2018 REGIONAL PROGRAM: SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, YUBA COUNTIES
The merged Regional Program is SACOG's largest
competitive program. It combines into a single program
the Regional/Local and Bicycle & Pedestrian funding
programs of the 2015 cycle. The emphasis of the
program is to fund cost-effective transportation projects
that realize the performance benefits of the MTP/SCS.
The program seeks to promote effective and efficient use
of limited state and federal funding resources to both
develop and maintain the regional transportation
network and provide regional benefits. This is
accomplished through the funding of capital and lumpsum category projects included in the 2016 MTP/SCS.

GOALS AND PRIORITIES
Through prior funding cycles the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG) Board of Directors has
approved the policy considerations that form the basis of
the Regional Program. The 2018 Funding Round
continues these
foundational
elements
while
incorporating Board, project sponsor, and stakeholder
feedback focused on augmented and transparent data
use and application streamlining. The goals of the 2018
Regional Program are to:

1. EMPHASIZE COST-EFFECTIVE
PROGRAMMING DECISIONS
Longstanding Board direction places a programmatic
emphasis on making the most cost-effective funding
decisions, which is achieved by maximizing performance
outcomes and minimizing project costs. Consideration
will be given to projects for which the sponsor has
already funded initial phases with its own resources (i.e.,
planning, environmental, design and/or right-of-way).

2. LEVERAGE REGIONAL FUNDS FOR NEARTERM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Funding from broader competitive programs often
require “shelf-ready” capital projects that are
deliverable, and thereby ready to utilize funding. In the
Regional Program, a relatively small but strategically
allocated portion of the total revenue may go to early
project development efforts for projects included within
the next 10 years of the 2016 MTP/SCS.

3. TARGET PROJECTS WITH DEMONSTRATED
PERFORMANCE BENEFITS
SACOG’s Regional Program uses seven performance
outcomes as part of the evaluation criteria. The 2018
Funding Round operationalizes, by performance
outcome, a wide array of regional data into a robust
series of performance measures for individual
transportation projects, providing a consistent, uniform,
and transparent data series. Project sponsors are invited
to complement this baseline series with additional data
or analysis that would support the application.

4. MANAGE ASSETS AND MAINTAIN A STATE
OF GOOD REPAIR
The 2018 Regional Program will continue to include
regional support for fix-it-first projects that address:




Managing transportation assets and maintaining
a state of good repair.
Complete streets/corridor elements that serve
an existing or forecasted demand.
Innovative cost-effective practices to extend the
life of existing assets, such as the use of recycled
asphalt or rolling stock rehabilitation.

5. TARGET ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
INVESTMENTS
Joining the prior Bicycle & Pedestrian and Regional/Local
programs serves to mainstream active transportation
investments in SACOG’s largest funding program. To
ensure the solidity of the merger, the 2018 Regional
Program includes a minimum funding target for active
transportation investments. The fund estimate will set
this minimum target.

6. FOCUS ON SMALL OR MEDIUM-SIZED
PROJECTS
SACOG’s Regional Program is an important source of
funding for capital and state of good repair projects. A
challenge for this policy priority is the limited number of
projects that can be funded. For the federal and state
funds that are available, program consideration will be
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on small and medium-sized projects. Project
performance outcomes will be assessed relative to the
funding request amount.

to an iterative process that considers the engineering
cost/feasibility analysis, PPA outcomes, narrative
responses, and application as a whole.

7. SUPPORT THE REGION’S NEW
GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION TARGET

SACOG staff and management will then review all
working group recommendations across the various
funding programs to recommend a full project list to the
SACOG Board for funding.

The California Air Resources Board recently established
new greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets
for the SACOG region. The region’s target for a 19
percent reduction by 2035 is conditional on the
implementation of new innovative pilot programs in the
MTP/SCS that address specific conditions and challenges
relating to GHG emission reductions. If funding and
related policy commitments are not secured to support
the programs, SACOG’s target will be at 18 percent.

SCREENING PROJECTS OUT
All of the following conditions must be met for a project
to proceed in the evaluation process. Failure to meet any
screening consideration will eliminate the project from
further consideration.
1.

The project must be currently listed in the
MTP/SCS or fit within a lump-sum project
category. Non-exempt projects must align with
SACOG’s air quality conformity and greenhouse
gas objectives. Non-exempt refers to any project
not listed by the EPA as an approved exemption
from regional air quality analysis.

2.

Projects must provide a minimum of 11.47%
match in non-federal funds towards the project
cost, as is required for all federal aid funding
projects. In other words, for every $100,000 of
total project cost (grant and match combined),
the program will pay up to $88,530 for every
$11,470 of match provided by the project
sponsor.

3.

The project must be eligible for appropriate
funding sources (i.e., CMAQ, RSTP, STIP).

4.

The project must be scheduled to begin
construction no later than April 2025, with
preliminary engineering and environmental
analysis scheduled within three years.

5.

A request for construction funding must
demonstrate that environmental, engineering,
and right-of-way will be ready by the time funds
are requested, and that the agency has the
financial capacity for ongoing operations and
maintenance.

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES
Projects applying to the Regional Program must fall
within the four-county (Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba)
region, and be listed in the 2016 MTP/SCS or fit within a
lump-sum project category. Further, projects must be
eligible for CMAQ, RSTP, or STIP funds.

PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS
Completed application: For a project to be considered
for funding, the project sponsor must submit a complete
application by the program deadline. Among other
elements, the program guidelines require the sponsor to
use the project performance assessment (PPA) tool as
part of the application.
Performance review: The Regional Program evaluates
submitted applications across a series of related
performance assessments. First, a group of engineers
and other technical professionals reviews each project
scope with a focus on cost-effectiveness, deliverability,
and eligibility. This group consists of professionals drawn
from outside of SACOG. Next, each project receives a
quantitative evaluation of performance outcome
indicators provided through the project performance
assessment (PPA) tool.
SACOG convenes a working group comprised of both
SACOG and outside agency staff. After individually
reviewing and evaluating applications, the working group
meets to rank and prioritize submitted projects according
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EVALUATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE
The application includes seven outcomes for determining
whether a project will be recommended for funding:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

Reduce regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT)
per capita;
Reduce regional congested VMT per capita;
Increase multi-modal travel/ alternative travel/
choice of transportation options;
Provide long-term economic benefit within the
region, recognizing the importance of sustaining
both urban and rural economies;
Improve goods movement, including farm-tomarket travel, in and through the region;
Significantly improve safety and security;
Demonstrate “state of good repair” benefits
that maintain and improve the existing
transportation system.

Of the seven performance outcomes, applicants choose
the three that best fit their project. Projects are
evaluated on the three outcomes selected.
These performance criteria support project evaluation
across a breadth of size, scope, location, and context,
where:


Performance indicators are relative, so that
project performance outcomes are assessed
relative to project size.



The project performance assessment compares
projects to those of similar place types,
following the direction of the MTP/SCS.

The review will also include the project’s cost
effectiveness, deliverability, and context sensitivity.
Project costs and schedule estimates for environmental,
engineering, right-of-way (ROW), and start-up
construction must be believable, based on standards for
similar projects. The project sponsor must have a track
record that demonstrates technical capacity and
reliability for similar projects. Further, the applicant must
demonstrate how the project is appropriate for the
surrounding community’s current and expected land uses
and transportation needs, and considers complete
streets and the range of current and future users.
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2018 COMMUNITY DESIGN FUNDING PROGRAM (ROUND 8):
SACRAMENTO , SUTTER, YOLO, AND YUBA COUNTIES
The Community Design Program was established in 2003
by the SACOG Board of Directors to provide financial
assistance to implement physical placemaking
development of the Blueprint Project Principals: mixed
land uses, transportation options, housing choice,
compact development, use of existing assets, quality
design, and natural resource protection. The program
offers funding for transportation projects in public rightof-ways by local public agencies that lead to physical
development of the Blueprint principles in Sacramento,
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties.

GOALS AND PRIORITIES
Projects must conform to some of the seven regional
Blueprint Principles (more detail on SACOG’s website at
https://www.sacog.org/publication/better-ways-grow
1.

transportation choices;

2.

housing diversity;

3.

compact development;

4.

mixed land uses;

5.

use of existing assets;

6.

natural resource protection; and

7.

quality design.

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES
All projects in the competitive categories must be federal
aid eligible and primarily lead to or include construction.
Projects must be eligible for Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ), Regional Surface Transportation Plan
(RSTP), or State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) funds (unless the project is submitted in the noncompetitive category, which would receive SACOGmanaged funds).
Generally speaking, federal aid eligible projects are those
that significantly contain transportation infrastructure in
public right-of-ways. Activities or tasks within the project
must be categorized as “construction,” “environmental,”
“design,” or “right-of way.” Pure planning activities are
generally not considered an eligible use for the

Community Design Program (exception: planning is
allowed in the non-competitive funding category). The
following are examples of projects that are generally
considered federal aid eligible:


Transportation infrastructure – e.g., roadway
improvements
that
promote,
bike/pedestrian/transit usage and are directly
connected to a land development project, land
use plan, or in an existing “Blueprint friendly”
community;



Street corridor revitalization towards more
pedestrian-oriented activities;



Bicycle and pedestrian paths, tunnels, and
bridges, or on-street bike lanes;



Pedestrian improvements in public right-ofways;



Streetscaping such as median landscaping, street
trees, lighting, and furniture;



Traffic calming (but not interfering with public
transit, bicycling, or walking);



Transit stop amenities
restrooms, and benches.

such

as

shelters,

One critical distinction is that federal aid projects must be
for project elements that are considered “over and above”
those that are standard requirements if there is a
development associated with the project. For instance, if
a private development is going in, and the project seeks
Community Design funds for street improvements, the
improvements must go beyond the jurisdiction’s
“standard”
requirements
for
that
associated
development. The private developer may be required to
put in sidewalks and crosswalks, but federal aid could pay
for textured crosswalks, landscaped medians, and other
elements that enhance the pedestrian experience but are
not standard conditions of approval.
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Project Selection Process
The application process remains the same as in prior
rounds. Two committees will be involved in the review
and selection process: the SACOG/Caltrans Review Team
and the Community Design Working Group (Working
Group). The SACOG/Caltrans Review Team is composed of
SACOG and Caltrans staff, and possibly staff from other
agencies who are familiar with federal transportation
funding requirements. The Working Group is comprised of
staff and appointed representatives from geographically
diverse areas of the region recruited through SACOG’s
staff-level regional advisory committees (e.g., Planners
Committee, etc.).
Community Design Working Group
Composition
Expertise

Number

Land Use Planners

3-5

Project Engineers

1-2

Bicycle/ Pedestrian
Planning

1

Air Quality

1

Urban Design

1

Transit

1

Community Groups

1

Transportation
Demand
Management

1

Total

10-13

SACOG staff encourages potential applicants to discuss
possible projects. Applicants must submit a pre-submittal
letter to SACOG describing the project, and the
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team will reply with a letter
stating whether the project is eligible and any foreseeable
concerns the project is raising. If the project is determined
to be eligible, a full application can then be submitted. The
Working Group then reviews eligible applications and
recommends a prioritized project list to SACOG staff
based on the criteria stated in these guidelines. Applicants
may be contacted during the project selection process and

requested to provide up to one written email page to
clarify questions of the Working Group or the
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team.
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the applications,
according to an iterative process that uses both
quantitative and qualitative methods. For projects
recommended by the Working Group to be on the
prioritized list, applicants will meet with the
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team to ensure the project’s
scope of work, budget and timeline meet program
requirements. The Working Group and SACOG/Caltrans
Review Team recommendations are then provided to the
SACOG executive team.

PROJECT SCREENING
Not all projects can be easily determined for eligibility. In
all cases, SACOG and Caltrans District 3 Local Assistance
staff will work directly with each applicant on eligibility.
For each potential application, an applicant must submit a
pre-application letter describing the project, and the
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team will provide a written
response addressing issues relating to eligibility.

Capacity to manage a federal-aid project
In addition, all applicants must have a staff person who is
trained in federal aid funding management. In most cases,
the staff is found in the Public Works Departments. Public
agencies (cities, counties, and other public agencies, such
as transit agencies and air quality management districts
with master funding agreements with Caltrans to manage
state or federal transportation funds) in Sacramento,
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties are the eligible applicants.
For those sponsoring jurisdictions that do not have
internal staff who can manage federal transportation
funds, they will be required to team up with a local agency
or hire a qualified consultant in this area.
Requested project amounts fall into the following ranges:
$300,000 to $4 million for conventional construction
projects; $150,000 to $500,000 for conventional preconstruction (design, engineering, environmental, or
right-of-way activities) projects; $1.0 million to $4.0
million for construction of Complete Streets projects; and
$100,000 or less for non-competitive projects. Applying
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for a non-competitive project precludes the applicant
from applying competitively within the Community Design
Program and is limited to SACOG member agencies. Only
city and counties may apply for non-competitive funding,
and may only apply once per funding cycle.

o

o

Required local match
Projects in the competitive categories of the program
(above $150,000 in funding request) must provide a
minimum of 11.47% match in non-federal funds, i.e., for
every $100,000 of total project cost (grant and match
combined), the program will pay up to $88,530 for every
$11,470 of match provided by the project sponsor.
Projects in the non-competitive category (funding
requests of $100,000 or less) have a 10% local match
requirement.

EVALUATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the projects,
according to an iterative process that uses both
quantitative and qualitative methods. There are two
general evaluation criteria used by the Working Group and
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team to determine whether a
project will be recommended for funding. The two review
committees will consider the projects based on the two
criteria stated below. Additionally, in this funding cycle, an
increased emphasis (new Criterion #3) will be placed on
the applicant’s ability to demonstrate that the land use
changes claimed by the project will be reliable.
Criterion #1: How well does the proposed project
promote the seven regional Blueprint Project Principles?
o

o

o

transportation choices – encouraging
people to walk, ride bicycles, carpool or
ride the bus, light rail, or train.
housing diversity- providing a variety of
places where people can live –
apartments condominiums,
townhouses, and single family
detached houses.
compact development – creating
environments that are more compactly
built and use space in an efficient but
more aesthetic manner that can
encourage more walking, biking and
public transit use.

o

o

mixed land uses – building homes near
or with other uses, such as business or
commercial areas that create active,
vital neighborhoods.
use of existing assets – focusing
development in communities with
vacant land or intensifying
development of underutilized land that
can make better use of public
infrastructure, including roads.
natural resource protection –
preserving and maintaining open
spaces and natural places and
agricultural lands by encouraging
energy-efficient design and land use,
water conservation and storm water
management.
quality design – how the built
environment is developed, the
relationship to the street, and how
buildings are oriented, which all
contribute to a community’s
attractiveness and how likely residents
are to walk, bike or have a sense of
community pride.

Criterion #2: How realistic is this project to be
implemented within the program timeline?
Although these criteria have a high degree of subjectivity,
the evaluation committee is comprised of peer
professionals who are experienced in evaluating project
performance and deliverability. SACOG staff will review
the recommendations from the review committees of all
three programs and take them into account for the full
recommendation package sent to the board.
Criterion #3: What is the projected project performance
relative to the Blueprint Principles?
An increased emphasis is placed in Round 8 on
demonstrating that the proposed project will lead to
indicators that promote Blueprint implementation. These
include factors such as an increase in bicycle and walking
modes of travel, increased residential densities, or
development of lands that mix land uses. The applicant
will need to demonstrate the performance of the
proposed project relative to the Blueprint Principles. The
applicant can draw on SACOG’s project performance
assessment data as part of this criterion. Projects that
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received funding in prior Community Design Funding
rounds have a higher threshold to demonstrate
performance.
FUNDING RECIPIENT REQUIREMENTS:
All program fund recipients in Round 8 must expend the
project funds within three years if programming funds are
available in the 2018-19 fiscal year and later. If not, use
of program funds is extended to match available
programming capacity.
Recipients must submit a quarterly update on all projects
receiving funding during the 2018 SACOG Programming
Cycle. Failure to do so could result in negative impacts for
future funding rounds.
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Regional Funding Program Scoring Rubric and Project
Performance Assessment Indicators
Project Background Section: need, scope, impact
Narrative scoring rubric
How well does the project scope match the needs of residents and of the project area?
The proposed project is the most compelling scope to clearly respond to community
7-9 points
and jurisdiction needs and to advance the implementation of local goals/priorities.
The proposed project is somewhat effective at responding to community and
4-6 points
jurisdiction needs and in advancing the implementation of local goals/priorities.
The proposed project does not demonstrate how it responds to community and
1-3 points
jurisdiction needs or advance the implementation of local goals/priorities.

Performance Outcomes Section
Outcome #1: Reduce regional VMT/capita
PPA Tool Indicators

1

Question

Indicator

Does the project serve an area that has low VMT per
capita?
Does the project serve an area with high employment
and/or residential density?
Does the project serve an area with significantly reduced
VMT per capita through time?
Does the project serve an area with planned increases in
density?

VMT/capita
Net Jobs+ Dwelling
Units/acre
% change
VMT/capita
% change density

Score supportive
of outcome
Lower
Higher
Lower (including
into negative)
Higher

Narrative scoring rubric
How well will the proposed project help realize per capita VMT reductions projected in the MTP/SCS?
E.g. developing or improving the active transportation network, shifting transportation trips from lowoccupancy vehicles to higher occupancy vehicles, providing new or improved transportation options in
high-potential areas, providing more direct routes to regional destinations, or other relevant
strategies.
A project does not need to use all strategies listed in the application question to score highly.
The project shows strong potential to help reduce VMT/capita in the project area.
7-9 points
The project shows moderate potential to help reduce VMT/capita in the project area.

4-6 points

The project is less or not likely to help reduce VMT/capita in the project area.

1-3 points

Outcome #2: Reduce regional congested VMT/capita
PPA Tool Indicators
Question
How severe is current congestion in the project area?
To what extent is project area projected to have growth
that could increase future congestion?

Indicator
CVMT/VMT in
buffer area
Percent dwelling
unit and
employment growth
in project area

Score supportive
of outcome
Higher
Higher

Narrative scoring rubric
To what extent are the proposed design elements/treatments the most cost-effective and
appropriate for the surroundings to address congestion?
The design elements/treatments are highly appropriate for the project area and cost7-9 points
effective to address a demonstrated need for congestion relief.
The design elements/treatments are somewhat appropriate for the project area and
cost-effective to address a demonstrated or moderate congestion relief need.

4-6 points

The design elements/treatments are not very cost-effective or appropriate for the
project area and/or the project does not demonstrate a congestion relief benefit.

1-3 points

2

Outcome #3: Increase multimodal travel options
PPA Tool Indicators
Question

To what extent is project in, or add to an area
supported by a network of dedicated bike
facilities?
To what extent is the facility conducive to
active travel?
To what extent is the project in, or add to an
area with high street connectivity?
To what extent does the project support an
area with productive transit service?
Does the project serve an area projected to
increase bike/ped/ transit mode share?

Indicator

Applies to

Bike lanes and
paths/ total
roadway
mileage
Facility speed
and volume
# of 3 or 4
intersections
per acre
Transit service
density
Future year
mode share

Bike projects

Score
supportive of
outcome
Higher

Bike and Walk
projects
Walk projects

Context

Transit projects

Higher

All projects in
this outcome

Higher

Higher

Narrative scoring rubric
To what extent will the proposed project contribute to increased biking, walking, and/or transit use?
A project does not need to improve biking, walking, and transit to score highly.
The project is very likely to increase the rate or number of people walking, biking,
and/or taking transit through increased connections and user experience.

7-9 points

The project is somewhat likely to increase the rate or number of people walking, biking, 4-6 points
and/or taking transit through increased connections and user experience.
The project is less or not that likely to improve the rate or number of people walking,
biking and/or taking transit through increased connections and user experience.

3

1-3 points

Outcome #4: Provide long-term economic benefit
PPA Tool Indicators
Question

To what extent does the project support job
accessibility?
To what extent does the project support
accessibility to educational facilities?
Does the project serve a fast growing
employment area?
To what extent does the project support the
agricultural economy?
Does the project serve an area projected in
the MTP/SCS to stay in agriculture use?

Indicator

Applies to

Transit + drive
job access
K – university
enrollment
% employment
growth
% of current ag
acres
% change in
agricultural
acres

Accessibility
projects
Accessibility
projects
Both types of
projects
Agricultural
projects
Agricultural
projects

Score
supportive of
outcome
Higher
Higher
Higher
Higher
Higher (0%
change most
supportive)

Narrative scoring rubric
To what extent will the proposed project strengthen economic prosperity through targeted
strategies? E.g. promoting a sense of place, reinforcing the local economic base, improving job or
education accessibility, or other applicable actions.
A project does not need to use all strategies listed in the application to score highly.

4

The project is very likely to support economic prosperity.

7-9 points

The project is somewhat likely to support economic prosperity.

4-6 points

The project is less or not that likely to support economic prosperity.

1-3 points

Outcome #5: Improve goods movement
PPA Tool Indicators
Question

Indicator

Does the project serve, or connect to, a corridor used
by goods movement?

Commercial
VMT/VMT

Does the project serve a facility that is congested for
freight travel?

Commercial
CVMT/Commercial
VMT
Percent of freightdependent jobs

Does the project serve an area with freight-dependent
jobs?

Score supportive
of outcome
Higher
Higher

Higher

Narrative scoring rubric
How well will the proposed project help improve freight movement that serves the local economy or
inter-regional freight flows and balance the needs of other transportation users?
The project is very likely to improve freight movement while also addressing the needs 7-9 points
other users.
The project is somewhat likely to improve freight movement while considering the
4-6 points
needs of other users.
The project is less or not likely to improve freight movement and does not consider the 1-3 points
needs of other users.

5

Outcome #6: Improve safety and security
PPA Tool Indicators
Question
Does the facility have a high rate of collisions?
Does the facility have a high rate of fatal collisions?

Does the facility have a high rate of collisions involving
pedestrians or cyclists?

Indicator
Total collisions per
1M VMT
Percent fatal
collisions to total
collision
Percent bike/ped
collision to total
collision

Score supportive
of outcome
Higher
Higher

Higher

Narrative scoring rubric
How well will the proposed project help mitigate or eliminate safety issues in the project area using
countermeasures, innovative design, and/or creating alternative parallel routes for vulnerable users?
A project does not need to use all strategies listed in the application to score highly.
The project is very likely to promote improved travel safety.
The project is somewhat likely to promote improved travel safety.

7-9 points
4-6 points

The project is less or not that likely to promote improved travel safety.

1-3 points

6

Outcome #7: Demonstrate state of good repair benefits
PPA Tool Indicators: Roadway Project
Question
Does the project serve a facility with poor pavement
conditions?
Does the project serve a facility with a relative high
volume of use?
What level of transportation needs are created by the
surrounding land uses in the project area?

Indicator
Pavement Condition
Index
Average Daily Travel
Complete Streets
index

Score supportive
of outcome
Lower
Higher
Context

Narrative: Roadway Project
How well will the proposed project provide sustaining improvements to the transportation system for
existing and future users across the different modes (vehicle, freight, bike, pedestrian, etc.)?
The project is very likely to preserve and extend state of good repair and serve existing
and future transportation needs

7-9 points

The project is somewhat likely to preserve and extend state of good repair and serve
existing and future transportation needs

4-6 points

The project is unlikely to preserve and extend state of good repair and serve existing and 1-3 points
future transportation needs

Transit Asset Management Tool Indicators
Projects claiming the Transit Asset Management (TAM) outcome complete a custom data summary
instead of the PPA tool.
Narrative: Transit Project
How effectively will the project address the agency’s and service area’s current and imminent state of
good repair and transportation needs?

7

The project addresses an immediate and critical need for vehicle replacements and
complements the agency’s strategy to prioritize funding for state of good repair needs

7-9 points

The project addresses a moderate need for vehicle replacements and somewhat aligns
with the agency’s strategy to fund state of good repair needs
The project addresses a lower urgency need for vehicle replacements and/or is an
incomplete strategy for funding state of good repair needs

4-6 points
1-3 points

Community Design Program Project Performance Assessment
Indicators
Blueprint Principle

Metric

Single occupancy vehicle mode share
High occupancy vehicle mode share
Transportation Choice
Transit mode share
Walk mode share
Bike mode share
Housing Diversity
Compact
Development

MTP/SCS Community Type
Jobs per net acre
Dwelling units per net acre
Job totals

Mixed Land Use

Population totals
Dwelling units totals

Existing Assets
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Developed acres
Available acres
Proportion of developed acres to
available acres

Natural Resources

Percent of acres in agricultural use

Quality Design

No data indicator

Project Value
(current
conditions)

Project Value
(future
conditions)

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 11/1/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-November-6.
Subject: Green Region Program Draft Funding Recommendations (Est. time:
5 minutes)

Informa on
Prepared by: Raef Porter
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
What is the staff recommendation for the 2018 Green Region Program funding awards and
should it be released for public review and comment?

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
The Green Region program is intended to advance zero emission transportation
technologies in the SACOG region. The program invests in light and heavy duty vehicles,
supporting infrastructure, and shared vehicle trips. The SACOG Board of Directors
adopted the Green Region policy framework (Attachment A), and established a funding
target of $11.7 million dollars for the first year of this funding program. The Green Region
funding program solicited proposals, and received twelve applications with over $39
million in funding requested.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
SACOG formed a selection committee that evaluated and scored each proposal, and made
a draft recommendation for funding amounts. A mix of internal and external
representatives comprised the selection committee. SACOG staff representing
transportation modeling, transportation demand management, and air quality planning
were on the selection committee. In addition, the selection committee included external
representatives from a transit provider, an air quality management district, and a partner
regional transportation planning agency.
There were three phases of project evaluation by the Green Region selection committee:
Phase 1: Individual Scoring. Each member of selection committee scored the projects
based on the scoring criteria outlined in the Green Region framework. Scoring criteria

questions:
How
How
How
How

well
well
well
well

does
does
does
does

the project address the goals of Green Region?
the project help reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled?
the project increase multi-modal travel?
the project increase the adoption and use of zero emission vehicles?

Phase 2: Selection Committee Discussion. The Green Region selection committee
met to discuss the merits and scores for each project. Representatives talked about what
they liked and disliked for each project, and how they arrived at their score. After the
group discussion, selection committee members were able to refine their scores.
Phase 3: Rank and Scale. Once updated scores were given, the projects were ranked
on the overall score. The selection committee discussed the possibility of scaling project
funding awards based on the information provided in the applications. A final rank and
funding amount recommendation was then made by the selection committee and provided
to SACOG management for a final round of review.
Attachment B provides the draft Green Region Program funding recommendations, while
Attachment C offers more detail on the recommendations for each project application
reviewed.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The item has no fiscal impact to the SACOG’s operating budget other than already
budgeted staff time.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
7. Deliver Key High-Profile Transportation Projects
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: 2018 Green Region Guidelines
A achment B: Green Region Staﬀ Recommenda on
A achment C: Green Region Program Funding Recommenda ons

Attachment A

2018 GREEN REGION GUIDELINES
APPLICATION AND GUIDELINES RELEASE DATE: June 25, 2018
APPLICATIONS DUE: 4 p.m., Friday, August 24, 2018

This document contains the guidelines for the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG) Green Region Program. The program grants funding from a variety of sources to local
government agencies and their partners to projects that meet performance outcomes, overall
policy, and selection considerations identified by the SACOG Board.
Section 1 contains the 2018 Guidelines for the Green Region Program. Page 3 provides the
schedule for this funding round.
Section 2 contains application instructions for the 2018 Green Region Program. Please note the
Green Region Program application itself is a separate document.
Section 3 contains the 2018 Green Region Program guidance on addressing performance
outcomes.
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Reference Information
Schedule
Please note all dates are subject to change. To view the most recent information please go to:
https://www.sacog.org/green-region.
June 21, 2018

Call for projects approved by the SACOG Board

June 25, 2018

Applications available
Process begins

August 24, 2018

Project applications due by 4:00 p.m.

During the review period that follows, the applications will be evaluated and programming
recommendations for the various funding programs, including Green Region, will be made.
November 1, 2018
Committee

Staff presents recommended projects to SACOG Transportation

November 15, 2018

SACOG Board publicly releases draft of funding recommendations

December 20, 2018

SACOG Board takes final action on recommended projects and
determines final program funding amount

January 2019

Initiate programming and federal authorization request process; depending
on fund type received. The earliest opportunity to receive funds is
February 1, 2019

Program Contact
Please direct any questions regarding the Green Region Program to the SACOG Climate and
Energy Team Manager.
Raef Porter, Senior Planner
Phone: (916) 340-6261
E-mail: rporter@sacog.org
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Section 1: Program Guidelines
This section addresses the policy and processes to be utilized for the competitive Green Region
Program.
Overview of Program
The Green Region Program is SACOG's newest competitive program. The program is intended
to help our region’s transportation system emit fewer emissions while continuing to function
effectively and efficiently. It works in conjunction with other programs at SACOG in relation to
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). While
there are many efforts underway in the region to influence the choices people make about
transportation and adopt lower emitting vehicles, Green Region is an attempt to bring together
the various partners, both public and private, that are working toward this same goal.
The Plan focuses on five groups of projects: personal vehicles, shared rides and vehicles, public
and private microtransit and shuttles, medium and heavy duty fleets, and disadvantaged
communities.
There are many productive efforts at moving the region toward a more sustainable and cleaner
form of transportation. SACOG will work with its partner agencies on these efforts to implement
the Green Region Program. The Green Region plan, which outlines the programs and policy
framework, was adopted by the SACOG Board on May 17, 2018. It provides the policy
foundation for this program.
Goals of Program
The Green Region Plan is a collection of projects that work together to help make our region the
region with the most robust system of clean transportation options in America. The Plan has
three main goals:
1.
Concentrated investment in electrification of the region’s transportation fleet to
demonstrate technologies and our region’s interest in a zero emission transportation future.
2.
Showcase the region’s ability to coalesce around clean transportation technology and
signal to the State of California that we know how to effectively invest in clean transportation, and
we should receive additional funds to further this goal.
3.
Work with other programs around land use, transportation demand management, smart
cities and infrastructure, and equitable access for all in a cohesive and comprehensive way that
helps our region achieve its air quality and greenhouse gas emission goals.

Funding
Financial support for this and other SACOG programs will come primarily from federal funding
sources expected to be available to the region. The SACOG Board of Directors will approve the
amounts allocated to each program before the start of the project selection process, according to
the 2016 MTP/SCS and the agency’s more immediate priorities. The fund estimate for the 2018
Green Region Program is $11,760,000. The overall selection of projects, across programs, is
dependent on the funding and fund sources available.
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Most of the projects selected for this and other SACOG programs must qualify for the
federal/state funding sources available to SACOG. Federal funding requirements are applicable.
For capital projects, federal funds may be used for the preliminary engineering phase, which
includes environmental work and design, as well as for right-of-way and construction phases.
SACOG reserves the right to fund less than the amount reserved for each funding program in a
given funding cycle. Additionally, SACOG encourages project applicants to seek other sources of
funding that may be available.

Project Eligibility
Projects must be eligible for CMAQ, RSTP, or STIP funds.

Screening Projects Out
A full application must be submitted to SACOG staff to be considered for funding.
All of the following conditions must be met for a project to proceed in the evaluation process.
Failure to meet each screening consideration will eliminate the project from further
consideration.
1. Projects must provide a minimum of 11.47% match in non-federal funds towards the
project cost, as is required for all federal aid funding projects. In other words, for every
$100,000 of total project cost (grant and match combined), the program will pay up to
$88,530 for every $11,470 of match provided by the project applicant.
2. The project must be eligible for CMAQ funds.
3. The project must be scheduled to begin construction or operation no later than April 2021,
and if applicable, preliminary engineering and environmental analysis scheduled within one
year.
4. A request for construction funding must demonstrate that environmental, engineering, and
right-of-way will be ready by the time funds are requested, and that the agency has the
financial capacity for ongoing operations and maintenance.
SACOG staff will forward applications meeting all screening criteria to the Green Region
Program’s project selection process.

Project Selection Process
The Green Region Program evaluates applications across a series of related performance
assessments. First, a group of SACOG staff reviews projects for eligibility. SACOG then
convenes a working group comprised of both SACOG and outside agency staff. After individually
reviewing and evaluating applications, the working group meets to rank and prioritize submitted
projects.

Working Group prioritizes and ranks the projects
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the projects, according to an iterative process that uses
both quantitative and qualitative methods. The Working Group will meet over several sessions
and evaluate the projects both against the criteria listed in these guidelines and the pool of
candidate projects. To establish project performance, the Working Group will consider the
project’s cost effectiveness, deliverability, context sensitivity, narrative responses, and application
as a whole. Project costs and schedule estimates for environmental, engineering, right-of-way
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(ROW) and start-up construction must be believable, based on standards for similar projects.
The project applicant must have a track record that demonstrates technical capacity and
reliability for similar projects. Further, the applicant must demonstrate how the project is
appropriate for the surrounding community’s current and expected land uses and transportation
needs, and considers the range of current and future users.
The four general evaluation criteria, defined below, will be used by the Working Group.
Applicants should use this section to understand the approach that the Working Group will take
when considering the proposed project against the performance outcomes. Applicants should
also consider this when selecting competitive projects. The four criteria are:
1. Within at least one of the Green Region Plan program areas (See Section 3 for
description);
2. Reduce regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) per capita;
3. Increase multi-modal travel/ alternative travel/ choice of transportation options;
4. Advances the use of electric and other zero-emission vehicles;
The Working Group will be looking for applications with supporting evidence of performance and
need through the application. The compilation of projects recommended by the Working Group
must meet the intentions of the Board approved goals and priorities for the Green Region
Program. The Working Group recommendation, upon completion, will be provided to SACOG
management staff for use in the development of the final draft recommendation to the SACOG
Board of projects across the various funding programs. Selection and funding of projects is
limited to the available state and federal funding available at the time of programming action.

Implementation
Successful applicants who are awarded a grant will be asked to:
 Follow SACOG’s delivery policy at the time of the award for obligating and spending the
grant funds. The policy requires that project applicants honor the schedule and/or delivery
commitment schedules for obtaining funds and implementing the phases of the project.
 Provide a local (non-federal) match. The required match for most federal funding is 11.47
percent of the participating phase cost and/or the total participating project cost required for
projects receiving federal funding in the Sacramento region, with a few exceptions. This
does not include “in kind” match, but must be funding that is dedicated to eligible features
within the project and included in its overall cost.
 Comply with SACOG’s delivery guidelines at the time of the award. SACOG makes SMF,
RSTP, and CMAQ available on a first-come, first-serve basis. STIP funds may not be as
available. Some STIP may not be available until SFY 2024/25. The earliest opportunity to
obligate/delivery awarded funding is February 1, 2019.
When a project receives funding, the MTIP and is ready for implementation, the lead agency
requests a federal authorization (E-76) from Caltrans. Only after the project is authorized, can the
sponsor incur expenses that will then be reimbursed from the grant. A project sponsor submits
invoices for the entire cost incurred, and is reimbursed at the authorized reimbursement rate.
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Section 2: Application Instructions
This section outlines the requirements for applying for a 2018 Green Region Program grant.
Please read the instructions in this section with the information in Section 1 when preparing your
grant request. Check for any program updates under the 2018 Green Region Program link at the
SACOG website: https://www.sacog.org/green-region

Application Contents Description
Applicants must use the templates provided on the SACOG website when provided. In the
electronic submission, submit these application pieces as separate attachments, not as a single
file. File names for application contents should include the reference number, the applicant
name, the project name, and the description of the item, e.g. “2. City of Paradise – Main Street
Improvements - project app”.

Ref.
#

Application Content

Template
provided by
SACOG?

Applies to

Submitted
as

1

Cover letter

No

All projects

PDF

2

SACOG Project Application

Yes

All projects

PDF

3

SACOG Engineer Cost Estimate

Yes

All projects

Excel

4

CMAQ Emissions Benefit Calculation

No

All projects

Excel

5

Optional letters of support and/or
additional graphics

No

All projects, but is
optional

PDF

All SACOG-provided templates are available on the Green Region Program website:
https://www.sacog.org/green-region

1. Cover letter
The cover letter must be on letterhead of lead applicant and signed by the chief elected official of
governing body, chief executive officer, or designated official who has managerial authority over
the application. Electronic signature is acceptable. The cover letter should acknowledge that the
application is authorized by the jurisdiction or agency, provide the official name of the project,
and identify a project manager. Any other content is optional. Please address the cover letter to
the 2018 SACOG Green Region Manager: Raef Porter, Senior Planner.

2. Project Application
Complete the Project Background section of the application. Answer the narrative section for the
outcomes. The application provides suggested lengths for question responses, but does not
identify a required maximum or minimum length.

3. Engineer’s Cost Estimate
Fill out the Engineer’s Cost Estimate with your project information. Please use the Excel version
available online. Attach completed excel sheet to project application.
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4. Emissions Benefit Calculations for CMAQ Funding
Applicants are required to complete and attach a Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
emissions benefits calculations on projects that include new bicycle and pedestrian facilities,
carpool lanes, bus replacements and expansion, light rail replacement and expansion, and Park
& Ride lots. CMAQ funds are intended to support projects that improve air quality and relieve
congestion, and are more than one-third of the funding distributed through the Green Region
Program. A project may receive a mix of fund types (e.g. part CMAQ, part RSTP) if only part of
the scope is CMAQ-eligible. SACOG reserves the right to ask applicants to complete the CMAQ
emissions calculation at further stages of the evaluation.
For assistance with the CMAQ emissions benefit calculations, please contact:
José Luis Cáceres, Transportation Planner, SACOG
(916) 340-6218
JCaceres@sacog.org

5. Optional Content
Project applicants may attach additional information to help the working group understand the
significance of your project. This may include pictures of the project area, letters of support,
and/or other exhibits related to your project. Do not send the letters of support directly to
SACOG; instead, include any letters as part of the overall application. Do not attach completed
local planning documents.

Applicant Reminders
1. Coordinate early: for non-city/county public agencies that are considering applying as
the lead applicant, please coordinate early with the city or county in which the project
area lies to establish a partnership/sponsorship.
2. Use the right template: All SACOG-provided templates are available on the Regional
Funding Program website: https://www.sacog.org/green-region.
3. Submittal Deadline: Applications can be submitted at https://www.sacog.org/greenregion beginning June 25, 2018, and are due 4:00 p.m. on Friday, August 24, 2018.

Application checklist
Your application must include:
☐ A submittal letter (scanned or electronic signature acceptable)
☐ Complete project application
☐ SACOG Engineer's Cost Estimate
☐ CMAQ Emissions Benefit Calculation (required for projects with the identified
scope elements, optional for all others)
Optional additional attachments
☐ Letters of support, partnership, or commitment
☐ Pictures of the project area or other relevant exhibits

Section 3: Green Region Plan Guidance
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The Green Region Plan helps our region’s transportation system emit fewer emissions while
continuing to function effectively and efficiently. While there are many efforts underway in the
region to influence the choices people make about transportation and adopt lower emitting
vehicles, the Green Region Plan is an attempt to bring together the various partners, both
public and private, that are working toward this same goal.
The Green Region Plan is a collection of projects that work together to help make our region
the region with the most robust system of clean transportation options in America. The Plan
has three main goals:
1. Concentrated investment in electrification of the region’s transportation fleet to
demonstrate technologies and our region’s interest in a zero emission transportation
future.
2. Showcase the region’s ability to coalesce around clean transportation technology and
signal to the State of California that we know how to effectively invest in clean
transportation, and we should receive additional funds to further this goal.
3. Work with other programs around land use, transportation demand management, smart
cities and infrastructure, and equitable access for all in a cohesive and comprehensive
way that helps our region achieve its air quality and greenhouse gas emission goals.
The Plan focuses on personal vehicles, shared rides and vehicles, public and private
microtransit and shuttles, medium and heavy duty fleets, and disadvantaged communities.
Each of these groups contains multiple projects, explained in more detail below.

Program Descriptions
EV charging program for public charging
Program Summary

Fund publically available DC Fast Charging stations.

Fund a regional EV car share program, Provide assistance for EVs in regional car rental
companies, and Place EVs in TNC fleets and analyze use of TNCs in the region
Program Summary

Acquire a fleet of EVs as demonstration vehicles for car share, rental
companies, and TNCs on a three year basis

Provide incentives for EV shuttles in public fleets, and Bring private microtransit providers using
EVs into the region
Program Summary

This program will focus on 12 passenger microtransit service and
cutaway buses, where EV technology currently exists.
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Plan and provide funding for zero emission buses and required fueling infrastructure
Program Summary

This is an extension of the SECAT program, with a specific focus on
public transit operators

Light, medium, and heavy duty ZEV fleets
Program Summary

This is an extension of the SECAT program for non-transit fleets

Mobility Hubs in disadvantaged communities
Program Summary

Provide targeted incentives, education, and outreach to populations that
have been underserved will insure equity in the Green Region plan. This
project will pilot an all EV mobility hub in a selected community.
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Attachment B

Green Region Staff Recommendation
Funding Request

Award
Recommendation

$717,000

$0

$3,539,000

$2,665,000

$1,800,000

$0

DAC Mobility Hub

$2,000,000

$0

EV Carshare

$7,731,000

$0

EVSE Public Charging

$1,777,000

$0

Green Region SECAT Program Extension

$7,475,000

$3,844,000

Microtransit EV Program

$1,164,000

$0

Lead Agency

Project Title

City of Elk Grove

Purchase of one (1), 40' Zero Emissions Bus
West Sacramento Plug-in Partnership- Charging for Public
and Fleet
Multi-Modal Enhancement Project- Vehicle Purchasing and
Infrastructure

City of West Sacramento
Paratransit Inc.
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Sacramento Regional Transit District
Valley Clean Energy
Yolo County Transportation District and
Sacramento Regional Transit District

Green Region Program Subtotal

Powerhouse Science Center DC Fast Charger
Zero Emission Bus Service to the Sacramento International
Airport
Electrify Yolo- Charging Inrastructure and Electric Shuttle

$250,000

$0

$4,499,000

$2,249,000

$2,912,000

$2,912,000

UC Davis to Sacramento Zero Emission Bus Service

$5,291,000

$0

$

39,155,000

$

11,670,000

Attachment C

Green Region Program Funding Recommendations

City of Elk Grove – Purchase of one (1), 40' Zero Emission Bus
Green Region
Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$717,000
$0

Proposed Project: Purchase a single electric bus for testing and demonstration purposes in Elk Grove.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•
•
•

The proposal discussed a need for the demonstration and testing of an electric bus in advance of
statewide transit vehicle electrification goals and mandates.
The review panel found the application could have provided more evidence of how, in addition to
demonstration purposes, the proposed investment would enhance the transit operator’s service.
The review panel discussed current deployments of electric vehicles in the region that will provide
similar learning opportunities for a wide audience.
While speaking to the benefits of beginning to electrify the transit fleet, the review panel found the
application covered fewer of the Green Region program goals compared to projects recommended
for funding.

City of West Sacramento – West Sacramento Plug-in Partnership - Charging for Public and Fleet
Green Region
Funding Request: $3,539,000
Award Recommendation: $2,665,000
Proposed Project: Provide charging infrastructure throughout the City of West Sacramento for use by
individuals and fleets; purchase electric vehicles to be used in conjunction with city-sponsored programs
such as the Via microtransit pilot and JUMP bikes.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•

•
•

•

The sponsor has established relationships with public and private partners that will maximize the
impact of the project. The review panel also found the proposal an effective way to connect the
electrification of public and private fleets with other modes of transportation, such as transit and
bike share.
The project leverages many existing programs and incentives for equipment and vehicle incentives
from public utilities and state and federal sources.
The full proposal is a package of zero emission options that could be difficult to implement. The
reduced scope version provided a cost-effective, impactful project that addresses the goals of the
Green Region program.
SACOG staff recommends an award of $2,665,000 on the condition that the project sponsor reach
an agreement with SACOG delivery staff and Caltrans to establish a calendar to meet the
requirements for federal aid eligibility.
1
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Paratransit Inc. – Multi-Modal Enhancement Project- Vehicle Purchasing and Infrastructure
Green Region
Funding Request: $1,800,000
Award Recommendation: $0
Proposed Project: Develop a site near the existing Paratransit facilities to house electric charging stations
and access to zero-emission modes.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•

•
•

The location is in an area that could benefit from having updated mobility services located nearby.
The review panel found the application could have more clearly established performance benefits,
including who specifically would use the investment and if the project sponsor intends to convert
their own fleet to electric vehicles.
The scope and scale of the project included many elements that seemed out of alignment with the
goals of the Green Region program.
Many of the site improvements proposed for the project did not appear to be eligible for CMAQ
funding, a requirement from the Green Region Guidelines.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District – Disadvantaged Community Mobility
Hub
Green Region
Funding Request: $2,000,000
Award Recommendation: $0
Proposed Project: Construct a Mobility Hub to offer mobility services—such as incentives for electric
vehicles and charging infrastructure—to people living and working in disadvantaged communities.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•
•
•

The proposed project would use an innovative approach to payment, education, and workforce
development.
The review panel expressed concern over the deliverability of the proposed scope, and the
sustainability of the project given a lack of identified future funding.
Significant components of the project did not appear to be eligible for CMAQ funding, a
requirement from the Green Region Guidelines.
The review panel suggests the project sponsor may be able to scale the project for testing through
other funding programs, such as the TDM Innovations or mini-grants.
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District – Electric Vehicle Carshare
Green Region
Funding Request: $7,731,000
Award Recommendation: $0
Proposed Project: Expand electric car share, vanpool, and ride sharing opportunities throughout
Sacramento county.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•

•

The proposal made a performance case for how car share service would provide mobility options in
areas with fewer transportation choices.
The review panel expressed concern over the deliverability of both the full proposed scope and the
various subcomponents, including ride sharing elements that seemed out of place with the overall
approach to the project.
The project proposal demonstrates performance benefits but also has substantial costs. While
noting performance potential, the review panel found the project may have lower benefits relative
to the requested funding amount.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District – Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment Public
Charging
Green Region
Funding Request: $1,777,000
Award Recommendation: $0
Proposed Project: Purchase and install a series of DC Fast Chargers for electric vehicles in and around
designated disadvantaged communities.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•
•

The project would provide electric charging infrastructure in areas that traditionally have fewer
mobility options.
The project aligns with state goals for adoption of electric vehicles and the installation of electric
vehicle charging infrastructure.
The review panel noted existing charging programs in the same area as proposed by the project,
and found the application could have provided more specificity for how the proposed investment
would complement or leverage existing and planned charging infrastructure.
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Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District – Green Region SECAT Program Extension
Green Region
Funding Request: $7,475,000
Award Recommendation: $3,844,000
Proposed Project: Add funds to the Sacramento Emergency Clean Air Transportation (SECAT) program that
replaces existing heavy-duty vehicles operating in the SACOG region with zero and near-zero emission onroad heavy-duty vehicles.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•

•
•

•

SECAT is an existing regional program administered by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District. The review panel found the program has a proven track record of converting
older heavy-duty vehicles to engines with lower emissions.
The review panel found the updated SECAT guidelines’ focus on zero and near-zero engine
technologies in alignment with Green Region goals and stronger emissions reductions.
The project would advance the introduction of zero emission vehicles, but did not demonstrate as
full performance benefit impact on other Green Region goals. As such, the review panel
recommended a partial award.
SACOG staff recommends an award of $3,844,000. Per its program guidelines, SECAT reviews and
approves applications on a first-come, first-served basis according to the availability of funding and
the criteria for each application period. SACOG staff recommends that for the first six months, the
recommended funds be made available to eligible projects in the SACOG region located outside of
Sacramento and Yolo counties, and that after those six months elapse the remaining funding be
available to any eligible project sponsor in the six county region.

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District – Microtransit Electric Vehicle Program
Green Region
Funding Request: $1,164,000
Award Recommendation: $0

Proposed Project: Operate a microtransit shuttle between civic uses in Sacramento and Yolo counties.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•
•
•

Microtransit is a new form of mobility that offers a unique way of moving people in a shared
manner, aiming to help reduce overall vehicle trips and miles of travel.
The project would provide an opportunity for the agencies involved to move employees and clients
between two civic destinations.
The review panel discussed the difficulty of finding a zero-emission vehicle in line with what is
currently used for microtransit services.
The limited scope and range of the project did not seem to align as strongly with the Green Region
goals compared to projects recommended for funding.
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Sacramento Municipal Utility District – Powerhouse Science Center DC Fast Charger
Green Region
Funding Request:
$250,000
Award Recommendation:
$0
Proposed Project: Purchase and install two DC Fast Charging stations at the Sacramento Powerhouse
Science Center.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•

•

The project would install a DC Fast Charger near a major transportation corridor in the region and
provide a learning opportunity for visitors to the science center.
The project sponsor has significant expertise installing charging stations, and would be wellequipped to respond to any implementation challenges. The project sponsor has an existing
relationship with the host location, removing a major barrier to the installation of electric vehicle
charging infrastructure.
The review panel felt the project location demonstrated less performance potential compared to
other high-profile charging locations that would be more frequently traveled to by community
members.

Sacramento Regional Transit District – Zero Emission Bus Service to the Sacramento International
Airport
Green Region
Funding Request:
$4,499,000
Award Recommendation:
$2,249,000
Proposed Project: Purchase ten electric buses for a transit service between downtown Sacramento and the
Sacramento International Airport, operating every 15 minutes during peak times and every 30 minutes off
peak.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•

•

•

The project would showcase the region’s support of clean transportation technology and
commitment to innovation for visitors to the Sacramento region and residents alike.
A new service between downtown Sacramento and the Sacramento International Airport has the
potential to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles travelled, as existing transit options to the
airport are limited.
The application did not provide coverage for how the project would integrate with the existing
hourly service to the airport or how the two services build upon each other. Likewise, the
application lacked specifics on route, stops, and a plan for long-term operations. This made it more
difficult for the review to assess to what extent the service would support the Green Region
program goals.
As such, SACOG staff recommends a partial award of $2,249,000 to go toward completion of the
proposed project. Funding is recommended contingent on the sponsor providing more specifics on
the new service than were in the application, including a timeline for service start-up; clear roles
and levels of commitment; and performance standards and timeframes for performance
evaluation.
5
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Valley Clean Energy – Electrify Yolo- Charging Infrastructure and Electric Shuttle
Green Region
Funding Request:
Award Recommendation:

$2,912,000
$2,912,000

Proposed Project: Provide charging infrastructure throughout Yolo County; purchase an electric shuttle for
use in moving people throughout the city of Davis and surrounding areas of the city.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•

•
•

•
•

The project would utilize several innovative technologies for electrification of transportation and
mobility services. The project proposes to use mobile solar-powered chargers to provide charging
opportunities for public and private use, with an electric shuttle for use in neighborhood service.
The project is anticipated to help reduce congestion in and around the heavily impacted Amtrak
station in downtown Davis.
The installation of charging infrastructure helps implement local, regional, and statewide goals by
placing charging infrastructure along corridors, in employment centers, and at regional
destinations.
The review panel found the proposal to have broad performance benefit across the full Green
Region program goals, and recommended for funding.
SACOG staff recommends an award of $2,912,000 on the condition that the project sponsor reach
an agreement with SACOG delivery staff and Caltrans to establish a calendar to meet the
requirements for federal aid eligibility, including a refined cost estimate and a master work
agreement. Once the project sponsor reaches the milestones established in the agreement SACOG
would return to the board to ask the project be programmed into the Metropolitan Transportation
Improvement Program (MTIP).

Yolo County Transportation District and Sacramento Regional Transit District – UC Davis to
Sacramento Zero Emission Bus Service
Green Region
Funding Request: $5,291,000
Award Recommendation: $0
Proposed Project: Operate electric bus service between the UC Davis campus in Davis and the UC Davis
Medical Center in Sacramento, including possible stops in West Sacramento and downtown Sacramento.
The sponsors also requested funding for this project through the Regional Program, which recommended a
partial award of $3,000,000.
Summary of Application Review Comments
•
•

The project would fund a quadrupling of transit service between the two destinations, leveraging
the funds received from Electrify America that will purchase up to twelve zero-emission buses.
The development of Aggie Square will create demand for additional transit service between the
two destinations. However, the review panel found the application lacked specifics on joint
operations, the timeline for service startup, clear roles and levels of commitment from partners,
and performance measurement standards. Concern was also raised that the limited information in
the application made it unclear of benefits for the wider population (beyond UC-Davis students)
given the limited number of stops planned for the new service.
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1. Issue:
What is the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), and what does it mean for
SACOG and its member agencies?

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
Since 1969, California has required that all local governments (cities and counties)
adequately plan to meet the housing needs of everyone in the community. Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) and Councils of Governments (COGs) such as SACOG
play an important role in how this accomplished through the RHNA process.
The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) is responsible
for determining the housing needs, segmented by income levels, for regions throughout
the state. Based on the regional determination provided by HCD, SACOG must develop a
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). The RHNA allocates the projected share of
the regional determination to each of the cities and counties in SACOG’s six-county
region. The allocation is the number of housing units, by income level, that each city and
county must plan for within an eight-year planning period. Based on the adopted RHNA,
each city and county must update its housing element to demonstrate how the jurisdiction
will accommodate its housing need.
Attachment A provides Frequently Asked Questions about the RHNA, including the
requirements on local governments and SACOG, the relationship with the MTP/SCS, and
the upcoming timeline and process.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The RHNA process is an important planning process that includes State, regional, and
local governments. The State provides SACOG a regional goal for new housing. SACOG is
responsible for creating and adopting a methodology for distributing that regional number
to each jurisdiction. Local governments are then responsible for zoning to accommodate
that housing goal in their housing elements. Next year, 2019, will be the start of the RHNA
process and the year when the SACOG board will need to make some key decisions. The
housing planners from the 28 member agencies plus the Tahoe region have already had an
introductory kick-off about RHNA and are aware of the 2019 timeline. The key project
timeline dates are:
February-August 2019: SACOG works with local agencies to develop RHNA
methodologies for allocation
August 2019: Staff submits proposed methodology to board for consideration
August 2019: State Department of Housing and Community Development issues
Regional Housing Needs Determination
October 2019: SACOG board identifies and approves selected RHNA methodology
August 2020: SACOG adopts final RHNA
August 2021: Deadline for local governments to adopt Housing Elements

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This project is budgeted in SACOG’s adopted Fiscal Year (FY) 2018-2019 Overall Work
Program and budget.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
8. Build out our Council of Governments Functions
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A ach A - Frequently Asked Ques ons about RHNA

Attachment A
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) – Cycle 6
FAQ Sheet
(Updated: November 1, 2018)
This Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) sheet addresses the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)
for the SACOG region. This document will be periodically updated and the most recent version will be
available on the SACOG RHNA Website: https://www.sacog.org/post/rhna-faqs

Background Information
What are the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and related terms?
According to the California Housing and Community Development Department (HCD), California has
required since 1969 that all local governments (cities and counties) adequately plan to meet the housing
needs of everyone in the community. MPOs and COGs such as SACOG play a significant role in how this
is done through the Regional Housing Needs Allocation process.
HCD will issue a Regional Housing Needs Determination to SACOG’s six-county region for the planning
period of October 31, 2021 to October 31, 2029. This is the sixth cycle of RHNA. HCD calculates the
regional determination using information provided by the California Department of Finance. The
regional determination includes an overall housing need number, as well as a breakdown of the number
of units required in four income distribution categories, as further defined below.
Based on the regional determination provided by HCD, SACOG must develop a Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) and a Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP). These State-mandated documents
allocate a projected share of the regional determination to each of the cities and counties in SACOG’s
six-county region. The RHNA establishes the total number of housing units that each city and county
must plan for within the eight-year planning period. The Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) is the
planning document that encapsulates the RHNA. Based on the adopted RHNA, each city and county
must update its housing element to demonstrate how the jurisdiction will meet the expected growth in
housing need over this eight-year planning period.

What does this mean for cities and counties in California, and what is a Housing Element?
Once cities and counties received their allocations, they must then update the housing element of their
general plans to demonstrate how zoning can or will accommodate the RHNA. General plans serve as
the local government’s "blueprint" for how the city and/or county will grow and develop and include
seven elements: land use, transportation, conservation, noise, open space, safety, and housing. The law
mandating that housing be included as an element of each jurisdiction’s general plan is known as
“housing element law.”
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California’s housing-element law acknowledges that, in order for the private market to adequately
address the housing needs and demand of Californians, local governments must adopt plans and
regulatory systems that provide opportunities for (and do not unduly constrain), housing development.
As a result, housing policy in California rests largely upon the effective implementation of local general
plans and, in particular, local housing elements.

What is SACOG’s role in the RHNA Process?
California’s Housing Element Law (Government Code, §§ 65580 et seq.) mandates that SACOG develop
and approve a RHNA and RHNP for its six-county region, including the counties of El Dorado, Placer,
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba, and their 22 cities. The RHNA and RHNP must also include the
Tahoe Basin portions of El Dorado and Placer counties, and the city of South Lake Tahoe, which are not
normally within SACOG’s planning area.
It is SACOG's responsibility to coordinate with HCD prior to its determination of the regional housing
need. Once SACOG receives the regional determination, including the overall need number and the
income category distribution, it must adopt a methodology for distributing the regional growth number
throughout the region. The methodology is the basis for the final RHNA and RHNP that SACOG
ultimately adopts.

What are the two types of allocations in the RHND?
The Regional Housing Needs Determination, which is issued to SACOG from HCD, has two parts as
required by State law:
1. Overall Allocation: SACOG receives a total housing unit number for growth during the planning
period in the six-county SACOG region, including the Tahoe Regional Planning Area, from HCD.
SACOG is required to distribute this regional housing growth number to the jurisdictions within
the region for the period from October 31, 2021 to October 31, 2029.
2. Income Category Distributions: HCD also breaks up the total regional housing units by income
level. As defined by state law, four income categories make up this distribution: very low income
(less than 50 percent median family income [MFI]); low income (50 to 80 percent MFI);
moderate income (80 to 120 percent MFI); and above moderate income (above 120 percent
MFI). The total housing unit growth SACOG allocates to each jurisdiction must be allocated into
the four household income categories.

What are the four income categories and what do they mean for cities and counties?
The four economic categories, as listed above, must be addressed in a jurisdiction’s housing element.
Specifically, accommodations must be made to ensure that the jurisdiction provides sufficient zoning
capacity to accommodate the projected housing need in each income category.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation FAQ Sheet
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It is important to note that each jurisdiction is responsible for providing sufficient zoning capacity for the
units allocated to all four economic income categories, but is NOT responsible for the construction of
these units. The intent of the Housing Element Law is to ensure that jurisdictions do not impede the
construction of housing in any income category. Other factors, such as market forces, are well beyond a
jurisdiction’s control and have considerable influence over whether or not housing units in each income
category are actually constructed.

Is there a relationship between the MTP/SCS and RHNA?
Yes, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2040 Update plans for the
projected growth in the region by 2040 and where it will take place. State law requires that the MTP/SCS
be consistent with the RHNA. As such, the RHNA is an attempt to plan for the projected growth between
2021 and 2029 using projections and data used in the MTP/SCS. This relationship will be further
discussed in 2019 as the MTP/SCS progresses.

Have there been changes to State Law since the last cycle of RHNA that impact Cycle 6?
Yes, there have been a number of changes to state law, but the overall structure of RHNA and Housing
Element law remain the same. Some of the changes to state law affect what may be counted towards
RHNA in the Housing Element, and consequences of jurisdictions not meeting their allocations in a
timely manner. These new housing laws will be addressed in 2019 when the RHNA process gets fully
underway. In the meanwhile, the SACOG is offering housing planners in the 28 member agencies special
training opportunities to learn about the details in preparation for RHNA.

Procedural Questions
What’s the upcoming RHNA timeline?
The item being brought to the SACOG Board of Director’s three committees in November, 2018, is to
introduce RHNA. RHNA will be discussed with the SACOG board throughout 2019 and beyond, with
board actions to be taken at key points throughout. Simultaneously, the housing planners in each of
SACOG’s 28 member agencies, plus the Tahoe region, have already been meeting and in discussions in
preparation for the RHNA activities in 2019 and beyond.
Below are the upcoming major RHNA activities:
-Jan 2019

SACOG meeting with local governments on RHNA Factors [Gov Code 65584.04(b)(1)]
with Jurisdictions

-late Jan 2019

Local governments review of Draft MTP/SCS Scenario

Regional Housing Needs Allocation FAQ Sheet
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- Feb 2019

SACOG notifies HCD and Caltrans of MTP/SCS adoption date

-Early Mar2019

Local government comments due on Draft MTP/SCS Scenario

- late Mar 2019

Housing Planners meeting: kick-off of RHNA methodology development

- May 2019

Sub-regional delegation notice due to SACOG

- July 2019

HCD consultation with SACOG

- Aug 2019

HCD issues Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND)

- Aug 2019

SACOG issues proposed staff recommended methodology (other alternatives also
shown)

-Aug-Oct 2019

HCD reviews Draft methodology and comments

- Oct 2019

SACOG Board Adopts methodology

-Nov 2019

HCD issues final determination if objection

- Feb 2020

SACOG adopted MTP/SCS

-Aug 2020

SACOG adopts RHNA Plan and AFFH requirements due

- Aug 2021

Housing Elements due by local governments

What’s next in the RHNA process for the SACOG Board?
SACOG staff will update the Board throughout 2019 prior to key decision points. SACOG staff will be
working regularly with the housing planners from each of the 28 member jurisdictions plus the Tahoe
Region. SACOG staff is also available to any jurisdictions requesting a planning commission or governing
body update.

Is the prior RHNA available to review?
The current 2013-2021 RHNP is available on SACOG’s website at:
https://www.sacog.org/post/regional-housing-needs-allocation
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1. Issue:
Update on SACOG’s Blueprint implementation land use activities.

2. Recommendation:
None, this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
The purpose of this item is to regularly inform the board of SACOG land use related
activities in support of local implementation of the Blueprint principles. SACOG conducts
the following Blueprint Implementation Land Use Activities in response to requests from
member agencies and/or developers or non-governmental organizations: (1) provision of
data and/or technical support to member agencies implementing the Blueprint; (2) review
and comment on development proposals regarding their consistency with the Blueprint
principles or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS); and (3) educational presentations on the Blueprint.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
In October, SACOG staff conducted the following Blueprint Implementation land use
activities:
At the request of the City of Davis, provided an SCS consistency determination letter for
the proposed University Research Park project (Attachment A).
At the request of the City of Sacramento, provided an SCS consistency determination letter
for a proposed project at 601 Capital Mall (Attachment B).
Partnered with the Franklin Neighborhood Development Corporation (FNDC) on a
successful Transformative Climate Communities Planning grant from the Strategic Growth
Council. Grant staff were hired by FNDC and work began in August; the grant ends July 31,
2019. The project is engaging stakeholders and the community in developing a Playbook of
strategies for revitalizing the North Franklin neighborhood, with local elected and City and
County of Sacramento and SACOG staff actively involved.

Consulting and coordinating with the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
(SHRA) and Sacramento Regional Transit (SacRT) on an application for the Transformative
Climate Communities grant program. The project is centered around a new light rail station
and redeveloping the Twin Rivers housing.
Continued monitoring Round 4 of the Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities
(AHSC) grant program. The Notice of Funding is expected to be released soon with
applications due in early 2019.
Released a call for applications for Civic Lab year two. Projects centered around enhancing
or transforming commercial corridors are encouraged to apply by the November 16,
deadline.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This program is budgeted in SACOG's adopted Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Overall Work Plan
(OWP) and budget.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
3. Assist Economic Development Strategies
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: Davis University Research Park
A achment B: City of Sacramento 601 Capital Mall Project
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SACOG MTP/SCS EIR
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)
INTRODUCTION
This document constitutes the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on the Sacramento Area Council of Government
(SACOG) 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS) Project.
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to report on and
monitor measures adopted as part of the environmental review process (Public Resources
Code section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines sections 15091(d) and 15097). This MMRP
is designed to fulfill that requirement.
This MMRP is designed to ensure that the measures identified in the EIR are fully
implemented. The MMRP describes the actions that must take place as a part of each
measure, the timing of these actions, the entity responsible for implementation, and the
agency responsible for enforcing each action. The implementation and monitoring
responsibilities, as described in this MMRP, reflect the role of local agencies in making
project-level determinations regarding the applicability and feasibility of particular measures
based on project-specific circumstances.
As required by Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the SACOG Custodian of
Records is the “custodian of documents and other material” which constitutes the “record
of proceedings” upon which the decision to adopt the MTP/SCS is based. Inquiries should
be directed to:
Lanette Espinoza, Custodian of Records
916 321-9000
lespinoza@sacog.org
The physical location of this information is:
SACOG
1415 L Street, Floor 300
Sacramento, CA 94814
In order to assist implementation of the mitigation measures, the MMRP includes the
following information:
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Mitigation Measure X.X: The mitigation measures are taken verbatim from the Final EIR.
Timing/Milestone: This section specifies the point by which the measure should be
completed.
Responsibility for Oversight: This section indicates which entity will oversee
implementation of the measure, conduct the actual monitoring and reporting, and
take corrective actions when a measure has not been properly implemented.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: This section identifies how actions will be
implemented and verified.
Responsibility for Implementation:
undertake the required action.

This section identifies the entity that will

Pursuant to PRC Sections 21155.2(a) and (b)(2) and Section 21159.28(a), in order to
take advantage of CEQA streamlining benefits allowed under SB 375, projects that seek
to tier from the MTP/SCS EIR must incorporate the mitigation measures identified in the
MTP/SCS Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program or, if the identified mitigation is
found to be infeasible based on substantial evidence, the project must incorporate
equivalent measures that avoid or mitigate potential impacts to a less than significant
level.

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure AES‐1: Reduce sun glare resulting from implementation of new
transportation projects.
The implementing agency shall require measures that would minimize and control glare
from transportation projects through the adoption of project design features that reduce
glare. These features include:
•
•
•
•
•

planting trees along transportation corridors to reduce glare from the sun;
creating tree wells in existing sidewalks;
adding trees in new curb extensions and traffic circles;
adding trees to public parks and greenways; and
landscaping off-street parking areas, loading areas, and service areas.

Tree species planted to comply with this measure shall provide significant shade cover
when mature. Utilities shall be installed underground along these routes wherever feasible
to allow trees to grow and provide shade without need for severe pruning.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1 would
result in changes in project design that reduce glare by planting of trees along
transportation corridors, sidewalks, curb extensions and traffic circles, greenways,
and in parks, and planting landscaping in parking areas, loading areas, and service
areas, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐2: Design structures to avoid or reduce impacts resulting from
glare.
The implementing agency shall require measures that would minimize and control glare
from land use and transportation projects through the adoption of project design features
that reduce glare. These features include:

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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•
•
•
•
•

limiting the use of reflective materials, such as metal;
using non-reflective material, such as paint, vegetative screening, matte
finish coatings, and masonry;
screening parking areas by using vegetation or trees;
using low-reflective glass; and
complying with applicable general plan policies or local controls related to
glare.

This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-2 would
result in changes in project design that reduce glare by limiting the use of reflective
materials and encouraging the use of non-reflective materials, screening of parking
areas, and use of low-reflective glass, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐3: Design lighting to minimize light trespass and glare.
The implementing agency shall require measures that would impose lighting standards that
ensure that minimum safety and security needs are addressed and minimize light trespass
and glare. These standards include the following:
•
•
•
•

minimizing incidental spillover of light onto adjacent private properties and
undeveloped open space;
directing luminaries away from habitat and open space areas adjacent to the
project site;
installing luminaries that provide good color rendering and natural light
qualities; and
minimizing the potential for back scatter into the nighttime sky and for
incidental spillover of light onto adjacent private properties and undeveloped
open space.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight:

Implementing/lead agency.

Compliance will be
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reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-3 would
result in changes in project design that ensure that minimum safety and security
needs are met and would minimize light trespass and glare by: controlling lighting to
minimize spill-over onto other properties and/or open space, controlling artificial
qualities of light (such as color); and shielding lighting to protect the night sky, among
other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐4: Protect panoramic views and views of significant landscape
features or landforms.
The implementing agency shall protect panoramic views and views of significant landscape
features or landforms by taking the following (or equivalent) actions:
•

•
•

•

•

requiring that the scale and massing of new development in higher-density
areas provide appropriate transitions in building height and bulk that are
sensitive to the physical and visual character of adjoining neighborhoods that
have lower development intensities and building heights;
ensuring building heights stepped back from sensitive adjoining uses to
maintain appropriate transitions in scale and to protect scenic views;
avoiding electric towers, solar power facilities, wind power facilities,
communication transmission facilities and/or above ground lines along scenic
roadways and routes, to the maximum feasible extent;
prohibiting projects and activities that would obscure, detract from, or
negatively affect the quality of views from designated scenic roadways or
scenic highways; and
complying with other local general plan policies and local control related to
the protection of panoramic or scenic views or views of significant landscape
features or landforms.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-4 would
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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result in changes to project design that protect views by ensuring that scale and
massing of new development is sensitive to the physical and visual character of
adjoining development, that building height and bulk is transitioned, and that utility
features and towers are avoided along scenic routes, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐5: Design river crossings to minimize aesthetic and visual
impacts and to protect scenic and panoramic views of significant landscape features and
landforms to the greatest feasible extent.
The implementing agency shall design river crossings to protect the important elements of
scenic vistas, including panoramic views and views of significant landscape features or
landforms. Such design elements could include:
•
•
•

designing the facility with aesthetics and dimensions which are architecturally
pleasing and contextually appropriate for the adjacent neighborhoods;
designing the facility to not exceed or expand the capacity of the approach
roadway; and
prohibiting design features that obscure, detract from, or negatively affect the
quality of views from public viewing areas.

This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-5 would
result in changes in the design of river crossings to ensure that aesthetics and
dimensions are architecturally pleasing and contextually appropriate for the adjacent
neighborhood, would not exceed or expand the capacity of the approach roadway,
and would not include features that obscure, detract from, of negatively affect the
quality of views from public viewing areas.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐6: Design projects to be visually compatible with surrounding
areas.
The implementing agency shall require measures that minimize contrasts in scale and
massing between the project and surrounding natural forms and developments. Strategies
to achieve this include:
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

avoiding large cuts and fills when the visual environment (natural or urban)
would be substantially disrupted;
siting or designing projects to minimize their intrusion into important
viewsheds;
using contour grading to match surrounding terrain;
developing transportation systems to be compatible with the surrounding
environments (e.g., colors and materials of construction material; scale of
improvements);
avoiding the use of non-native landscaping; if exotic vegetation is used, it
should be used as screening and landscaping that blends in and
complements the natural landscape;
protecting or replacing trees in the project area;
using grading that blends with the adjacent landforms and topography;
landscaping new slopes and embankments with compatible grasses, shrubs,
and trees to soften cuts and edges; and
designing new structures to be compatible in scale, mass, character, and
architecture with existing structures.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-6 would
result in changes to project design to ensure visual compatibility by avoiding grading
that results in large cuts and fill, siting projects to minimize intrusion into important
viewsheds, using contour grading to match surround terrain, matching scale, color
and materials of transportation systems to be compatible with surrounding
environment, avoiding the use of non-native landscaping, and protecting or replacing
trees, using grading that blends with adjacent landforms and topography,
landscaping new slopes and embankments with compatible vegetation, and
designing among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐7: Implement Mitigation Measure AES-3.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
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Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-7 would
result in changes in project design that ensure that minimum safety and security
needs are met and would minimize light trespass and glare by: controlling lighting to
minimize spill-over onto other properties and/or open space, controlling artificial
qualities of light (such as color); and shielding lighting to protect the night sky, among
other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐8: Reduce the visibility of construction-related activities.
The implementing agency shall reduce the visibility of construction-related activities by
taking the following (or equivalent) actions:
•
•

•

•

restricting construction activities to permitted hours in accordance with local
jurisdiction regulations;
locating materials and stationary equipment such as generators,
compressors, rock crushers, cement mixers, etc. as far from sensitive
receptors as possible;
locating materials and stationary equipment in such a way as to prevent
glare, light, or shadow from impacting surrounding uses and minimize
blockage of scenic resources; and
reducing the visibility of construction staging areas by fencing or screening
these areas with low-contrast materials consistent with the surrounding
environment.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-8 would
result in limited hours of construction, location of stationary equipment such as
generators, compressors, rock crushers, and cement mixers away from sensitive
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receptors, location of materials and equipment so as not to create glare, light, or
shadow, or block views, and fencing or screening construction of staging areas with
low-contrast materials consistent with the surrounding environment, among other
things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐9: Implement Mitigation Measure AES-8.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-9 would
result in limited hours of construction, location of stationary equipment such as
generators, compressors, rock crushers, and cement mixers away from sensitive
receptors, location of materials and equipment so as not to create glare, light, or
shadow, or block views, and fencing or screening construction of staging areas with
low-contrast materials consistent with the surrounding environment, among other
things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐10: Implement Mitigation Measure AES-8.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-10 would
result in limited hours of construction, location of stationary equipment such as
generators, compressors, rock crushers, and cement mixers away from sensitive
receptors, location of materials and equipment so as not to create glare, light, or
shadow, or block views, and fencing or screening construction of staging areas with
low-contrast materials consistent with the surrounding environment, among other
things.
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Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES‐11: Re-vegetate exposed earth surfaces.
The implementing agency shall minimize short-term visual impacts of construction by
requiring project sponsors to re-vegetate slopes and exposed earth surfaces at the earliest
opportunity during construction.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-11 would
result in changes to construction methods to minimize short-term visual impacts of
construction by revegetating slopes and exposed earth surfaces.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES-12: Minimize contrasts between the project and surrounding
areas.
The implementing agency shall ensure that projects use natural landscaping to minimize
contrasts between the projects and surrounding areas. Wherever possible, the
implementing agency shall develop interchanges and transit lines at the grade of the
surrounding land to limit view blockage. Project designs shall contour the edges of major
cut-and-fill slopes to provide a more natural-looking finished profile.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-12 would
result in changes to project design to ensure that projects use natural landscaping
to minimize contrasts between projects and surrounding areas, develop at grade to
limit view blockage, and contour edges of major cut-and-fill slopes to provide a more
natural-looking finish profile, among other things.
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Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AES-13: Replace and renew landscaping along roadway corridors
and development sites.
The implementing agency shall ensure that project sponsors replace and renew
landscaping to the greatest extent possible along corridors with transportation
improvements and at development sites. The implementing agency shall ensure that
landscaping is planned in new corridors and developments to respect existing natural and
man-made features and to complement the dominant landscaping of surrounding areas.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-13 would
ensure that landscaping along existing roadway corridors and development sites be
improved, and that new landscaping respect and complement the dominant
landscaping of surrounding areas, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AG-1: Mitigate for loss of farmland.
The implementing agency shall require project proponents to mitigate for loss of farmland
by providing permanent protection of in-kind farmland at a 1:1 ratio, in the form of
easements, fees, or elimination of development rights/potential.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-1 would result
in permanent protection of in-kind farmland at a 1:1 ratio, in the form of easement,
fees, or elimination of development rights/potential.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
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Mitigation Measure AG-2: Implement Mitigation Measure AG-1.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-2 would result
in permanent protection of in-kind farmland at a 1:1 ratio, in the form of easement,
fees, or elimination of development rights/potential.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AG-3: Design proposed projects to minimize, to the greatest extent
feasible, conflicts and inconsistencies with land protected by agricultural zoning or a
Williamson Act contract and the terms of the applicable zoning and contract.
Implementing agencies shall require project proponents to:
•
•

•

•

Relocate project or corridor realignment, where feasible, to avoid farmland,
especially Prime Farmland;
Minimize severance and fragmentation of agricultural land by constructing
underpasses and overpasses at reasonable intervals to provide property
access;
Include berms, buffer zones, setbacks, and fencing to reduce use conflicts
between new development and farming uses and to protect the functions of
farmland; and
Implement other feasible conservation tools available from the California
Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-3 would result
in changes to project design to ensure that projects avoid farmland and minimize
fragmentation of agricultural land, and include buffers to reduce use conflicts.
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Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AG-4: Mitigate for loss of forest land or timberland.
The implementing agency shall require project proponents to mitigate for loss of forest land
or timberland by requiring permanent protection of in-kind land at a 1:1 ratio, in the form of
easements or fees and elimination of development rights/potential.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-4 would
require permanent protection of in-kind forest land or timberland at a 1:1 ratio, in the
form of easement, fees, or elimination of development rights/potential.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AG-5: Minimize conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.
Implementing agencies shall require project proponents to:
•
•

•

•

Design proposed projects to minimize, to the greatest extent feasible, the loss
of the highest valued agricultural land.
Redesign project features to minimize fragmenting or isolating Farmland.
Where a project involves acquiring land or easements, ensure that the
remaining nonproject area is of a size sufficient to allow economically viable
farming operations. The project proponents shall be responsible for acquiring
easements, making lot line adjustments, and merging affected land parcels
into units suitable for continued commercial agricultural management.
Reconnect utilities or infrastructure that serve agricultural uses if these are
disturbed by project construction. If a project temporarily or permanently cuts
off roadway access or removes utility lines, irrigation features, or other
infrastructure, the project proponents shall be responsible for restoring
access as necessary to ensure that economically viable farming operations
are not interrupted.
Manage project operations to minimize the introduction of invasive species
or weeds that may affect agricultural production on adjacent agricultural land.
Where a project has the potential to introduce sensitive species or habitats
or have other spill-over effects on nearby agricultural lands, the project
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proponents shall be responsible for acquiring easements on nearby
agricultural land and/or financially compensating for indirect effects on nearby
agricultural land. Easements (e.g., flowage easements) shall be required for
temporary or intermittent interruption in farming activities (e.g., because of
seasonal flooding or groundwater seepage). Acquisition or compensation
would be required for permanent or significant loss of economically viable
operations.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-5 would result
in changes to project design to minimize loss of the highest valued agricultural land,
minimize fragmenting or isolating farmland, reconnect utilities and infrastructure that
serve agricultural uses, and manage project operations to minimize the introduction
of invasive species, acquire easements for introduced sensitive species or habitats,
and acquire or compensate for interruption of farming activities or economic loss.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AG-6: Inventory innovative ideas and best practices from the RUCS
toolkit, USEPA and USDA Supporting Sustainable Rural Communities publication, and
other sources and implement a locally appropriate strategy to manage growth issues at the
rural-urban interface to support the long‐term viability of agriculture in the SACOG region.
The implementing agency shall avoid or minimize general pressure to convert agriculture
land at the urban edge to non-agricultural uses by adopting regulations that enforce the
innovations and best practices identified to minimize conversion pressures on farmland.
Examples of this might include but are not limited to:
•
•

•

Agriculture Buffers: Buffers, generally imposed on new development, can
assist in reducing urban land use conflicts with farming operations.
Right-to-Farm Ordinances: These ordinances require project applicants to
agree to provide real estate disclosures explaining farmers' rights to
purchasers or lessees as a condition of project approval for projects located
in active farming areas. The intent of such an ordinance is to protect farmers
from nuisance complaints and enforcement actions.
Infill and Redevelopment: These policies, which are supportive of infill and
redevelopment and consistent with the policy objectives of the proposed
MTP/SCS and SB 375, would direct population growth to urban communities,
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or in established rural communities, thereby reducing pressure to convert
agricultural land to development.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-6 would result
in continued and renewed efforts to manage growth pressures at the rural-urban
edge including use of agricultural buffers, right-to-farm ordinances, infill emphasis,
and redevelopment, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AG-7: Implement Mitigation Measure AG-4.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-7 would
require permanent protection of in-kind forest land or timberland at a 1:1 ratio, in the
form of easement, fees, or elimination of development rights/potential.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AG-8: Minimize construction-related impacts to agricultural and
forestry resources.
The implementing agency shall require project proponents to:
•

restrict construction activities to permitted hours in accordance with local
jurisdiction regulations;

•

locate materials and stationary equipment (e.g., generators, compressors,
rock crushers, cement mixers) as far from conflicting uses as possible;
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•

locate materials and stationary equipment in such a way as to prevent
conflict with agricultural and forestry resources; and

•

minimize conflict between construction vehicles and agricultural operations
on roads that facilitate agricultural operations.

This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-6 would
require that hours of construction be limited, that stationary equipment such as
generators, compressors, rock crushers, and cement mixers be located away from
conflicting uses, that materials and equipment be located so as not to prevent conflict
with agricultural and forestry resources, and that construction vehicles be managed
on the road to prevent conflict agricultural vehicles, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Adhere to ARB Handbook siting guidance to the maximum
extent possible.
Where sensitive land uses or TAC sources would be sited within the minimum ARBrecommended distances, a screening-level HRA, and, if warranted, a site-specific HRA
shall be conducted to determine, based on site-specific and project-specific characteristics,
all feasible mitigation and best practices. Identified feasible mitigations and best practices
shall be implemented. The HRA protocols of the applicable local air districts shall be
followed or, where a district/office does not have adopted protocols, the protocol of
SMAQMD or CAPCOA shall be followed. Best practices shall be applied as recommended
and applicable, to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level where feasible. The
HRA should give particular attention to the nature of the receptor, recognizing that some
receptors are particularly sensitive (e.g., schools, day care centers, assisted living and
senior centers, and hospitals) and may require special measures. Examples of best
practices that studies have suggested to be effective include:
• install, operate, and maintain in good working order a central heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system or other air intake system in
the building, or in each individual unit, that meets or exceeds a minimum
efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13 and includes either high efficiency
particulate air (HEPA) filters or American Society of Heating, Refrigeration,
and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) certified 85 percent or higher;
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•

install passive (drop-in) electrostatic filtering systems, especially those with
low air velocities (i.e., 1 mile per hour [MPH]) as a part of the HVAC project
HVAC system(s);
• maintain, repair, and/or replace the HVAC system on an ongoing and as
needed basis or shall prepare an operation and maintenance manual for the
HVAC system and the filter, for inclusion in the Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions (CC&Rs) for residential projects and a separate homeowners
manual;
• orient air intakes away from TAC sources or provide shields or buffers to the
maximum extent possible; maintain a vegetative barrier between new
residential units consisting of tree species with year-round foliage and a
porosity of 20 or 40 percent wherever feasible; and
• use tiered tree planting between roadways and sensitive receptors wherever
feasible, using native, needled (coniferous) species, ensure a permanent
irrigation source, and provide permanent funding to maintain and care for the
trees.
Additionally, implementing agencies should contact SMAQMD and/or CAPCOA for the
most current list of best practices for limiting exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
TAC concentrations consistent with the ARB Handbook.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 utilizes
existing state protocol to assess appropriate siting of land uses near TAC emitters.
Where sensitive land uses or TAC sources would be sited within the minimum ARBrecommended distances, a screening-level HRA, and, if warranted, a site-specific
HRA is required to be conducted based on site-specific, project-specific, and
receptor-specific characteristics. All feasible mitigation in the form of best practices
is required to be implemented. Examples of best practices known at this time to be
effective include: installing, operating, and maintaining in good working order a
central heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system or other air intake
system in the building, or in each individual unit, that meets or exceeds a minimum
efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13 and includes either high efficiency
particulate air (HEPA) filters or American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and AirConditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) certified 85 percent or higher; passive (drop-in)
electrostatic filtering systems, especially those with low air velocities (i.e., 1 MPH)
as a part of the HVAC project HVAC system(s); maintaining, repairing, and/or
replacing the HVAC system on an ongoing and as needed basis or preparing an
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operation and maintenance manual for the HVAC system and the filter, for inclusion
in the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for residential projects and
a separate homeowners manual; orientation of air intakes away from TAC sources
or providing shields and buffers; and, tiered tree planting between roadways and
sensitive receptors using native, needled (coniferous) species with permanent
irrigation and permanent funding for maintain and care of the trees.
Implementing agencies should contact SMAQMD and/or CAPCOA for the most
current list of best practices for limiting exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
TAC concentrations consistent with the ARB Handbook.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AIR-2: Implementing agencies shall require assessment of new and
existing odor sources for individual land use projects to determine whether sensitive
receptors would be exposed to objectionable odors and apply recommended applicable
mitigation measures as defined by the applicable local air district and best practices.
Examples of mitigation measures that may be applied where feasible and necessary to
address site-specific impacts, include but not limited to:
•

Proposed industrial, commercial, or convenience land uses (e.g., fast-food
restaurants, painting operations) that have the potential to emit objectionable
odors shall be located as far away as feasibly possible from existing and
proposed sensitive receptors and oriented where possible to place buildings
or other obstructions between the odor source and downwind receptors.

•

The odor-producing potential of land uses shall be considered when the exact
type of facility that would occupy industrial, commercial, or convenience
areas is determined.

•

If an odor-emitting facility is to occupy space in the industrial, commercial, or
convenience area, the odor-producing potential of the source and potential
control devices shall be determined in coordination with the local air district
and shall be based on the number of complaints associated with existing
sources of the same nature. Odor-control devices (e.g., wet chemical
scrubbers, HVAC filters, activated carbon scrubbers, biologically active
filters, enclosures) shall be identified in the improvement plans before the
approval of building permits. The odor-control devices shall be installed
before the issuance of certificates of occupancy for the potentially odorproducing use.

•

Require notification to incoming property owners (e.g., real estate
disclosures) regarding the existence of pre-existing odor-emitting facilities or
operations (e.g., similar to aviation easements for noise).

Also, see specifically SMAQMD’s Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County
(SMAQMD, 2009). Chapter 7 of the SMAQMD guide provides an extensive list of
technology- and design based odor reduction measures.
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Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-2 would result
in siting of odor emitting uses away from sensitive receptors, and/or downwind of
receptors, consideration of odor emissions as a factor in locating businesses within
a center, early identification and installation of odor-control devices/technologies,
and use of odor disclosures, among other things.
Implementing agencies should refer to Chapter 7 of the SMAQMD Guide to Air
Quality Assessment in Sacramento County for technology- and design-based odor
reduction measures.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AIR-3: Implementing agencies shall require recommended applicable
mitigation measures as defined by the applicable local air district.
Implementing agencies shall require projects that exceed the long-term operational
thresholds to mitigate the air quality impacts using all applicable and feasible mitigation.
Examples of mitigation measures include, but are not limited to:
•

provide for the use of energy-efficient lighting and process systems (e.g., lowNOx water heaters, furnaces, and boiler units);

•

use EPA Phase II-certified devices for all newly installed woodburning
devices;

•

design streets to maximize pedestrian access to transit stops;

•

include bus shelters at transit access points where deemed appropriate by
local public transit operator in large residential, commercial, and industrial
projects;

•

contribute to traffic-flow improvements (e.g.,
improvements) that reduce traffic congestion;

•

equip residential structures with electric outlets in the front and rear of the
structure to facilitate use of electrical lawn and garden equipment;

•

provide for, or contribute to, dedication of land for off-site Class I and Class II
bicycle trails linking the project to designated bicycle commuting routes in
accordance with the regional bikeway master plan;

right-of-way,

capital
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•

contribute to the provision of synchronized traffic signals on roadways
affected by the project and as deemed necessary by the local public works
department;

•

provide transit-enhancing infrastructure that includes bus turnouts or bulbs,
passenger benches, street lighting, route signs and displays, and shelters as
demand and service routes warrant, subject to review and approval by local
transportation planning agencies;

•

provide pedestrian-enhancing infrastructure that includes sidewalks and
pedestrian paths, direct pedestrian connections, street trees to shade
sidewalks, pedestrian safety designs and infrastructure, street furniture and
artwork, street lighting, pedestrian signalization and signage, and/or access
between bus service and major transportation points within the project;

•

include neighborhood park(s) or other recreational options, such as trails,
within the development to minimize vehicle travel to off-site recreational
and/or commercial uses;

•

install solar water heaters;

•

incorporate mixed uses, where permitted by local development regulations,
to achieve a balance of commercial, employment, and housing options on
the project site;

•

include neighborhood telecommunications/telework centers;

•

contribute to traffic-flow improvements (e.g., right-of-way, capital
improvements) that reduce traffic congestion and do not substantially
increase roadway capacity;

•

provide preferential parking spaces for carpool and vanpool vehicles,
implement parking fees for single-occupancy vehicle commuters, and
implement parking cash-out program for employees;

•

use clean fuel vehicles in the vehicle fleet;

•

require all employment centers to include an adequate number of on-site
shower/locker facilities for bicycling and pedestrian commuters (typically one
shower and three lockers for every 25 employees per shift);

•

construct/contribute to bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements;

•

provide ancillary services (e.g., cafeterias, health clubs, automatic tellers,
and post offices) within walking distance of proposed development (no further
than 1,500 feet) as appropriate and in compliance with local development
regulations;

•

provide park-and-ride lots as deemed feasible and appropriate by
transportation planning agencies;

•

employment centers that exceed a designated size, as measured by the
number of employees, shall provide on-site child care and after-school
facilities or contribute to off-site construction of such facilities within walking
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distance of employment land uses (for employment centers on or adjacent to
industrial land uses, on-site child daycare centers shall be provided only if
supported by the findings of a comprehensive HRA performed in consultation
with the local air district);
•

provide on-site pedestrian facility enhancements, such as walkways,
benches, proper lighting, vending machines, and building access that are
physically separated from parking lot traffic;

•

offer alternative work schedules, where practical, that allow for work hours
that are compressed into fewer than 5 days (e.g., 9/80, 4/40, or 3/36
schedules), or allow flextime schedules;

•

provide transit amenities (e.g., on-site and off-site bus turnouts, passenger
benches, or shelters) where deemed appropriate by local transportation
planning agencies;

•

contribute to the provision of synchronized traffic signals on roadways
affected by the proposed project and as deemed necessary by the local
public works department;

•

provide video conferencing facilities;

•

commit to support programs that include guaranteed ride home, subsidized
transit passes, and rideshare matching;

•

provide transportation (e.g., shuttles) to major transit stations and multimodal
centers;

•

require each employer employment center (more than 25 employees) to
assign a transportation coordinator for the applicable Transportation
Management Association (TMA);

•

require all employers to install a permanent display in employee common
areas of alternate transit information, as determined by the requirements of
the TMA;

•

require employers or employment centers (more than 25 employees) to
implement a guaranteed ride home program;

•

require employers or employment centers (more than 25 employees) to
implement an incentive program for riding transit, carpooling, vanpooling,
biking, and walking instead of driving a single-occupancy vehicle to work, and
design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access;

•

install Energy Star (or equivalent) cool roofing systems on all buildings;

•

design shuttle and transit exits to adjoining streets to reduce time to reenter
traffic from the project site;

•

increase wall and attic insulation to 20 percent above Title 24 requirements
(residential and commercial);
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•

orient buildings to take advantage of solar heating and natural cooling, and
use passive solar designs (residential, commercial, and industrial);

•

provide energy-efficient windows (double pane and/or Low-E) and awnings
or other shading mechanisms for windows, porches, patios, and walkways;

•

consider passive solar cooling and heating designs, ceiling and whole house
fans, and programmable thermostats in the design of heating and cooling
systems; and

•

use day lighting systems, such as skylights, light shelves, and interior
transom windows.

See also SMAQMD’s most recent version of the Recommended Guidance for Land Use
Emission, currently version 3.2 (SMAQMD, 2015a).)
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-3 would result
in implementation of a variety of changes in project design and operation listed
above that would mitigate air quality emissions to acceptable levels..
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure AIR-4: Implementing agencies shall require project applicants to
implement applicable, or equivalent, standard construction mitigation measures as defined
by the applicable local air district.

Lead agencies shall require project applicants, prior to construction, to implement
construction mitigation measures that, at a minimum, meet the requirements of the
applicable air district with jurisdiction over the area in which construction activity would
occur if the project is anticipated to exceed thresholds of significance for short-term criteria
air pollutant emissions. Projects that exceed these thresholds shall mitigate the air quality
impacts using all applicable and feasible mitigation. For construction activity on the project
site that is anticipated to exceed thresholds of significance, the project applicant(s) shall
require construction contractors to implement both Standard Mitigation Measures and Best
Available Mitigation Measures for Construction Activity to reduce emissions to the
maximum extent applicable and feasible for all construction activity performed in the plan
area.
Examples of mitigation measures could include, but not limited to, the following:
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•

The applicant shall implement a Fugitive Dust Control Plan.

•

All grading operations on a project shall be suspended when winds exceed
20 MPH or when winds carry dust beyond the property line despite
implementation of all feasible dust control measures.

•

Construction sites shall be watered as directed by the local air district and as
necessary to prevent fugitive dust violations.

•

An operational water truck shall be on-site at all times. Water shall be applied
to control dust as needed to prevent visible emissions violations and off-site
dust impacts.

•

On-site dirt piles or other stockpiled particulate matter shall be covered, wind
breaks installed, and water and/or soil stabilizers employed to reduce windblown dust emissions. The use of approved nontoxic soil stabilizers shall be
incorporated according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive
construction areas.

•

All transfer processes involving a free fall of soil or other particulate matter
shall be operated in such a manner as to minimize the free fall distance and
fugitive dust emissions.

•

Approved chemical soil stabilizers shall be applied according to the
manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive construction areas (previously
graded areas that remain inactive for 96 hours), including unpaved roads and
employee/equipment parking areas.

•

To prevent track-out, wheel washers shall be installed where project vehicles
and/or equipment exit onto paved streets from unpaved roads. Vehicles
and/or equipment shall be washed before each trip. Alternatively, a gravel
bed may be installed as appropriate at vehicle/equipment site exit points to
effectively remove soil buildup on tires and tracks and prevent/diminish trackout.

•

Paved streets shall be swept frequently (water sweeper with reclaimed water
recommended; wet broom permitted) if soil material has been carried onto
adjacent paved, public thoroughfares from the project site.

•

Temporary traffic control shall be provided as needed during all phases of
construction to improve traffic flow, as deemed appropriate by the appropriate
department of public works and/or California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans), and to reduce vehicle dust emissions. An effective measure is to
enforce vehicle traffic speeds at or below 15 MPH.

•

Traffic speeds on all unpaved surfaces shall be reduced to 15 MPH or less,
and unnecessary vehicle traffic shall be reduced by restricting access.
Appropriate training to truck and equipment drivers, on-site enforcement, and
signage shall be provided.

•

Ground cover shall be reestablished on the construction site as soon as
possible and before final occupancy through seeding and watering.
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•

Open burning shall be prohibited at the project site. No open burning of
vegetative waste (natural plant growth wastes) or other legal or illegal burn
materials (e.g., trash, demolition debris) may be conducted at the project site.
Vegetative wastes shall be chipped or delivered to waste-to-energy facilities
(permitted biomass facilities), mulched, composted, or used for firewood. It is
unlawful to haul waste materials off-site for disposal by open burning.

•

The primary contractor shall be responsible for ensuring that all construction
equipment is properly tuned and maintained before and for the duration of
on-site operation.

•

Existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean-fuel generators shall be
used rather than temporary power generators.

•

A traffic plan shall be developed to minimize traffic flow interference from
construction activities. The plan may include advance public notice of routing,
use of public transportation, and satellite parking areas with a shuttle service.
Operations that affect traffic shall be scheduled for off-peak hours.
Obstruction of through-traffic lanes shall be minimized. A flag person shall be
provided to guide traffic properly and ensure safety at construction sites.

•

The project proponent shall assemble a comprehensive inventory list (i.e.,
make, model, engine year, horsepower, emission rates) of all heavy-duty offroad (portable and mobile) equipment (50 horsepower and greater) that will
be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project and
provide a plan for approval by the local air district demonstrating that the
heavy-duty (equal to or greater than 50 horsepower) off-road equipment to
be used for construction, including owned, leased, and subcontractor
vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet-average 20 percent NO X reduction
and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent ARB fleet
average at the time of construction. These equipment emission reductions
can be demonstrated using the most recent version of the Construction
Mitigation Calculator developed by the SMAQMD. Acceptable options for
reducing emissions may include use of late-model engines, low-emission
diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology (Carl Moyer
Guidelines), after-treatment products, voluntary off-site mitigation projects,
the provision of funds for air district off-site mitigation projects, and/or other
options as they become available. In addition, implementation of these
measures would also result in a 5 percent reduction in ROG emissions from
heavy-duty diesel equipment. The local air district shall be contacted to
discuss alternative measures.

Air districts provide similar recommendations to those listed above. Some air districts in the
region (e.g., SMAQMD) also offer the option for paying off-site construction mitigation fees
if the recommended actions do not reduce construction emissions to acceptable levels.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
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Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-4 would result
in changes in construction methods listed above that would mitigate constructionrelated air quality emissions to feasible levels.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status plant
species.
Measures that shall be implemented at a project-level, where feasible and necessary to
address site-specific impacts, to reduce the impacts to special-status plant species include
but are not limited to:
•

•

•

•

•

Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits
under such plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit. For all other
projects and for non-covered species the following shall apply, dependent on
the findings of project specific biological resources assessment.
Biological resources assessments for specific projects proposed will be
prepared in areas containing, or likely to contain, habitat for special-status
plants.
Prior to project initiation and during the blooming period for the special-status
plant species with potential to occur in the proposed project site, a qualified
botanist will conduct protocol-level surveys for special-status plants in areas
where potentially suitable habitat would be removed or disturbed by project
activities. If no special-status plants are found, the botanist will document the
findings in a letter report to USFWS, CDFW, and the implementing agency.
If special-status plant species are found that cannot be avoided during
construction, the project applicant will consult with CDFW and/or USFWS, as
appropriate depending on species status, to determine the appropriate
mitigation measures for direct and indirect impacts that could occur as a
result of project construction and will implement the measures to achieve no
net loss of occupied habitat or individuals. Measures may include preserving
and enhancing existing populations, creating offsite populations on project
mitigation sites through seed collection or transplantation, and/or restoring or
creating suitable habitat in sufficient quantities to achieve no net loss of
occupied habitat and/or individuals. A mitigation and monitoring plan will be
developed describing how unavoidable losses of special-status plants will be
compensated.
If relocation efforts are part of the mitigation plan, the plan will include details
on the methods to be used, including collection, storage, propagation,
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•

•

receptor site preparation, installation, long-term protection and management,
monitoring and reporting requirements, success criteria, and remedial action
responsibilities should the initial effort fail to meet long-term monitoring
requirements.
Success criteria for preserved and compensatory populations will include:
o The extent of occupied area and plant density (number of plants per
unit area) in compensatory populations will be equal to or greater than
the affected occupied habitat.
o Compensatory and preserved populations will be self-producing.
Populations will be considered self-producing when:
 plants reestablish annually for a minimum of five years with no
human intervention such as supplemental seeding; and
 reestablished and preserved habitats contain an occupied area
and flower density comparable to existing occupied habitat
areas in similar habitat types in the project vicinity.
If offsite mitigation includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase
of mitigation credits, or other offsite conservation measures, the details of
these measures will be included in the mitigation plan, including information
on responsible parties for long-term management, conservation easement
holders, long-term management requirements, success criteria such as
those listed above and other details, as appropriate to target the preservation
of long term viable populations.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1a would
result in participation in adopted species conservation plans with mitigation
consistent with the terms of those plans, or the preparation of project-specific
biological resource assessments with avoidance of special-status species where
feasible, and where avoidance is not feasible, mitigation consistent with local, state,
and federal requirements as described above.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status
wildlife species.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to avoid site-specific
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impacts, to reduce the impacts to special-status wildlife species include but are not limited
to:
•

•

•

•

•

Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits
under such plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit. For all other
projects and for non-covered species the following shall apply, dependent on
the findings of the project specific biological resources assessment.
A biological resources assessment for specific project proposed will be
prepared in areas containing, or likely to contain, habitat for special-status
species in areas where potentially suitable habitat would be removed or
disturbed by project activities.
Where federally or stated listed species will be affected by construction
activities, the project applicant will adhere to regulatory guidelines and
policies that identify specific avoidance and minimization measures to insure
that these actions do not result in the take of a listed species, except as
authorized under a USFWS Biological Opinion or Incidental Take Permit or a
CDFG Incidental Take Permit.
If special-status species or their habitat are found and cannot be avoided
during construction, the project applicant will consult with CDFW, USFWS,
and/or NMFS, as appropriate depending on species status, to determine the
appropriate avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures for direct and
indirect impacts that could occur as a result of project construction and will
implement the measures to minimize the impact. Minimization and mitigation
measures may include implementation of seasonal work windows to avoid or
minimize impacts to wildlife species, implementation of a workers
environmental awareness training, implementation of buffer areas to
minimize disturbance, biological construction monitoring, and preservation,
restoration, or creation of special-status wildlife habitat, where appropriate
and feasible. If habitat compensation is required, mitigation will occur at an
agency approved mitigation bank or through individual mitigation locations as
approved by USFWS and/or CDFW. Examples of representative minimum
replacement rations are presented below in Table 6.12. A mitigation and
monitoring plan will be developed describing how unavoidable losses of
special status wildlife will be compensated. The mitigation and monitoring
plan will include how the site will be monitored and the duration of monitoring
until the mitigation is considered to be successful.
All mitigation areas should be preserved in perpetuity through either fee
ownership or a conservation easement held by a qualified conservation
organization or agency, establishment of a preserve management plan, and
guaranteed long-term funding for site preservation through the establishment
of a management endowment.
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Table 6.12
Examples of Minimum Replacement Ratios and Typical Mitigation for Wildlife Habitat
Species
Vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool
tadpole (would mitigate for other vernal
pool species)1

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle2

California tiger salamander
California red-legged frog
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog
Giant garter snake3
Burrowing owl4
Swainson’s hawk5

Creation/Restoration Mitigation Component
Preservation: 2:1 (for direct or indirect impacts) in approved banks, 3:1 in
non-bank.*
Creation/ Restoration: 1:1 (2:1 if based on Service evaluation of site-specific
conservation values) in approved banks, 2:1 in non-bank.*
*Mitigation ratios for non-bank mitigation may be adjusted to approach those
for banks based on Service evaluation.
Transplant directly affected shrubs to a USFWS approved conservation bank
and purchase conservation credits depending on stem size and shrub location
Plant seedlings and associated riparian at stem placement ratios from 1:1 to
8:1, depending on stem size and shrub location.
No net loss of habitat through restoration, preservation, or compensation.
No net loss of habitat through restoration, preservation, or compensation.
No net loss of habitat through restoration, preservation, or compensation.
Preservation: All replacement habitat must include both upland and aquatic
habitat at a ratio of 2:1 upland acres to aquatic acres
Creation/Restoration: From 1:1 to 3:1 depending on nature of impact.
Varies depending on site conditions, consultation with CDFW is required.
Create artificial burrows if necessary. Prepare a mitigation management plan
and vegetation management goals in consultation with CDFW.
Depending on nest location with respect to project (typically 0.5:1 to 1.5:1), or
participate in County sponsored Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Program if
developed.

Mitigation ratios are based on the Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of
404 Permits for Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans Within the Jurisdiction of
the Sacramento Field Office, California (Service file number 1-1-96-F-1) (USFWS, 1996).
2
Conservation Guidelines for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999).
3
Programmatic Consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permitted Projects with Relatively Small
Effects on the Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Fresno, Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano,
Stanislaus, Sutter and Yolo Counties, California (Service file number 1-1-F-97-149) (USFWS, 1997).
4
Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012).
5
Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of
California (CDFG, 1994).
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2015.
1

The implementing agency would require applicants to mitigate at the above ratios or greater
depending on habitat quality, other impacts to the species, and other factors deemed
important by the agencies.
The following are species specific mitigation measures typically implemented and
implementation will be dependent on the findings of project-specific biological resources
assessment.
Vernal Pool Invertebrates
If the proposed project identifies the potential for special status vernal pool invertebrates
to be affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented where
feasible and necessary to avoid site-specific impacts:
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•

•

•

•

•

•

Prior to project construction, the implementing agencies will consult with the
USACE and USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA and retain a Biologist
to conduct vernal pool invertebrate surveys within the proposed project and
within 250 feet from the edge of the proposed project to evaluate direct and
indirect effects to vernal pools as provided in the Programmatic Formal
Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404 Permits for
Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans
within the Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field Office, California (USFWS,
1996).
A worker environmental awareness training will be conducted to inform onsite
construction personnel regarding the potential presence of listed species and
the importance of avoiding impacts to these species and their habitat.
The implementing agencies will secure any necessary take authorization
prior to project construction through formal consultation between USACE and
USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, and will implement all measures
included in the Biological Opinion issued by USFWS.
Habitat Preservation: The implementing agencies will compensate for direct
effects of the project on the habitat for vernal pool invertebrates at a sufficient
ration for no net loss of habitat function or acreage, by purchasing vernal pool
preservation credits from a USFWS-approved conservation bank, or from
another USFWS-approved conservation bank. Compensation credits will be
purchased prior to any ground-disturbing activities.
Habitat Creation: The implementing agencies will compensate for the direct
effects of the project on the habitat for vernal pool crustaceans at a sufficient
ratio for no net loss of habitat function or acreage, by purchasing vernal pool
creation credits from a USFWS-approved conservation bank, or from another
USFWS-approved conservation bank.
For seasonal wetlands and drainages that will be retained in the project area
(i.e., those not proposed to be filled), a minimum setback of at least 50 feet
from these features will be avoided in the project area. The buffer area will
be fenced with high visibility construction fencing prior to commencement of
ground-disturbing activities, and will be maintained for the duration of
construction activities.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
If the proposed project identifies potential for valley elderberry longhorn beetle or
identifies elderberry shrubs to be affected by project activities the following measures
will be implemented:
•

Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a qualified Biologist will identify all
elderberry shrubs within the footprint and a 100-foot buffer around of the
proposed activity. The qualified Biologist will survey potentially affected
shrubs for valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) exit holes in stems
greater than one inch in diameter.
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•

If elderberry shrubs are found on or adjacent to the site, a 100-foot wide
avoidance buffer (measured from the dripline of the plant) will be established
around all elderberry shrubs with stems greater than 1-inch diameter at
ground level and will be clearly identified in the field by staking, flagging, or
fencing. No construction activities involving mechanized equipment will occur
within the buffer areas. Human access may be permitted in the buffer,
provided that it does not cause disturbance to the shrubs.
• If impacts to VELB habitat cannot be avoided, the implementing agencies will
consult with USFWS to determine appropriate compensation ratios.
Compensatory mitigation measures will be consistent with the Conservation
Guidelines for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999), or current
guidance.
• Compensatory mitigation for adverse effects may include the transplanting of
elderberry shrubs during the dormant season (November 1 to February 15),
if feasible, to an area protected in perpetuity as well as required additional
elderberry and associated native plantings as approved by the USFWS.
• If off-site compensation includes dedication of conservation easements,
purchase of mitigation credits, or other off-site conservation measures, the
details of these measures will be included in the mitigation plan and must
occur with full endowments for management in perpetuity. The plan will
include information on responsible parties for long-term management,
holders of conservations easements, long-term management requirements,
and other details, as appropriate, for the preservation of long-term viable
populations.
Amphibians and Reptiles
If the proposed project identifies potential for special status amphibians or reptiles (e.g.,
California tiger salamander (CTS), California red-legged frog (CRLF), Sierra Nevada
yellow-legged frog (SNYLF), foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF), western spadefoot toad
(WST), giant garter snake (GGS), coast horned lizard (CHL) or western pond turtle
(WPT)) to be affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented
where feasible and necessary to avoid site-specific impacts:
•

•

•

A habitat assessment will be conducted following USFWS and/or CDFW
guidance on site assessments and field surveys for the suspected species. If
no guidance has been developed (e.g. SNYLF, CHL), the implementing
agencies will consult with CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate depending
on species status, to determine the appropriate survey protocol. The findings
of the survey(s) will be provided to the USFWS and CDFW, as appropriate
to the species regulatory status.
For projects that may result in take of federally listed species (e.g., CRLF,
CTS, SNYLF, and GGS), USFWS will be consulted. CDFW will also be
consulted regarding take of species that are also state listed (e.g., CRLF,
CTS, and SNYLF).
GGS - The activities may qualify to use the “Programmatic Formal
Consultation for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permitted Projects with

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
SACOG
MTP/SCS EIR
February 2016
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

5-30

32

Attachment A

•

Relatively Small Effects on the Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa,
Glenn, Fresno, Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, Stanislaus,
Sutter and Yolo Counties, California” (USFWS, 1999). The Habitat
Replacement & Restoration Guidelines (Appendix A), Items Necessary for
Formal Consultation (Appendix B), Avoidance & Minimization Measures
During Construction (Appendix C), and Monitoring Requirements (Appendix
D) will be followed.
The following measures will be implemented, at a minimum, in addition to
any measures identified through consultation with USFWS, pursuant to ESA,
and CDFW, pursuant to CESA.

California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog minimization measures:
•

•

•
•

•

No later than 30 days prior to commencement of any construction activities
between October 15 and May 15, including land clearing, in that portion of
the site identified as potential dispersal habitat for CTS, and CRLF, exclusion
fencing will be installed along the perimeter of that portion of the project site
identified as dispersal habitat. One-way escape funnels will be installed at
ground level every 50 feet within the exclusion fencing to allow any migrating
amphibian or reptile within the project area to pass through the exclusion
fencing. If construction activities occur between October 15 and May 15, the
exclusion fencing will be maintained intact through May 15. No exclusion
fencing is required if no construction activities occur between October 15 and
May 15 within that portion of the project site identified as potential dispersal
habitat.
A qualified Biologist will conduct a pre-construction survey prior to
commencement of construction activities, including land clearing, within that
portion of the project site identified as potential dispersal habitat. If any
special-status amphibian or reptile is identified on-site, work in the vicinity of
the individual will not commence until the individual has been removed from
the project site by a qualified Biologist and released near a suitable habitat
or burrow at least 300 feet from the project site. Any aestivation burrows
(defined as two or more small mammal burrows greater than 1 inch in
diameter within a 10-footdiameter area within the identified dispersal habitat)
will be excavated by hand and individual animals released near a suitable
burrow at least 300 feet from the project site.
Vegetation will be hand cleared in areas where CTS and/or CRLF are
suspected to occur.
Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals.
Trenches and holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps
(maximum slope of 2:1) to allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes
or trenches. Holes and trenches will be inspected prior to filling.
A qualified Biologist will conduct a survey daily during initial construction and
land clearing activities in that portion of the project site identified as potential
dispersal habitat. If special-status amphibians or reptiles are found, the
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•

Biologist will implement the same removal methods identified in the above
paragraph.
From October 15 to May 31 within the potential dispersal habitat identified on
the project site, minimize operation of project vehicles and equipment at night
off established roads during rain events and within 24 hours following rain
events, and check under vehicles parked overnight off established roads
before operation.

Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog minimization measures:
•

•
•

A qualified Biologist will conduct a pre-construction survey prior to
commencement of construction activities, including land clearing, within that
portion of the project site identified as potential dispersal habitat. If any
special-status amphibian or reptile is identified on-site, work in the vicinity of
the individual will not commence until the individual has left the site or has
been removed from the project site by a qualified Biologist and released near
a suitable habitat at least 300 feet from the project site.
A qualified biologist will be present during the grubbing and clearing activities
in the riparian and aquatic habitat in the project area.
For projects that include water work, egg and tadpole survey will be
conducted. If SNYLF eggs or tadpoles are identified in the work area or within
250 feet downstream of the work area, USFWS and CDFW will be notified
and the water quality will be monitored so that the activity does not directly or
indirectly disturb eggs or tadpoles.

Giant garter snake minimization measures:
• All ground-disturbing construction activities within 200 feet of aquatic habitat
(e.g., irrigation ditches, low flowing streams, and associated seasonal
wetlands) suitable for giant garter snakes will be conducted during the
snake’s active season of May 1 to October 1 so that snakes can move and
avoid danger. For any construction outside of this period, USFWS will be
consulted to determine whether additional measures are necessary to avoid
or minimize potential impacts during the inactive season and avoid take.
• GGS habitat within or adjacent to the Project site will be flagged, staked, or
fenced and designated as a no-construction area. No activity will occur within
this area and USFWS-approved biological monitoring will be conducted to
ensure that avoidance measures are being implemented.
• Vegetation will be hand cleared in areas where GGS are suspected to occur.
• Heavy equipment and vehicular movement within 200 feet of the banks of
aquatic habitat will be restricted to existing access roads and the
predetermined staging and construction sites to minimize habitat
disturbance.
• In areas where wetlands, irrigation ditches, or other potential giant garter
snake habitats are being retained on the site:
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•

•

•

•

o A qualified Biologist will direct the installation of temporary exclusion
fencing around suitable upland habitat within 200 feet of aquatic
habitat to prevent giant garter snakes from entering the work area
during construction. The fencing will be maintained for the duration of
the construction activities;
o Ground disturbance, spoils, and equipment storage and other project
activities will not be allowed within the fenced area; and
o The water quality will be maintained and construction runoff into
wetland areas will be limited through the use of hay bales, filter fences,
vegetative buffer strips, or other accepted equivalents. However, no
plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar matting to control erosion that
could entangle snakes will be placed in the project area.
If wetlands, irrigation ditches, or other potential giant garter snake habitat
would be filled, the aquatic habitats will be dewatered at least 15 days before
fill. Dewatering of aquatic habitat for construction purposes will not occur
between October 1 and April 15, with the exception of any areas within a
cofferdam, unless authorized by USFWS. Any dewatered habitat must
remain dry for at least 15 consecutive days after April 15 and before
excavation or filling of the dewatered habitat. If GGS are observed, the
species will be allowed to move out of the area on its own and will not be
captured or relocated unless authorized by USFWS.
Within 24 hours before beginning construction activities within 200 feet of
suitable aquatic habitat for giant garter snakes, a qualified Biologist will
inspect areas of anticipated disturbance for the presence of giant garter
snakes. The construction area will be reinspected whenever a lapse in
construction activity of two weeks or more has occurred. The monitoring
Biologist will be available thereafter; if a snake is encountered during
construction activities, the monitoring Biologist will have the authority to stop
construction activities until appropriate corrective measures have been
completed or it is determined that the snake will not be harmed. Giant garter
snakes encountered during construction activities should be allowed to move
away from construction activities on their own.
Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals.
Trenches and holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps
(maximum slope of 2:1) to allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes
or trenches. Holes and trenches will be inspected prior to filling.
After completion of project-related construction activities, any temporary fill
and construction debris will be removed, and wherever feasible, disturbed
areas will be restored to pre-project conditions. For any fill or debris that could
be used as snake refugia, removal will occur prior to giant garter snake
inactive season (October 2 to April 30), or potential refugia removed after that
date must be surveyed for the presence of snakes by a qualified Biologist
prior to removal.
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Western pond turtle minimization measures:
•

•

•

Pre-construction surveys for WPT will be conducted by a qualified Biologist
14 days before and 24 hours before the start of ground-disturbing activities
where suitable habitat exists (e.g., along riparian areas and freshwater
emergent wetlands).
If WPT or their nests are observed during pre-construction surveys, a
qualified Biologist will be on-site to monitor construction in suitable WPT
habitat. WPT found within the construction area will be allowed to leave of its
own volition or it will be captured by a qualified Biologist and relocated out of
harm’s way to the nearest suitable habitat immediately upstream or
downstream from the Project site.
If WPT nests are identified in the work area during pre-construction surveys,
a 300-foot no disturbance buffer will be established between the nest and
any areas of potential disturbance. Buffers will be clearly marked with
temporary exclusion fencing. Construction will not be allowed to commence
in the exclusion area until hatchlings have emerged from the nest, or the nest
is deemed inactive by a qualified Biologist.

Coast horned lizard minimization measures:
•

•
•

•
•

•

Focused surveys for the coast horned lizard will be conducted within suitable
habitat that may be temporarily disturbed or permanently affected. Survey
will be conducted in September/October when the species is more active
prior to winter hibernation. The surveys will be conducted in to maximize the
likelihood of observing the species, and shall rely on a combination of several
walking surveys at times of the day when coast horned lizards are most
active. The estimated occupied area will be delineated on a map, flagged in
the field, and made available to all project personnel for avoidance.
If avoidance is not feasible the implementing agency will consult with CDFW
to develop a capture and relocation measures.
A qualified Biologist will direct the installation of temporary exclusion fencing
around suitable to prevent coast horned lizard from entering the work area
during construction. The fencing will be maintained for the duration of the
construction activities;
Ground disturbance, spoils, and equipment storage and other project
activities will not be allowed within the fenced area; and
If coast horned lizard is found within the construction footprint, it will be
allowed to move out of harm’s way of its own volition or a qualified Biologist
will relocate the lizard outside of the construction impact area but within
suitable habitat.
Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals.
Trenches and holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps
(maximum slope of 2:1) to allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes
or trenches. Holes and trenches will be inspected prior to filling.
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Western spadefoot toad minimization measures:
•

•

•

•

•

For work conducted during the western spadefoot toad migration and
breeding season (November 1 to May 31), a qualified Biologist will survey the
active work areas (including access roads) in mornings following measurable
precipitation events. Construction may commence once the Biologist has
confirmed that no spadefoot toads are in the work area.
When feasible, there will be a 50-foot no-disturbance buffer around burrows
that provide suitable upland habitat for western spadefoot toad. Burrows
considered suitable for spadefoot will be identified by a qualified Biologist.
The Biologist will delineate and mark the no-disturbance buffer. Burrows that
cannot be avoided will be excavated by hand and individual animals released
near a suitable burrow at least 300 feet from the project site.
If western spadefoot toad is found within the construction footprint, it will be
allowed to move out of harm’s way of its own volition or a qualified Biologist
will relocate the western spadefoot toad to the nearest burrow that is outside
of the construction impact area.
Prior to beginning work each day, a qualified Biologist will inspect underneath
equipment and stored pipes greater than 1.2 inches (3 cm) in diameter for
western spadefoot toad. If any are found, they will be allowed to move out of
the construction area under their own accord.
Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals.
Trenches and holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps
(maximum slope of 2:1) to allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes
or trenches. Holes and trenches will be inspected prior to filling.

Foothill yellow-legged frog minimization measures:
•
•

•

•

Exclusion fencing will be required for construction activities that occur within
that portion of the project site identified as potential habitat.
If a FYLF is found within the construction footprint, it will be allowed to move
out of harm’s way of its own volition or a qualified Biologist will relocate the
frog to the nearest suitable habitat area that is outside of the construction
impact area.
Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals.
Trenches and holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps
(maximum slope of 2:1) to allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes
or trenches. Holes and trenches will be inspected prior to filling.
If in-stream work activities occur between April 1 and August 31, a FYLF egg
and tadpole survey will be conducted. If FYLF eggs or tadpoles are identified
in the work area or within 250 feet downstream of the work area, CDFW will
be notified and the water quality will be monitored so that the activity does
not directly or indirectly disturb eggs or tadpoles.
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Mammals
Bats minimization measures:
If the proposed project identifies potential for bats or identifies a bat colony to be
affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible
and necessary to avoid site-specific impacts:
•

Surveys will be conducted to determine if areas of potential habitat are
occupied by bats. These habitat types should be specifically surveyed if
present within the project and within 14 days prior to start of construction.
Bats may utilize rocky outcrops; dense tree canopies; snags; bridges over
creeks or water; mines, caves, or flumes; cave-like structures; and/or vacant
buildings. Surveys may consist of a daytime pedestrian surveys looking for
evidence of bat use (e.g., guano) and/or an evening emergence survey to
note the presence or absence of bats. The type of survey will depend on the
condition of the buildings or habitat. Bat detectors may be used to
supplement survey efforts, but are not required. If no evidence of bat roosts
are found, then no further study is required. If evidence of bat use is
observed, the number and species of bats using the roost will be determined.
o If surveys confirm bats daytime-roost will be affected by the project, a
Bat Exclusion Plan will be developed by the implementing agency and
submitted to CDFW for review and approval prior to its
implementation. No bat exclusion will occur between March 1 and
August 15 (depending on location) which coincides with the maternity
season in California.
o If a winter roost or a maternity roost is found, a 100-foot buffer will be
created around a roost and no project related activities will occur within
the buffer until a Biologist has determined that the roost is no longer
in use.

Badger minimization measures:
If the proposed project identifies potential for badger or identifies a badger den to be
affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible
and necessary to avoid site-specific impacts:
•

•

If during the biological resources assessment a badger burrow or den is
found, a visual survey (i.e. direct observation, monitoring, trail camera, etc.)
of the burrow or den will be conducted to determine if the burrow or den is in
use. If the burrow or den is determined not to be in use, no further study is
required.
If the burrow or den is found to be in use, the project applicant will consult
with CDFW to determine the appropriate avoidance, minimization and
mitigation measures for direct and indirect impacts that could occur as a
result of project construction and will implement the measures to achieve no
net loss of occupied habitat or individuals. Minimization and mitigation
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•

measures may include implementation of seasonal work windows (i.e.,
avoiding the denning period) to avoid or minimize impacts to the species,
implementation of buffer areas to minimize disturbance, biological
construction monitoring, passive exclusion, and preservation, restoration, or
creation of badger habitat.
If passive exclusion is use, no disturbance of active dens will take place when
cubs may be present and dependent on parental care, as determined by a
Biologist. If the Biologist determines that dens may be active but outside of
the denning season, the entrances of the dens will be blocked with soil, sticks,
and debris for three to five days to discourage the use of these dens prior to
project disturbance activities. The den entrances will be blocked to an
incrementally greater degree over the three to five-day period. After the
qualified Biologist determines that special status mammals have stopped
using the active dens, the dens will be hand-excavated with a shovel to
prevent re-use during construction.

Special-Status Forest Carnivores minimization measures:
If the proposed project identifies potential for special-status forest carnivores or their
dens to be affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented
where feasible and necessary to avoid site-specific impacts:
•

•

•

•

Implementing agencies shall implement the following practices identified
below for American marten, and apply the same survey practices to the
Pacific fisher, Sierra Nevada red fox and California wolverine for land use
changes and transportation projects within the range of these species. CDFW
shall be notified of the results of the preconstruction surveys and
establishment of buffers to avoid discovered dens.
Pre-project surveys for American marten den sites will be conducted by a
wildlife Biologist in suitable denning habitat within 0.25 mile of vegetation
removal, construction, and development activities. The results of the surveys
shall be made available to CDFW for review and approval prior to site
disturbance or construction activity.
If a potential den is located, an appropriate method will be used to determine
whether the site is occupied by marten. Determination of suitability, and
whether a pre-project survey is required, should be based on a
reconnaissance field assessment of habitat conditions before initiating
projects in these areas.
Survey Timing: April 1 to July 31: If an active marten den site is located during
the pre-project surveys or otherwise, notify CDFW. Delay project activities
within 500 feet of the den during the sensitive denning season when activities
could disturb rearing of young (April 1 through July 31). Although martens are
active and can be surveyed year-round, this is considered the sensitive
reproductive period that could overlap with timing of project activities.
Generally, young are born between March and April, emerge from the den at
about 50 days, and leave their mother in late summer.
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•

Motorized vehicle or construction equipment use will be restricted within 0.25
mile of an active den or concentrated use area

Birds
If the proposed project identifies potential for burrowing owl or identifies burrowing owl
burrows to be affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented
where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts:
•

•

•

•
•

Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls will be conducted in areas
supporting potentially suitable habitat and within 30 days prior to the start of
construction activities. If ground-disturbing activities are delayed or
suspended for more than 30 days after the pre-construction survey, the site
will be resurveyed. The project Biologist will conduct surveys for burrowing
owls in accordance with protocols established in the Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012).
If burrowing owls are detected, disturbance to burrows will be avoided during
the nesting season (February 1 through August 31. Buffers will be
established around occupied burrows in accordance with guidance provided
in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. Buffers around occupied
burrows will be a minimum of 656 feet (200 meters) during the nesting
season, and 160 feet (100 meters) during the non-breeding season.
Outside of the nesting season (February 1 through August 31), passive owl
relocation techniques will be implemented if approved by CDFW. Owls would
be excluded from burrows in the immediate impact zone within a 160-foot
buffer zone by installing one-way doors in burrow entrances. These doors will
be in place at least 48 hours prior to excavation to insure the owls have
departed.
The work area will be monitored daily for one week to confirm owl departure
from burrows prior to any ground-disturbing activities.
Where possible, burrows will be excavated using hand tools and refilled to
prevent reoccupation. Sections of flexible plastic pipe will be inserted into the
tunnels during excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals inside
the burrow.

Swainson’s hawk minimization measures:
If the proposed project identifies potential for Swainson’s hawk or identifies Swainson’s
hawk nest(s) to be affected by project activities, the following measures will be
implemented where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts:
•

If construction activities occur between February 1 and August 31, the
implementing agencies will conduct surveys for Swainson’s hawk in
accordance with the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000
guidelines (SHTAC, 2000), or current guidance. Surveys will cover a
minimum of a 0.5-mile radius around the construction area. If nesting
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•

Swainson’s hawks are detected, a 0.5-mile no disturbance buffer will be
established. Buffers will be maintained until a qualified Biologist has
determined that the young have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the
nest or parental care for survival.
If potential nesting trees are to be removed during construction activities,
removal will take place outside of Swainson’s hawk nesting season and the
implementing agencies will develop a plan, in consultation with CDFW, to
replace known nest trees at a ratio of 3:1. If replacement planting is
implemented, monitoring will be conducted annually for five years to assess
the mitigation’s effectiveness. The plan will include a performance standard
for the mitigation that results in a no net loss of nesting habitat.
o If available, the implementing agencies will participate in a Swainson’s
Hawk Mitigation Program to compensate for loss of foraging habitat.
If no such program exist, the implementing agencies will consult with
CDFW so that affected foraging habitat is replaced at a ratio that
results in a no net loss of foraging habitat.

Northern Goshawk and California Spotted Owl minimization measures:
If the proposed project identifies potential for northern goshawk, California spotted owl
or identifies northern goshawk or California spotted owl nest to be affected by project
activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible and necessary to
address site-specific impacts:
Northern Goshawk
•

•

Pre-project surveys will be conducted in suitable nesting habitat within 0.25
mile of vegetation removal, construction, and development activities prior to
site disturbance or construction activity. Surveys for northern goshawks will
follow the Northern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Technical Guide
(Woodbridge and Hargis 2006), or another appropriate method determined
by the appropriate regulatory agency. Suitable nesting habitat and whether a
pre-project protocol survey is required, should be based on a reconnaissance
field assessment of habitat conditions by a qualified avian Biologist before
initiating projects in these areas. For efficiency, this assessment could be
conducted as part of the pre-project survey, as follows: if suitable habitat is
present, continue by implementing the protocol survey; if suitable habitat is
not present, no further (protocol) survey would be required.
Survey timing: June 1 to August 15 (broadcast acoustical surveys or intensive
surveys/stand searches) or approximately March 1 to April 15 (dawn
acoustical surveys): To avoid disturbances to or loss of active nest sites,
between March 15 and August 15, delay project activities within 0.25 mile of
(or at a distance directed by the appropriate regulatory agency) the nest to
avoid disturbance until the nest is no longer active. Project activities include
vegetation removal, earth moving, and construction. This buffer may be
reduced through consultation with CDFW. This time frame is based on the
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California Forest Practice Rules guidelines and definition of “Critical Period”
for northern goshawk.
California Spotted Owl
•

•

Pre-project surveys will be conducted in suitable nesting habitat within 0.25
mile of vegetation removal, construction, and development activities prior to
site disturbance or construction activity. Surveys for California spotted owl
will follow the Protocol for Surveying for Spotted Owl in Proposed
Management Activity Areas and Habitat Conservation Areas (USFS, 1993),
or another appropriate method determined by the appropriate regulatory
agency. Suitable habitat suitability, and whether a pre-project protocol survey
is required, should be based on a reconnaissance field assessment of habitat
conditions by a qualified avian Biologist before initiating projects in these
areas. For efficiency, this assessment could be conducted as part of the preproject survey, as follows: if suitable habitat is present, continue by
implementing the protocol survey; if suitable habitat is not present, no further
(protocol) survey would be required.
Survey Timing: March 1 to August 31: To avoid disturbances to or loss of
active nest sites, between March 1 and August 31, delay project activities
within 0.25 mile of (or at a distance directed by the appropriate regulatory
agency) the nest to avoid disturbance until the nest is no longer active.
Project activities include vegetation removal, earth moving, and construction.
This buffer may be reduced through consultation with CDFW.
o The project applicant shall not remove any trees between September
1 and February 28 that contained active nest sites for California
spotted owl or northern goshawk during the breeding season. Once a
qualified Biologist has deemed a nest site inactive for two consecutive
years, the restriction to protect the nest tree shall be lifted.

Other raptors (e.g., white-tailed kite, northern harrier, owls), minimization measures:
In order to eliminate or reduce impacts to nesting raptor the following mitigation
measures are required where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts:
•

•

Conduct construction related activities near suitable raptor nesting habitat in
the non-breeding season (August 16 to February 14) to the extent
practicable.
If project construction activities, including ground disturbing activities,
vegetation trimming or tree removal are scheduled to occur between
February 15 and August 15, a pre-construction survey will be conducted
within a 500-foot radius of the site to survey for nesting raptors, including
ground-nesting raptors (i.e., northern harrier). The survey(s) will occur within
seven days of start of construction. If no nesting raptors are found, then no
further mitigation is required. If nesting raptors are found the following
measures will be implemented:
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•

•

If nesting raptors are found, the nests and nest trees will be protected with a
no construction buffer determined by the project Biologist so that “no take”
occurs. The no construction buffer will remain until the young have fledged
and are no longer reliant on the nest site or parental care or until the project
Biologist determines that the nest is no longer in use.
If MBTA protected species are found nesting, the nests and nest
tree/shrub/structure will be protected by a no-construction buffer as
determined by the project Biologist so that “no take” occurs and/or until young
have fledge and are no longer reliant on the nest site or parental care.

Riparian, marsh, beach or bank nesting birds (e.g. western yellow-billed cuckoo, least
Bell’s vireo, willow flycatcher, yellow warbler, yellow-headed blackbird, bank swallow,
California least tern, western snowy plover, California clapper rail, California black rail )
minimization measures:
If the proposed project identifies potential for special-status riparian, marsh, beach or
bank nesting birds or identifies colonies or nests to be affected by project activities, the
following measures will be implemented where feasible and necessary to address sitespecific impacts:
•

If western yellow-billed cuckoo, least Bell’s vireo, willow flycatcher, bank
swallow, California least tern, western snowy plover, California clapper rail,
California black rail or yellow warbler has the potential to be present within a
work area, a qualified Biologist will make an initial site visit to determine if
suitable habitat for the species exists within the vicinity of the project footprint.
• Where suitable habitat is present, surveys will be conducted by Biologists
adhering to guidance offered in Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo Natural History
Summary and Survey Methodology (Halterman et al., 2009); Least Bell’s
Vireo Survey Guidelines (USFWS, 2001); A Survey Protocol for Willow
Flycatcher in California (Bombay et al., 2003) and/or current industry
standards and the implementing agencies will initiate consultation with
USFWS and CDFW.
If nests are detected, the implementing agencies will establish buffers around nests that
are sufficient to ensure that breeding is not likely to be disrupted or adversely impacted by
construction. No-disturbance buffers around active nests will be a minimum of 250 feet,
unless a qualified Biologist determines that smaller buffers would be sufficient to avoid
impacts to nesting birds. Factors to be considered for determining buffer size will include:
the presence of natural buffers provided by vegetation or topography; nest height; locations
of foraging territory; and baseline levels of noise and human activity. Buffers will be
maintained until a qualified Biologist has determined that young have fledged and are no
longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
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Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1b would
result in participation in adopted species conservation plans with mitigation
consistent with the terms of those plans, or the preparation of project-specific
biological resource assessments with avoidance of special-status species where
feasible, and where avoidance is not feasible, mitigation consistent with local, state,
and federal requirements as described above.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1c: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status fish
species.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to reduce impacts to
special-status species include but are not limited to:
•

•

•

Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits
under such plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit. For all other
projects and for non-covered species the following shall apply, dependent on
the findings of project-specific biological resources assessment.
A biological resources assessment for specific projects proposed will be
prepared in areas containing, or likely to contain, habitats for special-status
fish.
If habitat is found, but the proposed project will have no impact on the habitat
or species, no further study is required. If habitat is present and cannot be
avoided, the implementing agencies will initiate consultation with NMFS,
USFWS, and/or CDFW, depending on species status.

Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific
impacts, to minimize direct and indirect impacts to special-status fish include but are not
limited to:
• Avoidance of special-status fish species and their habitat will be pursued
where consistent with the project objectives and where feasible, as defined
in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines.
•

The implementing agencies will secure any necessary take authorization
prior to project construction through consultation NMFS and USFWS
pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA if there is a federal action, and will
implement all measures included in the Biological Opinion issued by NMFS
and/or USFWS. The implementing agencies will also implement all measures
provided by CDFW.

•

All work within waters where there is potential for Delta smelt to occur, as
defined in the most recent USFWS guidance, will be confined to a season
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work window of August 1 through November 30 when Delta smelt are least
likely to be present. Because this species does not regulate its movement
strictly within this time frame, modification to the work windows may be
approved by USFWS prior to project implementation based on information
from the various in-Delta monitoring programs.
o In-channel construction activities that could affect designated critical
habitat for Central Valley steelhead and/or Chinook salmon will be
limited to the low-flow period between June 1 and October 1 to
minimize potential for adversely affecting federal listed anadromous
salmonids during their emigration period.
o In-channel construction activities which could affect habitat for Pacific
salmonids will be limited to daylight hours during weekdays, leaving a
nighttime and weekend period of passage for federally listed fish
species.
o Construction BMPs for off-channel staging and storage of equipment
and vehicles will be implemented to minimize the risk of contamination
of the waters of the stream/river by spilled materials. BMPs will also
include minimization of erosion and stormwater runoff, as appropriate.
o Riparian vegetation removed or damaged will be replaced at a ratio,
coordinated with NMFS and CDFW, within the immediate area of the
disturbance to maintain habitat quality.
o If bank stabilization activities should be necessary, then such
stabilization will be constructed to minimize predator habitat, minimize
erosion potential, and contain material suitable for supporting riparian
vegetation.
o Designated critical habitat within the vicinity of project activities will be
identified. All proposed project actions will be designed to avoid direct
and indirect adverse modifications to these areas. Minimization
measures, such as establishing and maintaining buffers around areas
of designated critical habitat will be implemented in the event that
avoidance is not feasible.
o If critical habitat may be adversely modified by the implementation of
proposed project actions, the area to be modified will be evaluated by
a qualified Biologist to determine the potential magnitude of the project
effects (e.g., description of primary constituent elements present and
quantification of those affected) at a level of detail necessary to satisfy
applicable environmental compliance and permitting requirements.
o The project applicant will implement compensatory conservation
measures developed through consultation with USFWS or NMFS. If
off-site compensation includes dedication of conservation easements,
purchase of mitigation credits, or other off-site conservation measures
a mitigation and monitoring plan will be developed. The plan will
include information on responsible parties for long-term management,
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holders of conservation easements, long-term management
requirements, and other details, as appropriate, for the preservation
of long-term viable populations. Any impacts that result in a
compensation purchase will be required to do so with an endowment
for land management in perpetuity prior to any project groundbreaking
activities.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1c would
result in participation in adopted species conservation plans with mitigation
consistent with the terms of those plans, or the preparation of project-specific
biological resource assessments with avoidance of special-status species where
feasible, and where avoidance is not feasible, mitigation consistent with local, state,
and federal requirements as described above.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to sensitive natural
communities.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific
impacts, to reduce the impacts to these sensitive natural communities and avoid potential
conflicts with local policies that protect them include but are not limited to.
•

Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits
under such plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit. For all other
projects and for non-covered species the following shall apply, dependent on
the findings of project-specific biological resources assessment.

•

Biological resources assessments for specific projects proposed will be
prepared in areas containing, or likely to contain, habitat for sensitive natural
communities (see Appendix BIO-3).

•

Prior to project initiation, a qualified botanist will conduct surveys for sensitive
natural communities in areas where potentially suitable habitat would be
removed or disturbed by project activities, these surveys can be carried out
concurrent with special-status plant surveys. If no sensitive natural
communities are found, the botanist will document the findings in a letter
report to CDFW and the implementing agency.
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•

To the extent practicable, and in consideration of other design requirements
and constraints (e.g., meeting primary project objectives and needs,
avoidance of other sensitive resources), the implementing agencies will
attempt to design the proposed projects in a way that minimizes the removal
of native sensitive natural communities, particularly trees that contribute to
the overstory canopy of these communities.

•

If effects occur to riparian habitat, emergent wetland, or other sensitive
natural communities associated with streams or lakes, the implementing
agencies will comply with Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game
Code; compliance may include measures to protect fish and wildlife
resources during the project.

•

If riparian vegetation is removed or disturbed, the project applicant will
compensate for the loss of riparian vegetation. Compensation will be
provided at a sufficient ratio for no net loss of habitat function or acreage for
restoration and preservation, and may be a combination of onsite
restoration/creation, offsite restoration, preservation, or mitigation credits. At
a minimum, the restoration and monitoring plan will include clear goals and
objectives, success criteria, specifics on restoration/creation (plant palette,
soils, irrigation, etc.), specific monitoring periods and reporting guidelines,
and a maintenance plan. Riparian restoration or creation will be monitored
for a minimum of five years and will be considered successful when at least
75 percent of all plantings have become successfully established.

•

If oak woodland is removed, the county implementing agency will determine
if the loss of oak woodland would have a significant impact on the
environment. If so, an oak woodland mitigation plan would be developed that
achieves a no-net-loss of habitat acreage and function, and may be a
combination of restoration/creation, preservation, or mitigation credits. At a
minimum, the restoration and monitoring plan will include clear goals and
objectives, success criteria, specifics on restoration/creation (e.g., plant
palette, soils, irrigation), specific monitoring periods and reporting guidelines,
and a maintenance plan. Oak woodland restoration or creation will be
monitored for a minimum of five years and will be considered successful
when at least 75 percent of all plantings have become successfully
established. Such mitigation sites will be dedicated either in fee or as an
easement in perpetuity held by a qualified agency. Guaranteed funding for
maintenance of the mitigation sites will be established.

•

If losses of other sensitive natural communities recognized as sensitive by
CDFW (see Appendix BIO-3) would be substantial, then additional
compensation will be provided through creating, restoring, or preserving in
perpetuity in-kind communities at a sufficient ratio for no-net-loss of habitat
function or acreage.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
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Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1d would
result in participation in adopted species conservation plans with mitigation
consistent with the terms of those plans, or the preparation of project-specific
biological resource assessments with avoidance of sensitive natural species where
feasible, and where avoidance is not feasible, mitigation consistent with local, state,
and federal requirements as described above.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1e: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to wetland and other
waters.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific
impacts, to reduce impacts to wetlands and other waters include but are not limited to:
•

Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits
under such plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit. For all other
projects and for non-covered species the following shall apply, dependent on
the findings of project-specific biological resources assessment or wetland
delineation.

•

Before implementing a proposed project that may affect waters of the United
States or waters of the State, the implementing agency will map the
distribution of wetlands (including vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands)
in the vicinity of the work area.

•

The implementing agency will determine, based on the mapped distribution
of these wetlands and waters, the acreage of effects, if any, on waters of the
United States. If it is determined that wetlands will be affected by the
proposed project, the implementing agency will conduct a delineation of
waters of the United States, and submit the delineation to USACE for
verification. The delineation will be conducted according to methods
established in the USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental
Laboratory, 1987) and Arid West Supplement (Environmental Laboratory,
2008).

•

The implementing agencies will obtain a USACE Section 404 permit,
RWQCB Section 401 certification, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement
(1602) from CDFW if required, and the implementing agency will implement
all permit conditions. The acreage, location, and methods for compensation
will be determined during the Section 401, Section 404 and Streambed
Alternation Agreement (1602) permitting process.

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
SACOG
MTP/SCS EIR
February 2016
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

5-46

48

Attachment A

•

Implementing agencies will adhere to a “no net loss” basis of the acreage of
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. and waters of the State that will be
removed and/or degraded. Wetland habitat will be restored, enhanced,
and/or replaced at an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to
USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW as appropriate, depending on agency
jurisdiction. The replacement of waters or wetlands will be equivalent to the
nature of the habitat lost, and will be provided at a suitable ratio to ensure
that, at a minimum, there is no net loss of habitat acreage or value. The
replacement habitat will be set aside in perpetuity for habitat use.

This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1e would
result in participation in adopted species conservation plans with mitigation
consistent with the terms of those plans, or the preparation of project-specific
wetlands delineations with avoidance of wetlands where feasible, and where
avoidance is not feasible, mitigation consistent with local, state, and federal
requirements as described above.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to wildlife corridors or
native wildlife nursery sites.
Measures that shall be implemented at a project-level, where feasible and necessary to
address site-specific impacts to wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites include but
are not limited to:
•

•

Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under
such plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit. For all other projects and for
non-covered species the following shall apply.
Implementing agencies will design projects such that they avoid and minimize direct
and indirect impacts to wildlife corridors and/or native wildlife nursery sites. Design
considerations may include but would not be limited to the following:
o constructing wildlife friendly overpasses, underpasses, bridges and/or
culverts that are integrated with appropriate roadside fencing that maintains
animals off the road and direct them towards crossing structures;
o using wildlife friendly fences that allow larger wildlife such as deer to get over,
and smaller wildlife to go under;
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•

o limiting wildland conversions in identified wildlife corridors or native wildlife
nursery sites; and
o retaining wildlife friendly vegetation in and around developments,
o avoid the nursery season during construction.
For projects that cannot avoid significant impacts to wildlife movement corridors or
wildlife nursery areas, implementing agencies will consult with CDFW to determine
appropriate measures to minimize direct and indirect impacts that could occur as a
result of the proposed project and will implement measures to mitigate impacts to
wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites.
For projects that require the placement of stream culverts in a fish spawning stream,
the implementing agencies will follow the USACE, NMFS, USFWS and CDFW
permit conditions and design requirements to allow fish passage through the
culverts.
For projects in or adjacent to riparian corridors, project design will maximize distance
of lighting from riparian corridors and direct light sources away from the riparian
corridor. Night lighting of trails along riparian corridors should be avoided.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would
result in participation in adopted species conservation plans with mitigation
consistent with the terms of those plans, or the avoidance of wildlife corridors or
native wildlife nursery sites where feasible, and where avoidance is not feasible,
mitigation consistent with local, state, and federal requirements as described above.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate for impacts on protected trees
and other biological resources protected by local ordinances.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific
impacts, to ensure that the proposed project is consistent with local ordinances protecting
trees and other biological resources include but are not limited to:
•

Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under
such plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit. For all other projects and for
non-covered species the following shall apply.
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A biological resources assessment for specific projects proposed will be prepared
in areas containing, or likely to contain, protected trees or other locally protected
biological resources (e.g., streams, wetlands, and sensitive natural communities).
Implementing agencies should design projects such that they avoid and minimize
direct and indirect impacts to protected trees and other locally protected resources
where feasible, as defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines.
At a minimum, qualifying protected trees (or other resources) will be replaced at
ratios included in the local general plan, local policies, city or county codes in locally
approved mitigation sites.
As part of project-level environmental review, implementing agencies will ensure
that projects comply with the most recent general plans, policies, and ordinances,
and conservation plans. Review of these documents and compliance with their
requirements will be demonstrated in project-level environmental documentation.

Review of these documents and compliance with their requirements should be
demonstrated in project-level environmental documentation.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would
result in participation in adopted species conservation plans with mitigation
consistent with the terms of those plans, or the preparation of project-specific
biological resource assessments with avoidance of sensitive natural species where
feasible, and where avoidance is not feasible, mitigation consistent with local, state,
and federal requirements as described above.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CR-1: Conduct project-specific historic built environment resource
studies and identify and implement project-specific mitigation.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific
impacts, include but are not limited to:
•

As part of the project/environmental review of individual projects, a records
search at the appropriate Information Center of the CHRIS and a review of
literature and historic maps shall be conducted to determine whether the
project area has been previously surveyed and whether historic built
environment resources were identified.

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
SACOG
MTP/SCS EIR
February 2016
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

5-49

51

Attachment A

•

In the event the records indicate that no previous survey has been
conducted within the last five years, a qualified architectural historian (36
Code Fed. Regs., § 61) shall conduct a study of the project area for the
presence of historic built environment resources. The study will include
conducting a field survey, necessary background, archival and historic
research, consultation with local historical societies, museums or other
interested parties as relevant, and preparation of a Historic Resource
Assessment Report. The report will document the results of the survey and
the historic context, evaluate the federal, state, or local significance of built
environment resources greater than 45 years in age that may potentially be
directly or indirectly impacted by project activities, recommend appropriate
protection or mitigative treatment, if any, and include recordation of
identified built environment resources on appropriate California Department
of Parks and Recreation (DPR) series 523 forms. The final report and DPR
forms will be filed by the architectural historian with the CHRIS.
Recommended treatment for historical resources identified in the report
shall be implemented.

•

If no significant historic built environment resources are identified in the
Historic Resource Assessment Report or prior survey of the project study
area that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities, then
mitigation for built environment resources is complete, and there is no
adverse change to documented historical built environment resources for
the project.

•

If significant historic built environment resources are identified in the Historic
Resource Assessment Report or prior survey of the project study area, the
project sponsor and/or implementing agency should consider avoidance as
the primary mitigation measure. If avoidance is possible, mitigation to
documented historical built environmental resources is complete.

•

If avoidance of a significant built environment resource is not feasible, then
the maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration,
preservation, conservation, or reconstruction of the historical resource as
recommended by a qualified architectural historian or historic architect (36
Code Fed. Regs., § 61) and conducted in a manner consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitation, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or Historic Landscapes (Birnbaum and
Peters 1996; Weeks and Grimmer 1995) will generally reduce impacts. If
adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards cannot avoid
materially altering in an adverse manner the physical characteristics or
historic character of the surrounding environmental setting that contribute
to a resource’s historical significance, additional mitigation may be required.

•

If avoidance of or minimization of substantial adverse effects to a significant
built environment resource is not feasible through project design or by
adherence to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, the project sponsor
and/or implementing agency should ensure that Historic American Buildings
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Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), or Historic
American Landscapes Survey (HALS) documentation is completed prior to
demolishment or significant material alteration of the resource’s physical
characteristics or setting. The HABS, HAER, and HALS programs formally
document historical resources through the use of large-format photography,
measured drawings, written architectural descriptions, and historical
narratives. The level of documentation required as mitigation and
preparation of the HABS, HAER, or HALS will be determined and prepared
by a qualified architectural historian or historic architect (36 Code Fed.
Regs., § 61). The documentation packages will be archived in appropriate
public and secure repositories. Such documentation would not reduce the
impact to a less than significant level.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 would result
in the preparation of project-specific historic built environment resource inventories
consistent with the protocol summarized above including mitigation consistent with
local, state, and federal requirements that strives to avoid and minimize impacts.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CR‐2: Conduct project-specific archaeological resource studies and
identify and implement project‐specific mitigation.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address sitespecific impacts, include but are not limited to:
• As part of the appropriate project/environmental review of individual
projects, the NAHC shall be consulted to determine whether known sacred
sites are in the project area, and to identify Native Americans to contact to
obtain information about the project area and relevant areas of cultural
sensitivity. Additional consultation with relevant tribal representatives may
be appropriate regarding known prehistoric sites, traditional cultural places,
TCPs, project areas deemed highly sensitive for prehistoric or ethnohistoric
resources, or where avoidance of impacts to prehistoric or ethnohistoric
resources may be infeasible. A records search at the appropriate Information
Center of the CHRIS shall be conducted by a qualified archaeologist (36
Code Fed. Regs., § 61) as part of the appropriate project/environmental
review of individual projects to determine whether the project area has been
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previously surveyed and whether archaeological resources were identified.
In the event the records indicate that no previous survey has been
conducted or the survey did not meet current professional standards or
regulatory guidelines, the qualified archaeologist (36 Code Fed. Regs., §
61) or the Information Center will make a recommendation on whether a
survey is warranted based on the sensitivity of the project area for
archaeological resources and current professional standards or regulatory
guidelines. If a survey is considered warranted, the archaeological study of
the project area by a qualified archaeologist will include conducting a field
survey, necessary background research, a Sacred Lands search by the
NAHC and consultation with local Native Americans identified by the NAHC,
consultation with local historical societies, museums or other interested
parties as relevant, and an Archaeological Survey Report. The confidential
report will document the results of the survey and the cultural context,
assess the federal, state, or local significance of prehistoric, traditional, or
historic-era archaeological resources that may potentially be directly or
indirectly impacted by project activities, provide appropriate management
recommendations, and include recordation of identified archaeological
resources on appropriate California DPR series 523 forms. Management
recommendations may include but not be limited to additional studies to
evaluate identified sites, treatment for documented historical resources, or
archaeological monitoring during ground-disturbing construction activities at
locations determined by the archaeologist to be sensitive for subsurface
cultural resource deposits, including local Native American monitors if
sensitive for prehistoric resources. The final confidential report and DPR
forms would be filed by the archaeologist with the CHRIS. Recommended
treatment for historical resources identified in the report should be
implemented.
If no archeological resources are identified in the Archeological Survey
Report that may be directly or indirectly impacted by project activities,
mitigation is complete as there would be no adverse change to documented
archeological resources.
When a project will impact a known archaeological site, the project sponsor
and/or implementing agency shall determine whether the site is a historical
resource (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5 (c)(1)). If archaeological resources
identified in the project area are considered potentially significant, the
project sponsor and/or responsible implementing agency shall undertake
additional studies overseen by a qualified archaeologist (36 Code Fed.
Regs., § 61) to evaluate the resources eligibility for listing in the CRHR,
NRHP, or local register and to recommend further mitigative treatment.
Evaluations shall be based on, but not limited to, surface remains,
subsurface testing, or archival and ethnographic resources, on the
framework of the historic context and important research questions of the
project area, and on the integrity of the resource. If a site to be tested is
prehistoric, local tribal representatives should be afforded the opportunity to
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monitor the ground-disturbing activities. Appropriate mitigation may include
curation of artifacts removed during subsurface testing.
If significant archaeological resources that meet the definition of historical
or unique archaeological resources are identified in the project area, the
preferred mitigation of impacts is preservation in place (CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4(b); Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.2). Preservation in place may
be accomplished by, but is not limited to, avoidance by project design,
incorporation within parks, open space or conservation easements,
covering with a layer of sterile soil, or similar measures. If preservation in
place is feasible, mitigation is complete. Additionally, where the
implementing agency determines that an alternative mitigation method is
superior to in-place preservation, the project sponsor and/or implementing
agency may implement such alternative measures.
When preservation in place or avoidance of historical or unique
archaeological resources are infeasible, data recovery through excavation
shall be required (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(b)). Data recovery would
consist of approval of a Data Recovery Plan and archaeological excavation
of an adequate sample of site contents so that research questions
applicable to the site can be addressed. For prehistoric sites, local tribal
representatives should be afforded the opportunity to monitor the grounddisturbing activities. If only part of a site will be impacted by a project, data
recovery will only be necessary for that portion of the site. Data recovery
will not be required if the implementing agency determines prior testing and
studies have adequately recovered the scientifically consequential
information from the resources. Studies and reports resulting from the data
recovery shall be deposited with the appropriate CHRIS Information Center.
Archaeological sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in
accordance with the provisions of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety Code
or the provisions of NAGPRA on federal lands. Mitigation may include
curation for artifacts removed during data recovery excavation.
If archaeological resources are discovered during construction, all work
near the find shall be halted and the project sponsor and/or implementing
agency shall follow the steps described under CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(f), including an immediate evaluation of the find by a qualified
archaeologist (36 Code Fed. Regs., § 61) and implementation of avoidance
measures or appropriate mitigation if the find is determined to be a historical
resource or unique archaeological resource. Consultation with or affording
local tribal representatives the opportunity to monitor mitigative treatment
may be appropriate. Should the find include human remains, the remains
shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of Section 7050.5 of the
Health and Safety Code or the provisions of NAGPRA on federal lands.
During evaluation or mitigative treatment, ground disturbance and
construction work could continue on other parts of the project area.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
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Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2 would result
in the preparation of project-specific archeological resource inventories consistent
with the protocol summarized above, including mitigation consistent with local, state,
and federal requirements that strives to avoid and minimize impacts.
Implementation of this measure would also ensure that unknown subsurface
resources are properly protected and assessed if discovered.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CR‐3: Reduce visibility or accessibility of historical or unique
archaeological resources.
The project sponsor and/or implementing agency shall determine whether or not
implementation of a project will indirectly impact historical or unique archaeological
resources by increasing public visibility and ease of access. Increased visibility and
accessibility may place a significant archaeological site in danger of disturbance,
alteration, or destruction via vandalism, unauthorized collection of artifacts, or destruction
(intentional or unintentional) of prehistoric or historic features. If so, the project sponsor
and/or implementing agency shall take measures to reduce the visibility or accessibility
of the historical or unique archaeological resource to the public. Visibility of the resource
can be reduced through the use of decorative walls or vegetation screening. Accessibility
can be reduced by installing fencing or vegetation barriers, particularly noxious
vegetation, such as poison oak or blackberry bushes. It is important to avoid creating an
attractive nuisance when protecting significant archaeological sites. Conspicuous walls
or signs indicating that an area is restricted may result in more attempts to access the
excluded area.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3 would
ensure that historical or unique archeological resources that may be indirectly at risk
due to increased public visibility and ease of access are protected through the use
of walls or vegetation screening to reduce visibility and installation of fencing or
vegetation barriers to reduce accessibility.
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Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CR-4: Conduct project-specific paleontological resource studies and
identify and implement mitigation.
Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address sitespecific impacts, include but are not limited to:
•

The fossil yielding potential of the project area shall be determined by
initially identifying the aerial and stratigraphic extents of the local geology,
and then by performing a site-specific search of fossil locality records and
peer-reviewed literature, as appropriate, by a qualified professional
paleontologist, established state clearinghouse such as the UCMP, and/or
by an established paleontological repository. A field survey by a qualified
professional paleontologist to assess the paleontological sensitivity of the
project area may be warranted if the preliminary review is inconclusive.
• If a project is found to contain or be in the near vicinity of previously
identified paleo- resources, to be located within an area of high, moderate,
or undetermined paleontological resource sensitivity, or to be near a known
unique geological feature, the project sponsor and/or implementing agency
shall retain a qualified professional paleontologist prior to construction to
conduct a survey, as warranted, to locate surface fossil concentrations and
to assess the sensitivity of the project area for unique paleontological
resources or geologic features. After completion of the survey, the qualified
paleontologist will complete a technical report documenting the results of all
work, and include any recommended mitigation recommendations specific
to the project. This study shall comply with standards in the industry such
as the Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse
Impacts to Nonrenewable Paleontological Resources (SVP, 2010) and
applicable regulations.
• If the study indicates the project area is located in an area rich with
paleontological resources or geologic features, the study may recommend
that the project sponsor and/or implementing agency retain a qualified
paleontologist to prepare a Paleontology Mitigation Plan and monitor
subsurface disturbance, such as grading, excavation, and trenching.
Construction protocols to ensure that contractors take appropriate
measures to avoid destroying fossil materials discovered during
construction shall also be established by the project sponsor and/or
implementing agency.
• Any area of known unique paleontological resources within a project area
shall be avoided during construction if feasible. If avoidance of known
resources is infeasible or a project has been identified as potentially directly
or indirectly impacting, damaging or destroying a unique paleontological
resource, treatment measures for nonrenewable unique paleontological
resources or unique geologic features may include appropriate
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documentation and/or salvage measures for fossils, microfossils, or matrix
in consultation with the project sponsor and/or implementing agency.
Treatment shall comply with regulatory requirements. Measures may
include plans for sampling and data recovery. All final documentation of
mitigation treatment for paleontological resources to be impacted by the
project shall be approved by the project sponsor and/or implementing
agency prior to the initiation of any project ground-disturbing activities.
If fossils or other paleontological resources are encountered during
construction, all work shall be halted within a minimum 30-foot radius of the
find and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted to examine the find
and evaluate its significance. If the find is deemed to have significant
scientific value, the paleontologist and the project sponsor and/or
implementing agency shall coordinate with the property owner to formulate
a plan to either avoid impacts, document the resource, or to continue
construction without disturbing the integrity of the find (e.g., by excavating
the material containing the resources). Consistent with regulatory
requirements, recommendations determined by the qualified professional
paleontologist, project sponsor, and/or implementing agency to be
necessary and feasible shall be implemented before construction activities
can resume at the site where the paleontological resources were
discovered.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-4 would result
in the preparation of project-specific paleontological resource inventories consistent
with industry protocol summarized above that encourages avoidance and
minimization of impacts. Implementation of this measure would also ensure that
unknown subsurface resources are properly protected and assessed if discovered.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CR-5: Conduct project-specific consultation with traditionally and
culturally affiliated California Native American tribes to identify tribal cultural resources
(TCR) and implement project-specific mitigation.
If the implementing agency determines that a project may cause a substantial adverse
change to a TCR, and measures are not otherwise identified in the consultation process
under Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.2, the following mitigation measures
described at Public Resources Code Section 21084.3 shall be implemented, where feasible
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and necessary, to address site-specific impacts in order to avoid or minimize the significant
adverse impacts:
•

•

•

•

Avoidance and preservation of the TCRs in place, including, but not limited
to, planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural
and natural context, or planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to
incorporate the resources with culturally appropriate protection and
management criteria;
Treating the TCR with culturally appropriate dignity taking into account the
tribal cultural values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited
to: protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource; or
protecting the traditional use of the resource; protecting the confidentiality
of the resource;
Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with
culturally appropriate management criteria for the purposes of preserving or
utilizing the resources or places; or
Protecting the resource.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-5 would result
in tribal consultation, and mitigation including resource avoidance, dignified
resource treatment, and/or resource protection consistent with local, state, and
federal requirements.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CR-6: Reduce visibility or accessibility of tribal cultural resources.
Measures that shall be implemented for projects that have a NOP, ND, or MND filed on or
after July 1, 2015 include:
•

The project sponsor and/or implementing agency shall determine whether
or not implementation of a project will indirectly impact TCRs by increasing
public visibility and ease of access. Increased visibility and accessibility may
place a TCR in danger of disturbance, alteration, or destruction via
vandalism, unauthorized collection of artifacts, or destruction (intentional or
unintentional) of features, traditional resources, or traditional use of a TCR.
If so, the project sponsor and/or implementing agency shall take measures
to reduce the visibility or accessibility of the TCR to the public. Visibility of
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the resource can be reduced through the use of decorative walls or
vegetation screening. Accessibility can be reduced by installing fencing or
vegetation barriers, particularly noxious vegetation such as poison oak or
blackberry bushes. It is important to avoid creating an attractive nuisance
when protecting TCRs. Conspicuous walls or signs indicating that an area
is restricted may result in more attempts to access the excluded area.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-6 would
ensure that TCRs that may be indirectly at risk due to increased public visibility and
ease of access are protected through the use of walls or vegetation screening to
reduce visibility and installation of fencing or vegetation barriers to reduce
accessibility.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure ENE-1: Require new development to provide necessary infrastructure
to charge electric vehicles.
To address this impact, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts, the
lead agency shall (1.) require all new single-family residential developments to install
conduit necessary for the installation of charging infrastructure for electric vehicles for the
use and charging of electric vehicles at the place of residence; and, (2.) require all new
multi-family residential developments to install both necessary conduit and charging
equipment for electric vehicles. All charging infrastructure and equipment shall be sufficient
to meet or exceed electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) installation requirements of
CALGreen Tier 1.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure ENE-1 would
ensure that new development provides necessary infrastructure for charging electric
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vehicles, including conduits and charging equipment, sufficient to meet or exceed
CALGreen Tier 1 requirements.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure ENE-2: Require new development to comply with local GHG reduction
plans that contain measures identified in the Scoping Plan.
The implementing agency should require development and transportation projects to
comply with locally-adopted GHG reduction plans that, at a minimum, specifically address
measures in the Scoping Plan aimed at reducing GHG emissions. Local plans should
include local targets to help the state achieve the AB 32 goal of reducing 5 MMtCO 2 e
from cities and counties, which also will result in reduced reliance on oil and natural gas
from residential, commercial, industrial, and public land uses, as well as transportation.
If a local GHG reduction plan does not exist, the jurisdiction should adopt a plan with the
foregoing features and apply such plan to new development projects.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure ENE-2 would
require development to be consistent with local GHG reduction plans and that these
plans should contain local targets for achieving AB 32 goals. If a local GHG
reduction plan does not exist then the jurisdiction is encouraged to adopt one.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Reduce soil erosion and loss of topsoil through erosion
control mitigation and SWPPP.
The implementing agency shall require the development and implementation of detailed
erosion control measures, consistent with the CBC and UBC regulations and guidelines
and/or local NPDES, to address erosion control specific to the project site; revegetate sites
to minimize soil loss and prevent significant soil erosion; avoid construction on unstable
slopes and other areas subject to soil erosion where possible; require management
techniques that minimize soil loss and erosion; manage grading to maximize the capture
and retention of water runoff through ditches, trenches, siltation ponds, or similar measures;
and minimize erosion through adopted protocols and standards in the industry. The
implementing agency should also require land use and transportation projects to comply
with locally adopted grading, erosion, and/or sediment control ordinances beginning when
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any preconstruction or construction-related grading or soil storage first occurs, until all final
improvements are completed.
If a local grading, erosion, and/or sediment control ordinance or other applicable plans or
regulations do not exist, the jurisdiction should adopt ordinances substantially addressing
the foregoing features and apply those ordinances to new development projects.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would
require the development of project-specific erosion control measures, revegetation
of the site to minimize soil loss and prevent significant soil erosion, avoidance of
construction on unstable or erosive slopes, site management to minimize soil loss
and prevent erosion, grading to capture and retain water runoff on site, and other
measures to minimize erosion. Implementation of this measure would ensure
compliance with local grading, erosion, and sediment control ordinances and
encourages the development of such ordinances if they do not exist.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would
require the development of project-specific erosion control measures, revegetation
of the site to minimize soil loss and prevent significant soil erosion, avoidance of
construction on unstable or erosive slopes, site management to minimize soil loss
and prevent erosion, grading to capture and retain water runoff on site, and other
measures to minimize erosion. Implementation of this measure would ensure
compliance with local grading, erosion, and sediment control ordinances and
encourages the development of such ordinances if they do not exist.
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Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Reduce the loss of availability of a designated mineral
resource.
The implementing agency shall protect against the loss of availability of a designated
mineral resource through identification of locations with designated mineral resources and
adoption and implementation of policies to conserve land that is most suitable for mineral
resource extraction from development of incompatible uses.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-3 would
result in identification of mineral resources designated by the state as having
regional or statewide significance, and protection of that land from development of
incompatible uses.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Reduce the impacts to the public and the environment from
the reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials by requiring implementation of best practice safety standards
regarding crude oil transport.
SACOG, in commenting on several specific projects and on federal rulemaking, has
identified numerous measures to mitigate the impacts of crude oil shipments by rail. These
include, but are not limited to, the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Removal of the most volatile elements, including flammable natural gas
liquids, prior to shipment.
More stringent tank car safety standards.
Improved rail transportation route analysis, and modification of routes
based on that analysis.
Utilization of the best available inspection equipment and protocols, and
implementation of positive train control.
Reduced train car speeds to 40 miles per hour when passing through
urbanized areas of any size.
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•
•

•

•
•

Limitations on storage of crude oil tank cars in urbanized areas of any size
and provide appropriate security in storage yards for all shipments.
Advance notification to county and city emergency operations offices of all
crude oil shipments, including a contact number that can provide real-time
information in the event of an oil train derailment or accident.
Quarterly hazardous commodity flow information, including classification
and characterization of materials being transported, to all first response
agencies (49 Code Fed. Regs. 15.5) along the mainline rail routes used by
trains carrying crude oil identified.
Funding for training and outfitting emergency response crews that includes
the cost of backfilling personnel while in training.
Annual emergency responses scenario/field based training including
Emergency Operations Center Training activations with local emergency
response agencies.

Timing/Milestone: This mitigation measure is within the jurisdiction of state and
federal regulatory agencies, railroad carriers, and local agencies approving crude oil
by rail projects.
Responsibility for Oversight: See Timing/Milestone.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: See Timing/Milestone.
Responsibility for Implementation: See Timing/Milestone.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Determine if project sites are included on a government list
of hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.
For any listed sites or sites that have the potential for residual hazardous materials as a
result of historic land uses, project proponents shall prepare a Phase I ESA that meets
ASTM standards. For any sites that are not listed and do not have the potential for residual
hazardous materials as a result of historic land uses, no action is required unless unknown
hazards are discovered during development. In that case, the implementing agency shall
discontinue development until DTSC, RWQCB, local air district, and/or other responsible
agency issues a determination, which would likely require a Phase 1 ESA as part of the
assessment. Projects preparing a Phase I ESA, where required, shall fully implement the
recommendations contained in the report. If a Phase I ESA indicates the presence or likely
presence of contamination, the project proponent shall require a Phase II ESA, and
recommendations of the Phase II ESA shall be fully implemented.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
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documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would
result in the preparation of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that
meets industry standards for project sites that appear on government lists of
hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and for
project sites that have the potential to contain residual hazardous materials and/or
waste as a result of location and/or prior uses or are found to contain unknown
hazards. As a part of this mitigation, the recommendations of the Phase I ESA are
to be implemented including preparation, if appropriate, of a Phase II ESA, and
implementation of recommendations contained in that report.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3: Implement state and local requirements for ongoing
emergency evacuation planning.
Implementing agencies shall require implementation of state and local requirements
regarding evacuation planning and application of recommended applicable mitigation
measures as defined by state and local agencies. Examples of mitigation measures should
include, but are not limited to, the following:
•
•

•

Continue to coordinate locally and regionally based on ongoing review and
integration of projected transportation and circulation conditions;
Develop new methods of conveying projected and real time information to
citizens using emerging electronic communication tools including social
media and cellular networks; and
Continue to evaluate lifeline routes for movement of emergency supplies
and evacuation.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would
ensure that state and local requirements regarding evacuation planning and
application of applicable mitigation measures are implemented, as well as ensure
local and regional coordination regarding transportation and circulation,
development of new methods of conveying real time emergency information, and
continued evaluation of lifeline evacuation routes.
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Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HYD‐1: Manage stormwater runoff and other surface drainage.
Measures that shall be implemented at a project-level, where feasible and necessary to
address site-specific impacts, to reduce the impacts to hydrological resources, include
but are not limited to:
•

•

The implementing agency should require projects to direct stormwater runoff and other surface drainage into an adequate on-site system or into a
municipal system with capacity to accept the project drainage. This should
be demonstrated by requiring consistency with local stormwater drainage
master plans or a project-specific drainage analysis satisfactory to the
jurisdiction’s engineer of record.
The implementing agency should develop and implement best
management practices (BMPs) for control of stormwater associated with
rural residential development not otherwise subject to other runoff and water
quality control requirements.

This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1 would
ensure that projects direct stormwater run-off and other surface drainage into an
adequate on-site system or into a municipal system with capacity to accept the
project drainage, demonstrated by requiring consistency with local stormwater
drainage master plans or a project-specific drainage analysis satisfactory to the
jurisdiction’s engineer of record and that best management practices (BMPs) for
control of stormwater associated with rural residential development not otherwise
subject to other runoff and water quality control requirements are implemented.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HYD‐2: Use best management practices to treat water quality.
The implementing agency should require the use of BMPs or equivalent measures to treat
water quality on-site, prior to leaving the project site, and/or at the municipal system as
necessary to achieve local or other applicable standards. This should be demonstrated by
requiring consistency with local standards and practices for water quality control and
management of erosion and sedimentation, and/or other applicable standards, including
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the CBC and UBC regulations and guidelines and/or local NPDES. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 will also help mitigate this impact.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-2 ensures
the use of BMPs or equivalent measures to treat water quality at on-site basins, prior
to leaving the project site, and/or at the municipal system as necessary to achieve
local or other applicable standards, demonstrated by requiring consistency with local
standards and practices for water quality control and management of erosion and
sedimentation, and/or other applicable standards, including the CBC and UBC
regulations and guidelines and/or local NPDES.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HYD‐3: Implement Mitigation Measure GEO‐1 (Reduce soil erosion
and loss of topsoil through erosion control mitigation and SWPPP).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-3 would
require the development of project-specific erosion control measures, revegetation
of the site to minimize soil loss and prevent significant soil erosion, avoidance of
construction on unstable or erosive slopes, site management to minimize soil loss
and prevent erosion, grading to capture and retain water runoff on site, and other
measures to minimize erosion. Implementation of this measure would ensure
compliance with local grading, erosion, and sediment control ordinances and
encourages the development of such ordinances if they do not exist.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
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Mitigation Measure HYD-4: Conduct hydrology studies for projects in floodplains.
The implementing agency should conduct or require project-specific hydrology studies for
projects proposed to be constructed within floodplains to demonstrate compliance with
applicable federal, state, and local agency flood-control regulations. These studies should
identify project design features or measures that reduce impacts to either floodplains or
flood flows to a less than significant level.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-4 would
ensure that project-specific hydrology studies are prepared for projects proposed to
be constructed within floodplains to demonstrate compliance with applicable federal,
state, and local agency flood-control regulations. These studies would identify
project design features or mitigation measures that reduce impacts to either
floodplains or flood flows to levels consistent with federal, state, and local regulations
and laws related to development in the floodplain.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HYD-5: Implement Mitigation Measure PS‐1.
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-5 would
ensure adequate public services and utilities will be available to satisfy levels
identified in local general plans or relevant service master plans.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HYD-6: In areas of existing or potential future land subsidence due to
groundwater pumping, establish cooperative regional relationships to define and manage
sustainable yield.
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Implementing agencies shall establish cooperative, comprehensive regional relationships
with appropriate water supply planning agencies to define and manage the groundwater
sustainable yield in areas of existing or potentially unsustainable groundwater use. At a
minimum this effort should involve the following:
1. Determine how growth and development will document compliance with current
regulations related to sustainable groundwater use;
2. Establish cooperative agreements within groundwater basins to study and define
sustainable yield, undertake regular monitoring, and reach agreement regarding
management of groundwater withdrawal pursuant to sustainable yield objectives;
3. Develop and implement recharge programs in areas where land subsidence is, or
is likely to become, a problem;
4. Cooperate regionally to consider use of surface water resources; and
5. Ensure that new land uses do not exacerbate the potential for groundwater
overpumping and land subsidence, and strive to avoid increases in subsidence.
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-6 would
ensure that compliance with current regulations related to sustainable groundwater
use is documented, cooperative regional relationships are established within
groundwater basins to define and manage sustainable yield in areas where
subsidence is or may be a problem, recharge programs are developed and
implemented, cooperative use of surface water resources is considered , and new
land uses do not exacerbate groundwater overpumping and subsidence, among
other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HYD-7: Implement Mitigation Measure HYD-2.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-7 ensures
the use of BMPs or equivalent measures to treat water quality at on-site basins, prior
to leaving the project site, and/or at the municipal system as necessary to achieve
local or other applicable standards, demonstrated by requiring consistency with local
standards and practices for water quality control and management of erosion and
sedimentation, and/or other applicable standards, including the CBC and UBC
regulations and guidelines and/or local NPDES.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure HYD-8: Implement Mitigation Measure HYD-2.
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-8 ensures
the use of BMPs or equivalent measures to treat water quality at on-site basins, prior
to leaving the project site, and/or at the municipal system as necessary to achieve
local or other applicable standards, demonstrated by requiring consistency with local
standards and practices for water quality control and management of erosion and
sedimentation, and/or other applicable standards, including the CBC and UBC
regulations and guidelines and/or local NPDES.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Employ measures to reduce noise from new land uses and
transportation projects.
For projects that have not undergone previous noise study and that exceed acceptable
noise thresholds, the implementing agency should conduct a project-level evaluation of
noise impacts in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local noise standards.
Where significant impacts are identified, applicable mitigation measures shall be
implemented, to reduce noise to be in compliance with applicable noise standards.
Measurements that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address sitespecific impacts, include but are not limited to:
•

constructing barriers in the form of sound walls, buildings, or earth berms to
attenuate noise at adjacent residences;
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•

•

•
•
•

using land use planning measures, such as zoning, restrictions on
development, site design, and buffers to ensure that future development is
compatible with adjacent transportation facilities and land uses;
constructing roadways so that they are depressed below-grade of the
existing sensitive land uses to create an effective barrier between new
roadway lanes, roadways, rail lines, transit centers, park-n-ride lots, and
other new noise generating facilities;
maximizing the distance between noise-sensitive land uses and new noisegenerating facilities and transportation systems;
improving the acoustical insulation of dwelling units where setbacks and
sound barriers do not sufficiently reduce noise; and
using rubberized asphalt or “quiet pavement” to reduce road noise for new
roadway segments, roadways in which widening or other modifications
require re-pavement, or normal reconstruction of roadways where repavement is planned.

This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would
result in a project-level evaluation of noise impacts in accordance with applicable
standards and implementation of measures identified above, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure NOI-2: Employ vibration-reducing measures on new and expanded
rail systems.
The implementing agency shall require project proponents to undertake a detailed
evaluation of vibration and groundborne noise impacts and identify project-specific
mitigation measures, as necessary to reduce vibration to a level that is in compliance with
applicable local standards or FTA standards. Measures that shall be implemented, where
feasible and necessary to address site-specific conditions in order to minimize the effects
of vibration and groundborne noise from rail operations include but are not limited to:
•

•

complying with all applicable local vibration and groundborne noise
standards, or in the absence of such local standards, comply with FTA
vibration and groundborne noise standards.
maximizing the distance between tracks and sensitive uses;
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•
•
•
•

conducting rail grinding on a regular basis to keep tracks smooth;
conducting wheel truing to re-contour wheels to provide a smooth running
surface and removing wheel flats;
providing special track support systems such as floating slabs, resiliently
supported ties, high-resilience fasteners, and ballast mats; and
implementing operational changes such as limiting train speed and
reducing nighttime operations.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-2 would
result in a project-level evaluation of noise impacts in accordance with applicable
standards and implementation of measures identified above, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure NOI-3: Reduce noise, vibration, and groundborne noise generated by
construction activities.
Measures that shall be implemented to reduce noise, vibration, and groundborne noise
generated by construction activities, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific
considerations, include but are not limited to:
•
•

•
•

•

restrict construction activities to permitted hours in accordance with local
jurisdiction regulations;
properly maintain construction equipment and outfit construction equipment
with the best available noise suppression devices (e.g., mufflers, silencers,
wraps);
prohibit idling of construction equipment for extended periods of time in the
vicinity of sensitive receptors;
locate stationary equipment such as generators, compressors, rock
crushers, and cement mixers as far from sensitive receptors as possible;
and
predrill pile holes to the maximum feasible depth, provided that pile driving
is necessary for construction.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
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Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-3 would
result in limited hours of construction, properly maintained equipment with available
noise suppression devices, controls on vehicle idling near sensitive receptors,
location of stationary equipment such as generators, compressors, rock crushers,
and cement mixers away from sensitive receptors, and pre-drilling of piles holes to
the maximum feasible depth, among other things.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure PS-1: Ensure adequate public services and utilities will be available
to satisfy applicable service levels.
The implementing agency shall ensure that public services and utilities will be available to
meet or satisfy applicable service levels. This shall be documented in the form of a capacity
analysis or provider will-serve letter.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-1 would
ensure adequate public services and utilities will be available to satisfy applicable
service levels.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure PS-2: Implement the construction-related mitigation measures
identified in other chapters of the MTP/SCS EIR.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure PS-2 would
ensure that construction of public service facilities is consistent with applicable
federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure TRN-1: Strategies to support the movement of agricultural products
on rural roadways near growth areas.
Implementing agencies shall require implementation of best practice goods movement
standards regarding agricultural products transport and apply recommended applicable
mitigation measures as defined by state and federal agencies for new growth in Developing
Communities or Rural Residential Communities. Examples of mitigation measures should
include, but are not limited to, the following:
To reduce the impacts to the movement of agricultural products on rural roadways related
to land use and transportation changes from the implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS,
one or more of the following measures shall be implemented by local agencies for new
growth in Developing Communities or Rural Residential Communities.
•

Consider access needs for agricultural uses in the site design and phasing
of development adjacent to rural roads. Balancing the needs from increased
passenger vehicle travel in Developing Communities with the preservation
of key access points for trucks and agricultural equipment can increase safe
and efficient agricultural operations.

•

Prioritize safety and design improvements along rural roadways that are
important farm-to-market routes and projected to accommodate future
traffic increases from growth in Developing Communities and Rural
Residential areas. Focusing available local funding on improvements to
make these roadways consistent with local design standards (such as
horizontal curvature, site distance, etc.) improves safety and reduces
friction between agricultural operations, trucks, and passenger vehicles on
the corridors with the greatest need.
o Reduce the growth in passenger vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in
Developing Communities and Rural Residential areas through
increased local investments in transit and non-motorized
improvements. Implementing transportation demand management
strategies identified in Mitigation Measure TRN 2 that divert some
single occupancy auto trips to alternative modes reduces friction with
travel for agricultural operations along rural roadways.

Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight:

Implementing/lead agency.

Compliance will be
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reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
If found to be feasible by the
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-1 would
result in the implementation of best practice goods movement standards for
transport of agricultural products including implementation of the measures listed
above in developing and rural residential communities.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure TRN-2: Apply best practice strategies to reduce the localized impact
from construction activities on the transportation system.
Implementing agencies shall require implementation of best practice strategies regarding
construction activities on the transportation system impacts and apply recommended
applicable mitigation measures as defined by state and federal agencies. Examples of
mitigation measures should include, but are not limited to, the following:
•

Apply special construction techniques to minimize impacts to traffic flow and provide
adequate access to important destinations in the area.

•

Develop circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts to local street impacts from
construction activity on nearby major arterials. This may include the use of signing
and flagging to guide vehicles through and/or around the construction zone.

•

Establish truck “usage” routes that minimize truck traffic on local roadways to the
extent possible.

•

Schedule truck trips outside of peak morning and evening commute hours.

•

Route truck trips to avoid roadway segments with at risk or failed pavement
conditions.

•

Limit the number of lane closures during peak hours to the extent possible.

•

Identify detours for bicycles and pedestrians in all areas potentially affected by
project construction and provide adequate signage to mark these routes.

•

Install traffic control devices as specified in the California Department of
Transportation Manual of Traffic Controls for Construction and Maintenance Work
Zones.

•

Develop and implement access plans for potentially impacted local services such as
police and fire stations, transit stations, hospitals, schools and parks. The access
plans should be developed with the facility owner or administrator. To minimize
disruption of emergency vehicle access, affected jurisdictions should be asked to
identify detours for emergency vehicles, which will then be posted by the contractor.
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•

Store construction materials only in designated areas that minimize impacts to
nearby roadways.

•

Coordinate with local transit agencies for temporary relocation of routes or bus stops
in works zones, as necessary.

•

Conduct a public information campaign about how to use transit and other methods
to reduce single-occupant vehicle use.
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-2 would
result in the implementation of best practice strategies including implementation of
the measures listed above:
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.

Mitigation Measure USS-1: Implement Mitigation Measure PS-1.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure USS-1 would
ensure adequate public services and utilities will be available to satisfy applicable
service levels.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure USS-2: Implement Mitigation Measure PS-1.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
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Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure USS-2 would
ensure adequate public services and utilities will be available to satisfy applicable
service levels.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure USS-3: Perform project-level CEQA environmental review for new
wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and similar large utility facilities.
The implementing agency shall undertake project-level review, where feasible and as
necessary to address site-specific impacts, in order to provide CEQA clearance for new
wastewater treatment plants, landfills, and similar large utility facilities.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure USS-3 would
ensure project-level CEQA environmental review for new wastewater treatment
plants, landfills, and similar large utility facilities.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure USS-4: Implement the construction-related mitigation measures
identified in other chapters of the MTP/SCS EIR.
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
If found to be feasible by the
implementing/lead agency, implementation of Mitigation Measure USS-4 would
result in the implementation of other construction-related mitigation measures in
other chapters of the MTP/SCS EIR.
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Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CUM-1: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 3 (Aesthetics).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: See discussion of implementation of
Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-13.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CUM-2: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 4 (Agriculture and
Forestry Resources).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
Mitigation Measures AG-1 through AG-8.

See discussion of implementation of

Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and/or developer.
Mitigation Measure CUM-3: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 5 (Air Quality).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: See discussion of implementation of
Mitigation Measures AIR-1 through AIR-4.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
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Mitigation Measure CUM-4: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 6 (Biological
Resources).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: See discussion of implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
Mitigation Measure CUM-5: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 7 (Cultural and
Paleontological Resources).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-6.

See discussion of implementation of

Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
Mitigation Measure CUM-10: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 11 (Hydrology
and Water Quality).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: See discussion of implementation of
Mitigation Measures HYD-1 through HYD-8.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
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Mitigation Measure CUM‐12: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 13 (Noise).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: See discussion of implementation of
Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
Mitigation Measure CUM-14: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 15 (Public
Services and Recreation).
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
Timing/Milestone:
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
Mitigation Measures PS-1 and PS-2.

See discussion of implementation of

Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
Mitigation Measure CUM-16: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 17 (Utilities and
Service Systems).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure: See discussion of implementation of
Mitigation Measures USS-1 through USS-4.
Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
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Mitigation Measure CUM‐19: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 17 (Utilities and
Service Systems, Solid Waste).
Timing/Milestone:
This mitigation measure will be considered by the
implementing/lead agency for applicability at the project level.
Responsibility for Oversight: Implementing/lead agency. Compliance will be
reflected in subsequent CEQA compliance documents, including Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) or other tiered CEQA
documents prepared for projects in the MTP/SCS.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure:
Mitigation Measures USS-3 and USS-4.

See discussion of implementation of

Responsibility for Implementation: Implementing/lead agency and developer.
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