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executive summary

executive summary
This report provides a background summary of
focus groups conducted with environmental justice

PROCESS FOR CONDUCTING FOCUS
GROUPS

groups for the update of SACOG’s 2035 Metropolitan

In 2007, SACOG worked with the National Research

Transportation Plan.

Center, Inc. (NRC) to develop an outreach methodology based upon the Federal deﬁnition of environmental

SACRAMENTO AREA
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SACOG)

justice populations and U.S. Census 2000 region-wide

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)

convened eight focus groups with different environ-

is an association of local governments in the six-county

mental justice populations across the region to pro-

Sacramento region. Its members include the counties of

vide input to SACOG’s transportation planning efforts.

El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba, as

SACOG wanted an approach for the 2010 MTP 2035

well as 22 cities. SACOG provides transportation plan-

update to mirror the 2007 methodology for gathering

ning and funding for the region, and serves as a forum

input from traditionally underrepresented groups and

for the study and resolution of regional issues. SACOG

allow comparison of results.

is overseen by directors chosen from the elected boards
of its member governments.
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN
(MTP) 2035
The MTP 2035 is a long-term plan for transportation
improvements in the six-county region that is updated
every four years. The Plan seeks to enhance the quality
of life and economic health of the Sacramento region
by ensuring access to jobs, school, entertainment, recreation and critical services with a transportation system of
roads, transit, bikeways and sidewalks. Local transportation improvements must be included in the regional

racial/ethnic data. In that process, NRC and SACOG

Consistent with the number, composition and location
of the 2007 focus groups, eight focus groups were held
in 2010, as follows:
• Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, with
Sacramento
Vietnamese/Mandarin interpreter
• African American, In English

Sacramento

• Low Income #1, in English

Yuba City

• Low Income #2, in English

Sacramento

• Native American/American
Indian, in English

Sacramento

• Hispanic/Latino #1, in Spanish

Sacramento

• Hispanic/Latino #2, in Spanish

Woodland

• Low Income #3, in English

Placerville

MTP to receive state and federal funding.
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The consulting ﬁrm MIG, Inc. worked closely with SACOG
and conducted outreach to recruit and conﬁrm low
income, minority and limited-English proﬁciency persons
to participate in the focus groups. MIG used the following
recruitment methods for focus group participants: job
postings on the region’s CraigsList.org website in English
and Spanish; an on-line participant screening survey;
community-based organization postings and working
through networks; and participant screening phone calls.
A total of 89 people participated in the eight focus
group sessions. All groups included a variety of ages,
occupations, education levels, and primary travel modes.
Facilitators for each focus group followed the same
format to maintain consistency on how each meeting was
conducted.
KEY FINDINGS OF FOCUS GROUPS
Living in Sacramento
• Participants in all focus groups appreciate the following
positive aspects of the Sacramento region: small town
feel and close-knit community; centrally located; high
quality parks, community centers and schools; and
travel opportunities, transit options and roads.
• Most participants drive or take public transit on a daily
basis.
Perceptions of the Existing Transportation System
• Participants in all focus groups said they have seen an
increase in the amount of trafﬁc and congestion during
peak commute hours in recent years; and a reduction
in bus routes, hours of operation and frequency, while
transit fares have increased.
• Some participants have started to drive, walk or bike
because transit is unavailable, and/or they cannot
afford or do not have the time to take the bus or light
rail.

ii
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• Participants described the following transportation
system successes:
o Driving is convenient and affordable if you live near
the freeway or in rural areas and avoid commute
trafﬁc.
o Increased security, new shelters and regular
maintenance at transit stations and on trains deter
criminal activity.
o New bike lanes and infrastructure improvements
on urban and rural streets provide opportunities for
bicyclists.
o Sidewalk improvements make a signiﬁcant
difference.
• Participants described the following transportation
system issues:
o The existing road system does not link cities
and communities; there are gaps in connectivity
throughout the region.
o Participants in Sacramento-based focus groups
expressed frustration regarding bus and light rail
fare increases, elimination of Regional Transit’s free
transfer pass, and reduced operating hours and
cancelled bus routes.
o Transit fares and parking lot fees are unaffordable
for many people, according to most participants.
o Bus and light rail are unreliable and late;
participants shared experiences of waiting for hours
for transit.
o Bus transit and light rail routes and schedules are
not coordinated properly.
o Operating hours should be extended on weekdays
and weekends.
o Bicycle safety on roads is a concern for participants.
Issues noted include the narrow width of
Sacramento urban streets and bicycle lanes, bicycle
lane proximity to vehicle lanes, a need for more
bicycle lanes, and the absence of road shoulders in
the Placerville area.
o There are not enough sidewalks in the region for
pedestrians.

executive summary

Access and Barriers
• Participants are encouraged to use transit, walk, bike,
or share rides, and drive less when:
o Transit takes them where they need to go and is
safe.
o Transit is affordable, convenient and frequent.
o Transit, bicycling and walking are enjoyable.
o There are available transit, bicycle, and walking
facilities and amenities.
o They live in mixed-use neighborhoods.
o They are motivated by environmental and/or health
consciousness.
• Participants identiﬁed speciﬁc places and the barriers
that prevent them from traveling by public transit,
bicycle and on foot to work, food and clothing
shopping, entertainment, and to visit family and
friends. These barriers include:
o There is no public transit service to desired
destinations.
o Bus stop and light rail stations are inconvenient.
o Public transit, biking or walking takes too much
time.
o Public transit is unaffordable.
Opportunities
• Participants identiﬁed transportation gap solutions
including:
o Improve connectivity between freeway networks
and improve access to freeways.
o Use shuttles to serve local neighborhoods and rural
areas, and transport people from their homes to
central bus stops; determine the most strategic
places to locate shuttle stops.
o Reduce transit fares (especially for seniors, youth
and low income riders) and reinstate RT transfer
passes.
o Extend public transit operating hours on the
evenings and weekends.
o Restore all bus routes and expand routes to
connect regionally and serve between cities, the
airport and shopping centers.
o Initiate a bike share program in the region.
o Increase the number of crosswalks in the
Sacramento region.

• Participants provided feedback regarding potential and
current supplemental services to meet transportation
needs in the region, as follows:
o In general, participants were supportive of a car
share program in the Sacramento region. Many
participants requested clariﬁcation regarding the
program’s general concept, fee and insurance
requirements.
o If the program is secure and personal insurance is
protected, loaning a car to a car share organization
could be viable.
o There is an opportunity for neighborhood rideshare
programs in some urban areas.
o Some participants used taxi services, though
expensive, as an occasional transportation mode.
o Some participants ﬁnd that renting a car is
sometimes useful or necessary.
Future Funding Priorities and Vision
• Participants were asked to prioritize funding resources
to improve transportation options in the Sacramento
region. Participants prioritized projects to provide
bicycle lanes, sidewalks and safer neighborhood
streets, to improve public transit services, and to ﬁx
local streets and roads.
• Participants were asked to imagine themselves,
their family and the Sacramento region in 20 years.
Predictions and hopes for the region’s future
transportation system included:
o The Sacramento region will support a
comprehensive transportation system that provides
transportation opportunities throughout the region.
o There will be positive improvements in public transit
services, road, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
NEXT STEPS
SACOG will review the results of the focus groups
and consider how to address participants’ issues and
suggestions, along with public input from other sources,
in the update of the MTP 2035.
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introduction

CHAPTER ONE

introduction
This report provides a background summary of focus

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN

groups conducted with environmental justice populations

The MTP 2035 is a long-term plan for transportation

for the update of SACOG’s 2035 Metropolitan

improvements in the six-county region. The MTP is

Transportation Plan. The report describes the process

updated every four years. The Plan seeks to enhance the

for conducting the eight focus groups; summarizes the

quality of life and economic health of the Sacramento

results of the community input; and compares results to

region by ensuring access to jobs, school, entertainment,

input received by SACOG in 2007. Where possible, the

recreation and critical services with a transportation

report also documents speciﬁc input from the different

system of roads, transit, bikeways and sidewalks. Local

environmental justice groups.

transportation improvements must be included in the

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
(SACOG)

regional MTP to receive state and federal funding.

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)

SACOG’S CURRENT ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
OUTREACH EFFORTS

is an association of local governments in the six-county

SACOG Executive Order 12898 describes SACOG’s

Sacramento region. Its members include the counties of El

commitment to environmental justice outreach and

Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba, as well

analysis in the MTP and other SACOG projects. (See

as 22 cities. SACOG provides transportation planning and

Appendix G for complete text.)

funding for the region, and serves as a forum for the study
and resolution of regional issues. SACOG is overseen by

As an example, development of the MTP 2035 included

directors chosen from the elected boards of its member

an 18-month public priority-setting process to identify a

governments.

list of transportation improvement projects to best meet
the needs of the region as a whole. In early 2010, SACOG

SACOG endeavors to link transportation and land

embarked on a comprehensive outreach plan for the MTP

development more closely through the Sacramento

2035. SACOG hosted focus groups with a broad range of

Regional Blueprint, a vision for growth adopted in 2004.

community stakeholders, including environmental justice

The Blueprint promotes compact, mixed-use development

groups, to gather input on priorities for performance

and more transit choices as an alternative to low density

indicators in the summer of 2010. In October 2010,

development, and through implementation activities

SACOG hosted nine community workshops in El Dorado,

including the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2035

Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties to

and the Rural Urban Connections Strategy.

solicit input regarding transportation in the Sacramento

E N V I R O N M E N TA L J U S T I C E F O C U S G R O U P S U M M A RY

|

1

chapter one

region. In November 2010, the eight environmental

The feedback received from these eight focus groups will:

justice focus groups described in this report provided

inform SACOG’s MTP 2035 update; provide Caltrans with

an opportunity for traditionally underrepresented

a key perspective of issues and challenges in the State

low income, minority and limited-English proﬁciency

Highway System; help the region’s transportation system

community members to offer more detailed feedback

respond better to the needs of people who are low-

regarding the region’s transportation system.

income, identify as an ethnic minority and/or who speak
languages other than English; and help improve access to

PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
OUTREACH
SACOG seeks to increase the breadth and depth
of community participation from those typically not
engaged early in planning processes. By reaching out to
environmental justice communities, SACOG gains a better
understanding of the unique transportation needs of
speciﬁc ethnic and low-income communities.
As part of the innovative outreach for the MTP 2035, and
sponsored through a Public Participation Engagement
Contract grant from Caltrans District 3, SACOG hosted
eight focus groups during November 2010. These focus
groups were held to solicit feedback from environmental
justice populations on current travel behavior; perceptions
of the region’s transportation system, including roadways,
public transportation, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities;
and potential and preferred transportation system
improvements.
Comparing the results of this outreach process with those
of a similar effort in 2007 will help SACOG determine if
behavior and perceptions among environmental justice
populations have changed over the past few years, and
if they have been inﬂuenced by the economic recession.
Results will also enable SACOG and Caltrans to better
understand the transportation needs of such communities
since the economic downturn and to promote
partnerships and transparency in planning. These regional
partnerships also help lay the groundwork for Caltrans’
future roadway improvement outreach processes.

2
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services regardless of race, language or national origin.
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process for conducting focus groups
In 2007, SACOG worked with the National Research

The focus groups were consistent with the number,

Center, Inc. (NRC) to develop an outreach methodology

composition and location of the 2007 focus groups. In

based upon the Federal deﬁnition of environmental

2010, eight focus groups were held, as follows:

justice populations and U.S. Census 2000 region-wide
racial/ethnic data. SACOG used U.S. Census 2000 data

• Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, with
Sacramento
Vietnamese/Mandarin interpreter

to identify racial/ethnic populations by county and to

• African American, In English

Sacramento

determine where these populations were located, paying

• Low Income #1, in English

Yuba City

particular attention to outlying areas in the region, in order

• Low Income #2, in English

Sacramento

to draw group participants from these populations. In that

Sacramento

process, NRC and SACOG convened eight focus groups

• Native American/American
Indian, in English

with different environmental justice populations across

• Hispanic/Latino #1, in Spanish

Sacramento

the region to provide input to SACOG’s transportation

• Hispanic/Latino #2, in Spanish

Woodland

planning efforts.

• Low Income #3, in English

Placerville

SACOG wanted the approach for the MTP 2035 update

The MIG team included facilitators who were Asian,

in 2010 to mirror the 2007 methodology and allow

African American, Native American, Hispanic and

comparison of results. With support from Caltrans and

Caucasian, so that the focus group facilitator was of the

the consulting ﬁrm MIG, Inc., SACOG determined that

same race/ethnicity as the focus group participants.

a similar focus group or small group discussion format
(about 10 to 15 people) would provide a comfortable

OUTREACH AND RECRUITMENT

setting to receive information and share comments. The

MIG worked closely with SACOG and conducted outreach

smaller group size would also help ensure that each

to recruit focus group participants using a variety of

member had an opportunity to speak and that meeting

methods.

interpreters were able to communicate easily with
participants.

Web-Based Recruitment Activities
Focus group outreach and recruitment was conducted

MIG, Inc. provided assistance to SACOG to recruit focus

by posting job announcements on CraigsList.org in the

group participants, provide meeting logistics support,

“etcetera jobs” category for approximately three weeks

facilitate the focus groups and record comments, and

prior to each focus group. The $60 participation stipend

analyze and report the results of the process.

E N V I R O N M E N TA L J U S T I C E F O C U S G R O U P S U M M A RY
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served as an attractive incentive. One job posting

Hispanic/Latino focus group opportunities in Woodland

advertised focus group dates and times conducted

and Sacramento to Chamber members and other

in English and the second, translated into Spanish,

Hispanic/Latino community members.

advertised meetings conducted in Spanish. (Both
announcements are included in Appendix B.)

The Consolidated Area Housing Authority of Sutter
County hosted the Low Income #1 focus group in

Announcements requested participation from

Yuba City. The Authority also posted focus group

Sacramento region residents in a study regarding regional

announcements throughout its affordable housing

transportation planning. Interested applicants were

complexes to recruit residents.

directed to select one meeting date and complete an
on-line survey to be considered for the requested focus
group.

Participant Screening Process
MIG ﬁelded inquiries from on-line applicants and over
the phone from interested parties who had learned of

Community-Based Organizations and Agencies

the focus group opportunities via newsletters or other

MIG also worked with multiple community-based

postings, or who did not have access to the internet.

organizations and agencies to recruit focus group

Postings listed a toll-free number for potential participants

participants with limited access to the Internet or who

to use.

rarely use on-line services.

On-line and phone applicants were required to complete

The Sacramento-based Asian Resources Center hosted

a survey to be considered as a focus group participant

the Asian-Paciﬁc Islander focus group, and 15 of the

and represent low-income, minority and/or limited-English

Center’s English as a Second Language (ESL) students

proﬁciency communities. The survey featured screening

participated in the focus group. The Center provided

questions that helped MIG determine if the applicant

a Mandarin/Vietnamese interpreter to work with the

met focus group criteria, including: race/ethnicity and

facilitator and recorder.

household income, plus gender, age, occupation,

Several key community contacts assisted in recruitment
for the Native American/American Indian focus group.

education level, and primary travel mode (to achieve a
balance within different groups).

Dr. Roselynn Lwenya, Environmental Resources Director

Based on 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-Year

with the Buena Vista Rancheria in Sacramento, announced

estimates, SACOG research staff determined an income

the opportunity to numerous Native American/American

threshold for Low Income focus group participants, as

Indian community service agencies and community

follows:

leaders. These leaders included Joseph Arthur with Tribal
Point and Naida Enriquez with the Sacramento Native
American Health Center, who both recruited focus group
participants from their client base.

• Yuba City Low Income

$28,453 and below

• Sacramento Low Income

$28,551 and below

• Placerville Low Income

$30,015 and below

A link to the survey was included in the CraigsList job

6

Ruby Maciel, Membership Manager at the Sacramento

announcement, and other applicants answered screening

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, announced

survey questions over the phone. Some participants

|
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did not formally apply and learned of the opportunity

Facilitators opened each focus group with welcoming

from family and/or friends, so an informal screening was

remarks and introduced the recorder. The facilitator brieﬂy

conducted by phone. Appendix B includes the screening

reviewed the agenda, shared the meeting purpose, and

survey.

introduced the meeting’s main discussion topics:

Qualiﬁed residents were invited to join the focus group.

• Current transportation in the area and region including
driving, taking transit, biking and walking.

They were sent a congratulatory email or received a
phone call that requested attendance conﬁrmation and
included directions to the designated meeting venue.

• Issues and barriers related to the transportation
system.
• Suggestions to improve the transportation system in
the near future.

FOCUS GROUP COMPOSITION
A total of 89 people participated in the eight focus
groups. All groups included a variety of ages,
occupations, education levels, and primary travel modes.

Participants were encouraged to actively participate and
be honest. They were reminded it was most important to
share their opinion, even if it was contrary to that of the
other group members, rather than to achieve consensus

The table on Page 8 summarizes the date and time,

on the discussion topics.

location, meeting language and number of participants of
each focus group.

A recorder took detailed notes and made an audio
recording of each meeting. The two Hispanic/Latino

FOCUS GROUP FORMAT
Facilitators for each focus group followed the same
format to maintain consistency on how each meeting was
conducted. Upon arrival, participants were asked to sign
in and were provided a nametag. Participants were then

focus groups were conducted and notes were recorded
in Spanish. At the Asian-Paciﬁc Islander focus group,
English-speaking facilitators and recorders worked closely
with the language interpreter to ensure each participant’s
comments were captured.

seated around a table. Regional maps were posted on a

Participants received a $60 stipend at the end of the

wall and used for a mapping exercise.

meeting and signed to conﬁrm receipt. If they conﬁrmed

The Low Income, African American and Native American
focus groups were conducted in English, the Asian-Paciﬁc
Islander focus group was conducted in Vietnamese and

attendance prior to the meeting, they received a check in
their name. Otherwise, participants received $60 in cash.
Refreshments were also available at each meeting.

Mandarin, and the two Hispanic/Latino groups were
conducted in Spanish. Meeting materials were available
in the focus group’s designated language(s). If an AsianPaciﬁc Islander participant wanted to make a comment
or ask a question, he or she could communicate with the
interpreter in Vietnamese or Mandarin, and the translator
would translate the comment or question into English
to be addressed by the facilitator. The facilitator and the
interpreter ensured that all focus group participants had
the ability to participate and voice their ideas.

E N V I R O N M E N TA L J U S T I C E F O C U S G R O U P S S U M M A RY

|

7

chapter two

2010 FOCUS GROUP SCHEDULE AND PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Focus Group

Date

Place

Time

Location Address

Language

Number of
Participants

English with
Vietnamese/
Mandarin
interpretation

15

Asian-Paciﬁc
Islander

Monday,
November 8

Sacramento

9:00am11:00am

Asian-Pacific Islander
Resources Center
5709 Stockton Boulevard
Sacramento, CA 958241613

African-American

Monday,
November 8

Sacramento

6:30pm8:30pm

Pannell Community Center
2450 Meadowview Road
Sacramento, CA 95832

English

12

Yuba City Low
Income

Wednesday,
Yuba City
November, 10

6:30pm8:30pm

Sutter County Housing
Authority
448 Garden Highway
Yuba City, CA 95991

English

11

16

Sacramento Low
Income

Saturday,
Sacramento
November 13

10:00am11:30am

Oak Park Community
Center
English
Room A/B
3425 Martin Luther King, Jr.
Blvd. Sacramento

Native American/
American Indian

Monday,
Sacramento
November 15

6:30pm8:00pm

Pannell Community Center
2450 Meadowview Road
Sacramento, CA 95832

English

12

Sacramento
Hispanic/ Latino

Tuesday,
Sacramento
November 16

6:30pm8:00pm

Pannell Community Center
2450 Meadowview Road
Sacramento, CA 95832

Spanish

7

Woodland
Hispanic/ Latino

Wednesday,
Woodland
November 17

6:30pm8:00pm

Woodland Yolo County Fair
Mall
Spanish
1264 E Gibson Rd.
Woodland, CA 95776

7

Placerville
Low Income

Wednesday,
Placerville
November 17

6:00pm7:30pm

El Dorado County Library
345 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667

9

8
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participant responses
LIVING IN THE SACRAMENTO REGION

FREQUENT TRAVEL MODES

Participants were asked to share their name, community

Focus group participants were asked to share their

and one positive aspect of living in the Sacramento

predominant mode of transportation from the following

region. Participants described the following positive

modes: drive, walk, bus, light rail, bike or carpool.

aspects:

Participants responded that they used the following

• Small town feel and close-knit community, in which
people are friendly and neighborhoods are quiet. (All
focus groups)
• Parks, community centers and schools are high quality.
(All focus groups)
• The area is centrally located, in proximity to numerous
natural resources and outdoor recreation opportunities.
(All focus groups)
• Travel opportunities, transit options and roads meet
community needs. (All focus groups)
• Lots of trees, nice landscaping and weather in the
Sacramento region. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, Sacramento
Low Income, Placerville Low Income, Native American)
• Family lives in close proximity and this is my home.
(African American, Native American, All Low Income
groups)
• Diversity of community. (Sacramento Low Income)
• Supportive Native American community. (Native
American)
Comparison 2007 and 2010

modes:
• Most participants drive or take transit on a daily basis.
(All focus groups)
• Native American and African American participants are
more likely to walk and take transit than other focus
group participants. (Native American, African American)
Comparison 2007 and 2010
• A majority of participants in both 2007 and 2010 drove
themselves in their own cars on a daily basis; those
without cars most commonly used the bus and light
rail.
• Many 2007 participants felt there was not an alternative
to the car due to a lack of public transportation.
• A higher proportion of 2010 Native American and
African American participants take the bus and/or
light rail compared with other focus groups, and more
African Americans said they walk for transportation.
• Participants in 2007 tended to prefer their cars;
more participants in 2010 preferred an improved
transportation system that includes transit, biking and
walking opportunities.

• 2007 participants liked the region for similar reasons:
weather and the availability of small towns.
• 2007 participants also appreciated the relatively low
cost of living and access to “city life.”
• Participants in 2007 commonly disliked crime in the
area.
E N V I R O N M E N TA L J U S T I C E F O C U S G R O U P S U M M A RY
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Asian-Paciﬁc Islander
Community,
Sacramento

African American
Community,
Sacramento

Native-American/
American Indian
Community,
Sacramento

Yuba City
Low Income

Sacramento
Low Income

Placerville
Low Income

Sacramento
Hispanic/Latino

Woodland
Hispanic/Latino

PARTICIPANT FREQUENT TRAVEL MODES BY FOCUS GROUP*

Drive

66%

91%

75%

68%

50%

77%

71%

71%

Walk

20%

66%

8%

4%

6%

0%

14%

0%

Bus/ Light Rail

0%

100%

58%

27%

33%

22%

57%

14%

Bike

20%

40%

58%

0%

6%

11%

0%

0%

Carpool

0%

25%

30%

18%

6%

55%

14%

0%

* Please note that several participants selected more than one frequent travel mode; therefore, focus group responses
total more than 100% in some cases.

RECENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM
CHANGES
Focus group participants who have lived in the
Sacramento region for at least ﬁve years compared
their current travel experiences with those of ﬁve years
ago. Feedback from the focus groups is summarized
below.
• There has been an increase in the amount of trafﬁc
and congestion during peak commute hours and
several participants have shifted their commute hours
to avoid trafﬁc. (All focus groups)

12
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• Participants noted reductions in bus routes, hours
of operation and frequency, while transit fares have
increased. Several participants drive, walk or bike
because transit is unavailable, and/or they cannot
afford or do not have the time to take the bus or light
rail. (All focus groups)
• In Yuba City and Placerville, participants recognized
transit improvements, including Dial-A-Ride,
responding to population growth. (Yuba City Low
Income, Placerville Low Income)
• Road are in worse condition and poorly maintained.
(Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, Placerville Low Income)

participant responses

• Roads are constantly undergoing construction near
Placerville. (Placerville Low Income)
• Some participants are driving more because they
earned their license, live and/or work in a different
location, or transport their children. (African American,
Yuba City Low Income, Sacramento Low Income)
• Some African American focus group participants
are driving less because they moved to an urban
area that is well served by transit, such as Downtown
Sacramento. (African American)
• Gas prices have increased and some participants are
taking transit, walking and/or biking to avoid paying
for gas. (Native American, Sacramento Low Income,
Placerville Low Income)
• Some Hispanic/Latino focus group participants are
carpooling more in order to drive less. (Hispanic/
Latino)
Comparison 2007 and 2010
• 2007 participants also commented on recent increases
in population and vehicle trafﬁc when discussing the
transportation system.
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM SUCCESSES
Focus group participants were asked to share what works
well in the Sacramento region’s transportation systems
(including driving, public transit, biking and walking).
Driving
• Driving is convenient and affordable if you live near
the freeway or in rural areas and avoid commute trafﬁc.
(African American, All Low Income groups)
• Paving improvements and freeway expansions, such
as State Route 99, were commended by participants.
(African American, Yuba City Low Income)
• Cars provide ﬂexibility and independence. (African
American)
• Widened roads near schools and street light timing
have improved mobility along Gray and Queens
Avenues in Yuba City. (Yuba City Low Income)

Transit
• Increased security, new shelters and regular
maintenance at transit stations and on trains deter
criminal activity. (Native American, Hispanic/Latino,
Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)
• Light rail and bus service line extensions provide
opportunities to travel and visit in the region. (Native
American, African American)
• Light rail is cost effective when compared to Downtown
Sacramento parking and car insurance costs. (Native
American, Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)
• Transit takes people many places they need to go: to
visit family, shopping, work, the airport and medical
appointments. (All Low Income groups, African
American)
• Transit uses natural gas, which is cleaner and better for
the environment. (African American)
• The Sacramento Regional Transit website is helpful
when planning transit trips. (African American)
• Light rail improvements reduce congestion along
urban streets in Sacramento. (Sacramento Low Income)
• Transit is accessible and affordable for people with
disabilities and seniors. (Yuba City Low Income)
• Placerville’s and Yuba City’s local bus services are
reliable, affordable and the drivers are friendly. (Yuba
City Low Income, Placerville Low Income)
• Transit agencies respond well to rider needs.
(Placerville Low Income)
• Dial-A-Ride, a shuttle service for residents with
disabilities and seniors, works well when a ride is
reserved in advance. (Yuba City Low Income, Placerville
Low Income)
Comparison 2007 and 2010
• Some 2007 participants said that bus and light rail
schedules and routes were more convenient than a car.
• In 2007, participants expressed greater satisfaction
with light rail than with buses or with trafﬁc. 2007
participants commented that light rail was faster and
felt safer and more comfortable than the bus.

• Street lights and signs work well in Woodland.
(Hispanic/Latino)
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Bicycling
• New bike lanes and infrastructure improvements
on urban and rural streets provide opportunities for
bicyclists. (All Low Income groups, Native American,
Hispanic/Latino)
• Riding a bicycle is more affordable than taking transit
or driving a car. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)
• Asian-Paciﬁc Islander focus group participants enjoy
biking for exercise and serenity. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)
Walking
• Sidewalk improvements make a signiﬁcant difference.
(Native American)
• School crossing guards and crosswalk audio signals
work well in Woodland. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Walking is the easiest mode of travel for some, if they
have enough time and it is during the summer months.
(African American)
• Asian-Paciﬁc Islander focus group participants enjoy
walking outside for exercise. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM ISSUES
Focus group participants were next asked to share what
they felt does not work well in the Sacramento region’s
transportation systems (including driving, public transit,
bikes and walking). Key perceptions from the focus groups
are described below.
Driving
• The existing road system does not link cities and
communities; there are gaps in connectivity throughout
the region. (All Low Income groups, Hispanic/Latino)
• Participants are adverse to increasing trafﬁc, impolite
drivers and congestion in the Sacramento region.
(Hispanic/Latino, All Low Income groups)
• On-going road construction, changing trafﬁc detours
and unﬁnished road improvement projects frustrate
participants from the Placerville area, including:
Highway 49 in downtown Placerville, Carmichael
pavement texture, Hazel interstate exit and eastbound
on Highway 50 in El Dorado Hills. (Placerville Low
Income)
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• Participants suggested that larger street signs were
needed in Placerville. (Placerville Low Income)
• Participants identiﬁed speciﬁc road segments that
need maintenance, including: 16th Street tunnel
adjacent to the John Muir Park in Downtown
Sacramento, and segments in El Dorado Center,
Placerville. (Sacramento Low Income, Placerville Low
Income)
Comparison 2007 and 2010
• Participants in 2007 similarly perceived trafﬁc on
freeways and downtowns to be an issue in the region.
• Common driving-related participant concerns in 2007
included: trafﬁc volume, downtown congestion, gas
prices, streetlight timing and road conditions such as
potholes and lack of road shoulders, and lack of access
to developments.
Transit
Routes, Hours and Fares
• Bus transit and light rail routes and schedules are not
coordinated properly. (All focus groups)
• Transit fares and light rail station parking fees are
unaffordable for many people, according to most
participants. (All focus groups)
• Participants expressed frustration regarding bus and
light rail fare increases, elimination of Regional Transit’s
free transfers, reduced operating hours and cancelled
bus routes. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, African American,
Sacramento Low Income, Placerville Low Income,
Native American, Hispanic/Latino)
• Certain bus routes and schedules have been truncated
signiﬁcantly and, as a result, are overcrowded;
for example, Regional Transit’s Route 51 with the
elimination of the 50E. (African American)
• Responding to increasing fares, numerous transit riders
are deterred from taking the bus or light rail and forced
to drive, bike, walk or stay within their neighborhood.
(African American)

participant responses

Extent of Service and Timelines

Comparison 2007 and 2010

• Dial-A-Ride is overbooked, often late and underresourced. (Yuba City Low Income, Placerville Low
Income)

• Similar to 2010, safety was a concern for participants in
2007 at bus stops, light rail stations and parking areas.

• Bus service and light rail are unreliable and late;
Hispanic/Latino participants, in Woodland and
Sacramento, and the African American participants
shared experiences of waiting for hours for transit.
(African American, Hispanic/Latino)
• There are not enough buses to serve all residents and
areas frequently. (Hispanic/Latino, Native American)
• The buses are inefﬁcient and take too long. (AsianPaciﬁc Islander)
• Participants who live in rural areas, such as Yuba City
and Placerville, are inadequately served by transit.
(Yuba City Low Income, Placerville Low Income)
Safety
• Participants suggested that buses avoid small
neighborhood streets to increase road safety.
(Hispanic/Latino)

• Participants in 2007 and 2010 mentioned the need for
shelters and benches at bus stops.
• 2010 participants tended to enjoy the opportunity
to relax and read on transit. In 2007, participants
expressed concern about the loss of privacy on transit.
Bicycling
• Bicycle safety on roads was a concern for participants,
including the narrow width of Sacramento urban streets
and bicycle lanes, bicycle lane proximity to vehicle
lanes, the lack of bicycle lanes in many areas, and
the absence of road shoulders in the Placerville area.
(Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, All Low Income groups)
• Participants noted that some bicyclists do not follow
road rules, endangering drivers, pedestrians and
themselves. (Native American, All Low Income groups)
Comparison 2007 and 2010

• Some participants felt that buses, trains and shelters
are occupied by vagrants and are unsafe, particularly at
night. (African American, Native American)

• Similar to 2010 responses, 2007 participants discussed
the lack of bike lanes in the region; many participants
did not feel safe bicycling short distances.

• Participants shared how they witnessed illegal activity
on buses and at bus stops. (Native American)

• For shorter distances, 2007 participants said they would
be willing and eager to walk or ride a bicycle if street
lights, bike lanes, sidewalks and shoulders were more
prevalent and connected activity centers.

Accessibility
• Bus stops are located in inaccessible and inconvenient
locations. (All Low Income groups, African American)

Walking

• Transit information and signage is not clear or easily
accessible. (African American)

• Many participants do not walk because it takes too
much time; participants are deterred by the distance to
services and daily destinations. (Hispanic/Latino)

• Non-English speakers ﬁnd schedules and audio
instructions hard to understand and follow. (AsianPaciﬁc Islander)
• Restrooms at transit stops were desired by several
participants. (Native American)

• There are not enough sidewalks in the region for
pedestrians. (Native American)
Comparison 2007 and 2010
• Similar to 2010 responses, 2007 participants discussed
the lack of lighting and sidewalks in the region; many
participants did not feel safe walking short distances.
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MOTIVATING FACTORS

The following facilities and amenities are available:

Transit, Walk, Bike and Shared Rides

• Covered bus shelters, bus stop seating and lighting are
provided to bus riders. (All focus groups)

Participants were asked to describe what encourages
them to use alternate modes, and drive less.
Key ﬁndings from the focus groups are described below.
Participants are encouraged to take transit, bike, walk and
share rides, thereby driving less, when and if:

• Ample bicycle lanes, amenities on buses such as
bicycle racks, and bike facilities at ofﬁces, such as
secure parking areas, are available. (All focus groups)
• Sidewalks and short city blocks encourage people to
ride their bike and/or walk. (Hispanic/Latino)

Transit takes them where they need to go and is safe.

• Bicycle parking areas are secure and safe. (Native
American)

• Transit routes and destinations serve residential,
shopping and employment areas. (All Low Income
groups)

• Bicycles are available through a bike share program.
(Native American)

• Transit stations and parking lots are safer. (Native
American)
Transit is affordable and easy.
• Cost of transit and buses is reduced. (All focus groups)
• Fares that reﬂect the distance of the transit trip, free
transfer passes and Downtown fares are available. (All
focus groups)
Transit is convenient and frequent.

Neighborhoods are mixed-use.
• Neighborhoods that include grocery stores and other
goods and services in proximity to residents promote
walking and bicycling. (Hispanic/Latino)
They are motivated by environmental and/or health
consciousness.
• People take transit, bicycle and walk to support a clean
environment and healthy lifestyle. (Sacramento Low
Income)

• Transit operating times are extended in the evenings
and on the weekends. (All focus groups)

Comparison 2007 and 2010

• Transit operates more frequently, especially during
commute hours, reducing time between transfers. (All
Low Income groups, African American)

• 2007 Native American and low-income participants
limited their driving due to gas prices and
environmental concerns.

Driving costs more.

BARRIERS TO TAKING TRANSIT, BIKING AND
WALKING

• Downtown parking costs and gas prices increase. (All
focus groups)

Participants were asked if there are speciﬁc places they

• Transit and bicycling is faster and less expensive than
owning, insuring and operating a car. (All focus groups)

would like to go by public transit, biking or walking,

Transit, bicycling and walking is enjoyable.

the barriers that prevent participants from going there

• Transit, bicycling and walking encourage travel
independence and an alternative to driving. (All Low
Income groups, Native American)

were identiﬁed. Key ﬁndings from the focus groups are

• Transit, bicycling and walking are appropriate for family
outings and visitors to the Sacramento region. (African
American, Native American)
• Transit provides “alone time” to read and relax.
(Sacramento Low Income)
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but are unable to travel to now. Speciﬁc places and

described below.

participant responses

Destinations
Participants want to travel by public transit, bicycle or on
foot to the following primary destinations:

• Public transit, biking and walking take too much time.
(All focus groups)
• Public transit is unaffordable. (All focus groups)

• Work. (All focus groups)

Comparison 2007 and 2010

• Food and clothing shopping including Sam’s Club,
Costco, WinCo Foods, Wal-Mart, Westﬁeld Galleria at
Roseville and ﬂea market, El Dorado Center, and other
shopping and grocery stores. (All focus groups)

• Some 2007 participants felt that they had “no other
choice” but to drive to destinations.

• Entertainment including: Arco Arena, Downtown
Sacramento activities and night clubs, area casinos and
local movie theaters. (All focus groups)
• Homes of family and friends. (All focus groups)
• Schools and other educational facilities including
the Asian Resource Center, community colleges and
preschools. (Hispanic/Latino, Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, All
Low Income groups)
• Medical facilities including County hospitals and local
doctors’ ofﬁces. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, All Low Income
groups)
• Cultural events including Second Saturday Arts Walk in
Sacramento (All focus groups); powwows in Elk Grove,
Downtown Sacramento, Oroville, and Stanford (Native
American).
• Daily goods and services including: laundry services,
the bank and the library. (Hispanic/Latino, All Low
Income groups, Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)

• 2007 participants identiﬁed the following barriers
to driving less and taking transit or walking more:
unconnected transportation grid, safety, loss of control
of personal environment on transit, lack of courtesy
from bus drivers, cost of transportation modes, time
to complete transportation improvements, decisionmakers’ misconceptions regarding transportation
issues and improvement needs, and need for
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.
Mapping Essential Destinations in the Region
Participants were asked to identify on a map of the area
where they live and essential destinations for themselves
and/or their family’s well-being and quality of life.
Participants who mostly drive used a red pen to mark the
map, and people who mostly do not drive used a blue
pen.
The exercise demonstrated that participants travel outside
their neighborhoods to reach essential destinations.

• Places of worship including churches and temples.
(Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)

Participants in all focus groups, whether traveling by car

• Sacramento Airport. (Sacramento Low Income)

Some Hispanic/Latino participants, for example, live in

• Communities in and outside the region including:
Natomas, Roseville, Folsom, Dixon, and the San
Francisco Bay Area. (African American, Hispanic/Latino,
Native American)

Woodland and commute to work in Sacramento County,

Barriers

pharmacies and medical clinics, community centers and

Participants identiﬁed the following barriers to reaching
desired destinations:
• No public transit service to desired destinations. (All
focus groups)
• Bus stop and light rail stations are inconvenient. (All
focus groups)

or transit, make cross-town as well as cross-county trips.

crossing numerous jurisdictions every day.
Essential destinations included, but are not limited to:
libraries, churches and places of worship, education
centers, shopping districts, tourist areas, and employment
areas.
A complete summary of mapping exercise results are
included in Appendix F.
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TRANSPORTATION GAP SOLUTIONS
Participants were asked what ideas they had for helping
themselves and others get to their preferred destinations.

• Extend Dial-A-Ride hours of operation during the
evenings. (Yuba City Low Income, Placerville Low
Income)

Suggestions from the focus groups are described below.

• Ensure public transit is routed to serve recreational
areas for youth and families. (Yuba City Low Income)

Driving

• Use existing, underused public transit buses for public
or private shuttles. (Sacramento Low Income)

• Improve connectivity between freeway networks
and improve access to freeways. (Hispanic/Latino,
Sacramento Low Income)
• Promote carpool lanes as a viable option; connect
existing carpool facilities. (Hispanic/Latino, Sacramento
Low Income)

• Enhance amenities for transit riders with disabilities,
such as space for more than two wheelchairs on buses,
and provide information and training for people with
disabilities who are electric scooter and wheelchair
users on how to use the public transit system. (Yuba
City Low Income)

• Develop bridges to extend over the American River.
(Placerville Low Income)

• Upgrade existing buses to be faster and more reliable.
(Native American)

• Repave local, arterial and interstate roads. (Placerville
Low Income)

• Reward frequent transit riders with discounted tickets
and passes. (Native American)

Transit
• Use shuttles to serve local neighborhoods and rural
areas, and transport people from their homes to
central bus stops; determine the most strategic places
to locate shuttle stops. (All focus groups)
• Reduce transit fares (especially for seniors, youth and
low income riders), reinstate transfer passes, and
provide more ticket purchasing facilities and mobile
payment options. (All focus groups)
• Extend public transit operating hours on the evenings
and weekends. (All focus groups)

• Promote transit information and make transit schedules
and routes accessible and easy to understand.
(Hispanic/Latino, Yuba City Low Income, Sacramento
Low Income)
Comparison 2007 – 2010
• Participants in 2007, similar to 2010, suggested the
bus and rail system be expanded to enable access to
public transportation; some participants noted that
they would use transit if services were accessible and
schedules were convenient.

• Restore all bus routes and expand routes to connect
regionally and serve between cities, the airport and
shopping centers. (All focus groups)

• Possible amenities proposed for transit, including
Internet access and more frequent buses, were less
important to 2007 participants than other public
transportation issues.

• Improve transit in speciﬁc areas including Elk Grove
and Live Oak. (African American, Yuba City Low
Income, Placerville Low Income)

• 2007 participants suggested translating bus and light
rail schedules and providing telephone information
lines in Spanish, Cantonese, Russian and Hmong.

• Coordinate light rail, bus and shuttle schedules to
facilitate time-efﬁcient travel and seamless travel mode
shifts. (Native American, African American)

• Participants in 2007 recommended security and safety
measures including: employing bus drivers of various
cultural backgrounds, and providing security on transit
and in parking lots.

• Partner with businesses and faith-based organizations
to provide transportation and car shares for community
members to attend music venues and events. (Yuba
City Low Income, Placerville Low Income, Hispanic/
Latino)
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• 2007 participants suggested new facilities including:
change machines at transit facilities, additional transit
ticket sales locations, bus stops and benches.
• 2007 focus groups suggested reduced price transit
passes offered by employers and/or sliding scale fares.

participant responses

Bicycling

concept, fees and insurance requirements. Key comments

• Initiate a bike share program in the region. (Yuba City
Low Income, Native American)

included:

• Develop and maintain multi-use pathways and
protected bike lanes using best practices from
Germany and Copenhagen. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander, Low
Income)
• Extend linear parks through the region for bicyclists
and pedestrians using the Linear Park in Solano County
as a model. (Yuba City Low Income)
• Widen roads in the Placerville area for cyclists.
(Placerville Low Income)
• Develop an overpass over I-5 in Woodland for bicyclists
and pedestrians. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Increase bicycle facilities on transit; provide more
space for bicycles and increase bike rack capacity on
buses and light rail. (Native American)
• Provide ample water fountains for bicyclists and
pedestrians. (Sacramento Low Income)
Comparison 2007 and 2010
• Participants in 2007 also recommended security
and safety measures to increase bicycling, including
lighting and bicycle lanes.
Walking

• The availability of a car share program would enable
several participants to sell their personal vehicle.
(Native American, African American)
• It would work well in certain locations such as
Downtown and Midtown Sacramento. (African
American)
• Program must be intuitive, accessible and user-friendly.
(Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)
• Program is not affordable for low income residents; a
car share program must be affordable to be effective in
the region. (All Low Income groups)
• A need for the program should be identiﬁed before it
is established in the region. (Sacramento Low Income)
• Other transportation system improvements may
beneﬁt a larger, more diverse population than a car
share program. (Sacramento Low Income)
• If the program is secure and personal insurance is
protected, loaning a car to a car share organization
could be viable. (African American, Native American)
• There may be high demand for vehicles during
certain time periods, such as weekday evenings and
weekends. (Native American)

• Increase the number of crosswalks in the Sacramento
region. (Hispanic/Latino)

• Car share vehicles should be electric so that the
program is economical and environmentally sound.
(Native American)

• Install ﬂashing safety lights at all crosswalks near
schools. (Hispanic/Latino)

• It is important to determine the repair procedure when
a car has mechanical difﬁculties. (African American)

Comparison 2007 and 2010

Ride Share Program

• Participants in 2007 also recommended pedestrian
security and safety measures, including lighting and
sidewalks to increase pedestrian trafﬁc.
Supplemental Service Solutions
Participants were asked for their feedback on potential
and current supplemental services to meet transportation
needs in the region.
Car Share Program
In general, participants were supportive of a car share
program in the Sacramento region. Many participants
requested clariﬁcation regarding the program’s general

• There is an opportunity for neighborhood ride share
programs in some urban areas. (African American)
• Some community members will not be interested in
participating because they enjoy their autonomy, like
to take public transit, or are hesitant to trust drivers
they do not know. (African American)
• Difﬁcult to determine how to compensate the drivers
and car owners in a ride share program. (African
American)
• Carpooling to school saves time, reduces trafﬁc and
improves air quality. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Concerns that unskilled drivers will be driving and ride
share will be dangerous. (Yuba City Low Income)
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Taxi Services

For those who mainly drive, the top three priorities were

Some participants shared that taxi services, though

to:

expensive, are a viable transportation mode when buses

• Provide bicycle lanes, sidewalks and safer
neighborhood streets

stop running, for local trips, grocery shopping and
medical appointments, on the weekends, and traveling to

• Improve public bus services

and from Amtrak stations. According to some participants,

• Fix local streets and roads

taxis are sometimes unreliable and hard to ﬁnd.

For those who mainly take transit, bicycle and/or walk, the

Participants do appreciate, though, that taxis take them

top three priorities were to:

to a speciﬁc location. Most participants who use taxis use
them infrequently and when there is no other alternative
available.
Car Rentals
Some participants shared that renting a car is sometimes
necessary, especially when they need transportation
during an evening or weekend. Participants tend to rent a
car when traveling longer distances and while on vacation.
Renting a car helps participants to reduce wear and tear
on their personal cars and to minimize the cost of owning
a car.
Other Supplemental Services
Some participants suggested other unique supplemental
services including: horses and horse trails, private shuttle
services and a rickshaw share program.
FUNDING PRIORITIES
Participants were asked to prioritize funding resources to
improve transportation options in the Sacramento region.
Participants received ﬁve “votes” and could choose to
use all votes on one improvement project or to spread
them among several improvement projects. A summary
is shown in the table on Page 21. Appendix D shows
detailed funding priorities by focus group.

• Provide bicycle lanes, sidewalks and safer
neighborhood streets
• Improve public bus services
• Improve light rail services
FUTURE VISION FOR TRANSPORTATION
Participants in 2010 were asked to imagine themselves,
their family and the Sacramento region in 20 years. Focus
group participants shared their predictions and hopes for
the region’s future transportation system. Key thoughts
from the focus groups are described below.
Driving
• People will still be driving, since cars provide autonomy
that other modes do not provide and the region’s
infrastructure is designed around traveling by car.
(Hispanic/Latino, African American, Low Income)
• There will be new technology, fewer large cars, electric
cars and abundant outlets to charge electric cars.
(Hispanic/Latino, Low Income)
• Car ownership and use will decrease. (African
American)
• Roads and interstates will be improved and widened
in current bottleneck locations. (Hispanic/Latino, Low
Income)
• Trafﬁc will be worse. (Sacramento Low Income)
• Trafﬁc will be better. (Yuba City Low Income)
• There will be new road infrastructure, such as a third
bridge to bypass the town of Marysville. (Yuba City Low
Income, Sacramento Low Income)
• Carpool lanes will extend through Downtown
Sacramento to Interstates. (Native American)
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participant responses

PARTICIPANT FUNDING PRIORITIES

All Participants

Participants who
Mostly Drive

Priorities

Participants who
Mostly Take Transit,
Walk, and/or Bike

Total
Votes

% of
Total
Votes

Total
Votes

% of
Total
Votes

Total
Votes

% of
Total
Votes

Projects to provide bicycle lanes,
sidewalks and safer neighborhood
streets

78

17.7%

47

15.6%

31

22.3%

Improve public transit services:
Bus Service

76

17.2%

46

15.2%

30

21.6%

Fix major streets and local roads

50

11.3%

43

14.2%

7

5.0%

Improve public transit services:
Light Rail

41

9.3%

24

7.9%

17

12.2%

Improve public transit services:
Commuter Bus (or rail)

33

7.5%

20

6.6%

13

9.4%

33

7.5%

24

7.9%

9

6.5%

45

10.2%

37

12.3%

8

5.8%

27

6.1%

25

8.3%

2

1.4%

30

6.8%

18

6.0%

12

8.6%

24

5.4%

15

5.0%

9

6.5%

4

0.9%

3

1.0%

1

0.7%

Improve public transit services:
Neighborhood Shuttles
Expand local streets and roads
Maintain major freeways and highways
Expand freeways and highways
Support for car-sharing or other
alternatives to reach “lifeline” destinations
Other:
o Improve sidewalks for wheelchairs (Yuba City Low Income)
o Express Bus/Light Rail (Native
American/American Indian)
o Extend carpool lanes on freeway
(Hispanic/Latino)
o Transportation directly to destinations in cities (Placerville Low
Income)
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Comparison 2007 and 2010

Bicycling

• Participants in 2007 predicted a futuristic scenario,
involving ﬂying cars or other technology that would
transform contemporary transportation.

• The region will be bicycle-friendly, with more bikeable
roads. Participants expressed an interest in biking more
often. (Sacramento Low Income)

Transit
• The Sacramento region will support a comprehensive
transportation system that provides transportation
opportunities throughout the region. (All focus groups)
• Buses will be frequent and former routes will be
reinstated; routes will be direct and there will be
express transit routes. (All focus groups)
• Transit will be affordable, enjoyable and used by
everyone. (African American, Hispanic/Latino)
• Transit will extend in and beyond the region to link
with other urban areas, including Davis and the San
Francisco Bay Area. (African American, Placerville Low
Income)
• Transit amenities and facilities will be vastly improved
and will include: fare equipment upgrades and change
machines, bus shelters at all bus stops, emergency
phones, public pay phones and signage improvements.
(Hispanic/Latino, Sacramento Low Income, Placerville
Low Income, Native American, African American)
• Transit schedules and information will be available
in various languages to serve the region’s diverse
population. (Asian-Paciﬁc Islander)
• Air quality will improve, accident rates will decrease,
and quality of life will be strong since people will be
taking transit. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Technology, such as a mobile transit trip planning
service that is available via buses, shelters, and
smart phones, will make taking transit easier. (African
American)
• Transit operators will be friendly and conscientious.
(Hispanic/Latino)
• Transit stations, buses and light rail cars will be safe.
(Hispanic/Latino)
• Transit will be adequately funded. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Transit will have adequate amenities for seniors and
people with disabilities. (Native American)
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• Children will be biking in small towns. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Everyone will be on bikes since gasoline is going to run
out. (Native American)
Walking
• There will be ADA-accessible sidewalks in all populated
areas. (Yuba City Low Income, Hispanic/Latino)
• Crosswalks will be located mid-block in areas with long
city blocks. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Pedestrians will be able to reach lifeline destinations
via connected pedestrian routes. (Hispanic/Latino)
• Streets will be pedestrian-friendly. (Placerville Low
Income)
• Pedestrian bridges will extend over Highway 99 and
I-5 in Placerville and Yuba City. (Yuba City Low Income,
Placerville Low Income)
Other Predictions
• The region’s population will be larger. (Placerville Low
Income)
• Nothing will be different in the transportation system
in the region’s bedroom communities. (Yuba City Low
Income)
• Transportation options for seniors and the aging
population, such as Segways, wheelchair lanes and
paratransit, will be abundant and accessible. (Yuba City
Low Income)
Comparison 2007 and 2010
• 2007 participants tended to distrust public ofﬁcials’
spending habits and projected timeframes.
• With the exception of African-American participants,
2007 participants, unlike 2010 participants, generally
felt disempowered to make change and disinclined to
expect change. 2010 participants generally expressed
optimism for positive change in the future.
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Information
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan Focus Group Update
Issue: Staff has concluded a series of focus groups to inform the update to the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP).

Recommendation: None. This is for information only.
Discussion: Staff has been conducting focus groups as a first-step in the outreach process to the
MTP2035 update. Fifteen focus groups have been completed as of this writing, and one remains to be
completed on July 29. The objectives of the focus groups are to: (1) introduce SACOG and its mission to
stakeholders not familiar with the organization; (2) inform them about the role of the MTP and some of
the issues the region is facing; (3) hear stakeholder feedback on different general directions that SACOG
is exploring for the MTP and how it affects the world that these stakeholders represent; and (4) create
networking opportunities for groups that SACOG has not had direct contact with before. One of the key
outcomes will be feedback from various groups on the performance metrics that SACOG will use to
determine MTP priorities. SACOG technical staff are reviewing input as the preliminary work continues
for county workshops for the MTP update.
Staff has already completed focus groups themed in the following areas:
Affordable Housing
Environment & Transportation Advocates
Development
Equity, Public Health & Human Services
Water
Clean Energy
Agriculture
Economy & Philanthropy
Education
Faith- & Community-Based Organizations
State & Federal Agencies
Senior & Aging Populations
Goods Movement & Freight
Redevelopment & Community Development
Climate Action Plans
As of the writing of this memo Yuba and Sutter counties focus group had not occurred. Attached are
profiles of the attendance of completed meetings, a summary of feedback on proposed new performance
metrics, participant recommendations for other/additional measures, and copies of the participant
materials.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Executive Director
MM:sb
Attachments
Key Staff:

Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224
Monica Hernández, Community Outreach Specialist, (916) 340-6237

S:\SACOG\Board\Gov't. Relations & Public Affairs Comm\2010\Aug\8-MTP Focus Group.doc
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Attachment A

MTP Focus Group Participation Summary as of July 27, 2010
As of the writing of this item, eight focus groups have been completed. Focus groups
were conducted over a 2-hour time slot. Focus groups included an overview of SACOG
and the MTP process, and a summary of Senate Bill 375 and the new state statute for
including a Sustainable Communities Strategy with the MTP.
Below is a summary of participation by focus group.
Affordable Housing
Placer County Redevelopment Agency
City of Davis Affordable Housing
City of Rancho Cordova Housing Services
Legal Services of Northern California
City of Sacramento Planning Department
Sacramento Housing Alliance
Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
City of Roseville Housing Programs
Placer County Association of Realtors
Capital Area Development Authority
Environment
Sacramento Audubon Society
Sutter County Resource Conservation District
Sustainable Transportation Advocate (private citizen)
WALKSacramento
The Nature Conservancy
Sierra Club
ECOS
Development
North State Building Industry Association
Brookfield Land
MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers
SBM Corporation
The RCH Group
Lewis Planned Communities
Equity, Public Health & Human Services
Ubuntu Green
Sacramento County Mental Health Services
Yolo County Children’s Alliance
Coalition on Regional Equity
Sacramento County WIC
Sierra Fund
California Family Resource Center

Water
City of Sacramento
Yuba County Water Agency
City of Roseville
Water Forum
MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers
Sacramento County Water Agency
City of Davis
City of Folsom
Clean Energy
California Fuel Cell Partnership
Office of Senator Barbara Boxer
UC Davis, Government Affairs
UC Davis, University Transportation Services
SACTO
SMUD
PG&E
Sacramento Metro Chamber
Agriculture
Sacramento County Agricultural Commissioner
Sutter County Agricultural Commissioner
Central Valley Farmland Trust
California Department of Conservation
Sacramento County Farm Bureau
California Farm Bureau Federation
Produce Express (produce distributor in region)
Placer County Deputy Agricultural Commissioner
Yolo County Agricultural Commissioner
Sacramento Valley Conservancy
Yuba County Agricultural Commissioner
Yuba-Sutter Cooperative Extension
Education
Twin Rivers Unified School District
Elk Grove Unified School District
Sacramento County Office of Education
Los Rios Community College District
Public Advocates, Inc.
Placer County Office of Education
River Delta School District
LEED (Linking Education & Economic Development)
Faith- & Community-Based Organizations
St. Paul Baptist Church
General Community Support
Community Services Planning Council
Northminster Presbyterian Church
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Redevelopment
Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
City of Folsom
City of Rancho Cordova
City of Woodland
City of Davis
State & Federal Agencies
US Dept of Housing & Urban Development
CA Dept of Housing & Community Development
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Highway Administration
Caltrans Transportation Planning
Federal Transit Administration
Senior & Aging Community
Sacramento Adult & Aging Commission
Area 4 Agency on Aging
ParaTransit, Inc.
ParaTransit, Inc.
El Dorado County Transit
Ridership for the Masses
Older Women's League (OWL)
Economy
California Energy Commision
Sacramento Regional Community Foundation
Greater Sacramento Urban League
Sacramento Hispanic Chamber
Kiefer Consulting
UC Davis Center for Regional Change
Restoration Resources
Sacramento County EDC
City of Sacramento Planning
Strategic Economic Research
SAFE Credit Union
North Franklin Business District
AT&T
Winn Associates
RCH Group
EPS
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Climate Action Plans
AECOM
City of Sacramento
Sacramento County
City of Roseville
City of Citrus Heights
City of West Sacramento
Roseville Utilities
Yolo County
Goods Movement & Freight
Verde Group
NorCal WTC and Metro Chamber
California Alliance for Jobs
Caltrans, District 3
Endicott Communications
Caltrans, Division of Trans Planning, Office of GM
California Trucking Association
Sierra Pacific Rail
Caltrans
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Interest in Performance Metrics by Focus Group
Equity/
Climate Redevelop
State &
Total Affordable Environ Human Develop
Clean Goods
Action
ment &
Senior & Federal
Faith & Yuba &
Services ment
Water Energy Movement Economy Planners Comm Dev Aging
Agencies Agriculture Education CBO
Sutter
Votes* Housing ment

Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks,
medical services in an area)

62

8

5

6

0

0

4

1

8

6

7

5

2

2

2

5

1

51

7

2

1

7

7

2

2

8

4

4

2

1

0

1

1

2

91

11

3

8

3

5

2

1

12

4

7

16

5

7

3

0

4

51

6

6

2

0

2

7

5

2

6

4

1

3

1

3

3

0

37
52

6
4

10
10

1
1

0
0

4
2

2
0

0
2

1
1

0
6

2
3

1
1

3
2

5
14

0
1

1
1

1
4

27
16

2
2

0
1

5
1

0
2

0
1

0
2

1
0

2
1

2
1

1
0

1
1

4
3

3
0

5
1

1
0

0
0

27

3

0

4

0

1

0

2

2

0

2

3

5

1

0

2

2

26
48
17

9
3
0

1
0
0

0
0
0

0
7
0

0
3
1

2
3
0

2
4
1

2
8
0

4
1
1

0
2
0

1
1
1

2
2
1

1
6
10

1
4
1

0
3
0

1
1
1

44

4

1

2

1

2

4

2

4

2

5

4

6

1

3

3

0

29
11

1
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

2
0

1
0

1
2

0
0

2
0

0
0

2
2

4
3

1
0

1
2

1
0

2
1

Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g.,
wetlands, vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation
lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development

Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool

Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or
large increases in traffic

Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads

Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita

Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks
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Equity/
Total Affordable Environ Human Develop
Goods
Services ment
Water Energy Movement Economy
Votes* Housing ment

Climate Redevelop
State &
Action
ment &
Senior & Federal
Faith & Yuba &
Planners Comm Dev Aging
Agencies Agriculture Education CBO
Sutter

Additional Performance Metric Recommendations from Participants
Gross cost of local farmers' markets & direct farm marketing (produce
stands, CSA, etc)
Safety of farm equipment vs. commute traffic on rural roads
Farm implement traffic/access on and off roads
Percent of work trips by bicycle
Measure of population not near toxic or high noise area

x

1
3
1
1

x
x
x
x

Good mix income housing, jobs, shopping, medical, parks in an area
Measure of equitable housing price and wages
Access to fresh healthy food outlets
Public health co-benefits
Percent of all trips by walking
Survey neighborhood grocery stores vs. liquor stores
Percent of new and existing housing within 1/2 mile of retail, medical, and
schools
Number of miles of bicycle lanes/paths near transit stops
Bicycle and pedestrian collisions and fatalities
Percentage of work trips by transit, carpool, bicycle and walking
Speed of traffic/speed reduction related to emissions
Per capita number of all alternative fuel vehicles
Coordinating regional alternative fuel refueling infrastructure plan
Consistent permitting process for all alternate fuel activities
Loading of unwanted chemicals to public waterways
Water supply infrastructure cost
Per capita water demand
Coordination between transportation planning and utility availability and
growth projections
Measure of sustainable water supply
Water system rehab costs per capita
Reliability, cost and availability of water supply and infrastructure in new
growth areas and infill
Integration of long range utility, transportation, general plans, and
infrastructure plans
Percentage of intersections LOS D or higher
Water supply mix-groundwater vs. surface vs. reclaimed
Bus operation costs
Cost Effectiveness of ITS and TDM Improvements
Goods Miles Traveled (like VMT) for freight transport to study economic
localization trend
Under "safety" quantify the number of river crossings/miles, not just for
expanded goods movement, but for public safety measures as well
Freight rail traffic increase or decrease
Demographics percent of non-white/low-income living near transit stops
and in areas of TOD/mixed-use investments
Measure of emission reductions related to crop type/sector of agricultural
economy
Measure of population at 30% median income or lower or below poverty
Per capita share of bicycle, walk and transit trips
Concentrations of high poverty
Accessibility of senior housing to lifeline services & amenities

x
2
3
1
1
1

x
x
x
x
x

1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1

x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

2
2
1

x
x
x

3
3
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1

x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
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Equity/
Total Affordable Environ Human Develop
Goods
Services ment
Water Energy Movement Economy
Votes* Housing ment

Climate Redevelop
State &
Action
ment &
Senior & Federal
Faith & Yuba &
Planners Comm Dev Aging
Agencies Agriculture Education CBO
Sutter

Additional Performance Metric Recommendations from Participants
Percent and ratio of pedestrian fatalities
Percent of trips/falls by seniors
Measure of useable sidewalks
Measure of population/transit 1/4 mile from lifeline services & amenities
Measure of senior & disabled population w/ access to transit & human
services
Transit proximity to medical services/offices
Location of senior centers
Share of seniors and disabled persons accessing services across
jurisdictional boundaries
Local, regional, state and federal cooperative partnership
Transit passenger boardings by stop
Ability to adapt to new educational learning methods (educational centers
using online learning)
Transit access to educational centers
Affordable housing to low-income households (near TODs)
Marginal investment needed for marginal increase in level of service
(marginal costs and benefits of transit investment)
Recognition of school buses as being apart of the overall transportation
system
Creating a culture of transit
Proportion of households without a motor vehicle
Proportion of commute trips made by driving alone
Gross number of vehicle trips per resident per day
Traffic volume by miles of street
Proportion of households living within 150 meters of designated truck
routes
Proportion of households within 1/2 mile of regional public transportation
Proportion of workers with 1/2 mile access to regional public transport
Ratio of miles of bike lanes and paths to miles of road
Posted speed limits of 20 mph or less
Area score on the Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index
Per capita expenditures on road construction and maintenance
Percent of population who have access to pedestrian facilities
Proportion population living on residential streets with 35mph or greater
speed limit
Percentage of population living on two lane roads without shoulders
Proportion of commute trips and trips to school made by walking or biking
Reduce the percentage of residents that travel more than 30 minutes
plus to work from ___% (how much) to ___% (how much less) by _____
(when).
Increase the number of regional businesses employing trip reduction
strategies by an annual average of 15% through _____ (when).
Reduce annual percentage rate of deterioration on roadway system’s
current peak / off-peak lane miles at LOS (D-F) to less than 2% per year
by _____ (when).

2
2
2
2

x

x
x
x

x

x
x

1
3
1

x
x
x

1
1
1

x
x
x

1
1
1

x
x
x

5

x

1
1
1
1
1
1

x
x
x
x

1

x

1

x

1
1
1
1
1
1

x
x
x
x
x
x

1

x

1

x

1

x

x

1

x

1

x

1

x
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Equity/
Total Affordable Environ Human Develop
Goods
Services ment
Water Energy Movement Economy
Votes* Housing ment

Climate Redevelop Aging
State &
Action
ment &
Populati Federal
Faith & Yuba &
Planners Comm Dev ons
Agencies Agriculture Education CBO
Sutter

Additional Performance Metric Recommendations from Participants
Measure of connectivity on streets (average block perimeter, true travel
distance, access roads, intersection frequency)
Reduce travel time within key regional travel corridors by ___% (how
much) by _____ (when
Reduce annual percentage rate of increase of regional roadway system’s
daily vehicle hours of delay to less than 2% per year by ____ (when).
Reduce annual percentage rate of deterioration of regional roadway
system’s average LOS to less than 2% per year by ____ (when).

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

1

x

Reduce the annual rate of increase of regional roadway system’s current
peak Vehicle Miles Traveled to less than 2% per year by ____ (when).
Increase Throughput: Track and increase the number of projects
approved that increase the volume of freight traffic through capacity
expansion or operational efficiency
Increase the percentage of highway utilization by people and vehicles
(including trucks by axle) during peak periods.
Improve Velocity: Track and increase the number of projects approved
that increase the speed of freight traffic moving through the distribution
system.
Increase Reliability: Track and increase the number of projects approved
that reduce the variability and unpredictability of travel time.
Develop a system to measure and monitor the accessibility of goods
movement to key strategic economic centers in the region for the ____
(year) MTP.
Increase highway and major arterial access to major commercial and job
centers including rail intermodal, air, and sea ports in the region by 20%
by ____ (when).
Increase the regional flow of goods moved (import/export) by truck,
freight, water, and air by 20% by _____ (when).
Increase the number of completed regional roadway Railroad Grade
(how much) by
(when).
separation projects by
Reduce the rate of automobile incidents at railroad crossings by 10% by
____ (how much).
Improve the annual regional traffic incidents per annual VMT ratio of
___:___ to ____:___ by ____ (when).
Maintain and/or improve average Freeway Service Patrol response time
of 5-10 minutes through ____ (when).
Improve pavement smoothness and decrease distressed miles along
major truck routes by ____ (how much) by ____ (when).
Improve structurally deficient or functionally obsolete bridges by ____
(how much) by _____ (when).
Increase the number of truck parking areas along Surface Transportation

1
x
Assistance Act (STAA) routes by _____ (how much) by _____ (when).
Number of coordinated transportation planning/delivery programs (e.g.
blending SacRT and school district resources
0
Current and planned trees on transportation corridors
1
Affordability of transit/transportation and housing by income group, race,
ethnicity, etc
1
*Participants were asked to use a total of 5 tally marks, distributed among the proposed new performance metrics or any that came up during the focus group

x
x
x
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction Options

Policy Options
(Additions to Adopted MTP)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Adopted MTP (2008)

+ Land Uses consistent with Blueprint

+ 15% more transit

+ Expanded System/Demand Management (e.g.,
coordinating traffic signals, clearing accidents
more quickly, carpooling incentives)
+ Pricing (e.g., tolls, vehicle miles traveled charges)

+ Land Uses consistent with Blueprint
+ 15% more transit
+ Expanded System/Demand Management
+ Land Uses consistent with Blueprint
+ 15% more transit
+ Expanded System/Demand Management
+ Pricing

Change from 2005 (Per Capita)
Horizon
Year

Greenhouse Vehicle
Gas
Miles
Emissions Traveled

Total
Transit
Trips

Total Bike
Traffic
+
Congestion
Walk Trips

2020

-4%

-2%

+31%

+6%

-11%

2035

-13%

-10%

+77%

+14%

-19%

2020

-6%

-4%

+53%

+10%

-18%

2035

-14%

-11%

+91%

+20%

-21%

2020

-4%

-2%

+37%

+6%

-11%

2035

-13%

-10%

+89%

+14%

-19%

2020

-5%

-3%

+31%

+7%

-11%

2035

-13%

-10%

+77%

+14%

-19%

2020

-5%

-3%

+35%

+7%

-11%

2035

-15%

-12%

+90%

+15%

-20%

2020

-7%

-5%

+60%

+10%

-21%

2035

-14%

-12%

+103%

+20%

-21%

2020

-8%

-6%

+64%

+11%

-22%

2035

-17%

-14%

+119%

+22%

-23%
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Attachment 1
Description of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Options

SACOG evaluated seven policy options, in concert with other large metropolitan planning
organizations around the state involved in greenhouse gas target setting as required by Senate Bill
375 of 2008.
The most basic option is the adopted MTP for 2035 (A Creative New Vision for Transportation in
the Sacramento Region”, adopted in 2008). The adopted MTP was the first long-range
transportation plan which the region developed after the Blueprint process was complete. Six other
options are being evaluated, each of which expands and enhances implementation of various
policies over-and-above the adopted MTP. The policies are organized into one of four “bundles,” as
follows:





Land use measures
Transportation system development
Transportation system and demand management
Transportation pricing

Option 1 is the currently adopted MTP. In terms of land use measures, the adopted MTP is largely,
but not completely, consistent with the Blueprint vision adopted in 2004. In terms of transportation
projects, the amount of high-frequency transit service is nearly doubled on a per-capita basis.
System and demand management is expanded marginally from current deployment levels, after
accounting for population growth. No transportation pricing policies are included in the adopted
MTP.
Each of the policy bundles, with the exception of pricing, is represented to some degree in the
adopted MTP. The planning options for this analysis are conceptually defined as enhanced
implementation of these policy bundles, compared to the levels included in the current MTP.
Options 2 through 5 each focus on expanding/enhancing one policy bundle, in addition to currently
planned investments.






Option 2 (Land Use) is more consistent with the Blueprint's distribution of new rural
residential at two percent of new housing stock. The growth share for single family large lot
units is about 30 percent (compared to 36 percent for the MTP), and the combined small-lotsingle-family and attached unit share is 68 percent (compared to 61 percent for the MTP.
Residential units in Transit Priority Areas accounted for 46 percent of the growth (compared
to 36 percent for the MTP).
Option 3 (Transit) expands investment in transit compared to the MTP. As mentioned
above, the adopted MTP would nearly double high-frequency transit by 2035, compared to
2005 levels. In this option, transit service is increased by 15 percent, with service expansion
focused on the most productive transit corridors.
Option 4 (Transportation System/Demand Management) would expand and enhance the
planned investment in transportation systems and demand management in the adopted plan.
The adopted MTP includes some expansion of the current employer based programs
(primarily marketing, education, and coordination), and growth of the region’s Intelligent
Transportation System (ITS) and incident management to account for population growth.
Option 4 would expand the investment in employer-based programs to include more direct
incentives for non-single-occupant vehicle commuting (e.g., transit passes, non-motorized
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subsidies, etc.), and provide more resources for ITS and incident management. Additionally,
this option would provide some level of public subsidy to establish car-sharing programs in at
least 2 communities or employment centers where market demand alone is unlikely to
support a private car-sharing venture.



Option 5 (Pricing) would add significant new transportation pricing policies which are not
included to any degree in the adopted MTP. Four policies are included: congestion pricing
for the regions major freeways, with tolls ranging from $0.10 to $0.25 per mile; a general
VMT-based charge of $0.01 to $0.03 per mile; policy-based increases to off-street parking
charges at employment centers; and additional subsidies to transit fares, to reduce out-ofpocket costs for using transit.

Options 6 and 7 look at combining the policy bundles:




Option 6 would combine land use measure, transportation projects, and system and demand
management; no pricing policies are included.
Option 7 would combine all four policy bundles.

Each option is based on enhanced, coordinated implementation of the policy bundle in question,
without explicit reference to cost or actual implementation potential, so the analysis results
presented here focus on the benefits only and portray the maximum benefits reasonably expected
from implementation of the policies. SACOG has coordinated with other large metropolitan
planning organizations to ensure some level of consistency and reasonableness in the deployment
levels attached to each policy bundle and option, and to estimate reasonable benefits as a result of
the implementation of the policy bundles.
As the greenhouse gas target setting process continues, these options will be further analyzed and
used in the development of the MTP scenarios. Through the consultation with local agencies in the
SACOG region as the MTP and SB375 implementation process progresses, the costs, costeffectiveness, and implementation potential of the various policies will be detailed and
documented by SACOG and local agency staff, and considered by policy makers involved in the MTP
process.
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Attachment 2
Land Use & Transportation Characteristics of Options
Year

Land Use Characteristics

Transportation Characteristics

33% of residential use in compact
range, overall density is 5.7 per
acre. 47% of dwellings residents
are in Transit Priority Areas.

4% of freeways are HOV lanes, 19% of transit
service is high frequency. TSM/TDM
deployment is moderate. No car sharing or
pricing programs.

2020

Compact residential is 54% of
growth. Overall residential density
+9%. 34% of residential growth is in
Transit Priority Areas.

The HOV lane share of freeways more than
doubles, frequent transit service is +22%.
TSM/TDM increases with population growth.
No car sharing or pricing.

2035

Compact residential is 61% of
growth. 36% of residential growth
is in Transit Priority Areas.

Continued modest increase in HOV lanes,
frequent transit service is +79%. TSM/TDM
increases with population growth. No car
sharing or pricing.

2020

Compact residential is 61% of
growth. 44% of residential growth
is in Transit Priority Areas.

No change from Adopted MTP.

2035

Compact residential is 68% of
growth. Overall residential density
+18%. 46% of residential growth is
in Transit Priority Areas.

No change from Adopted MTP.

2020

No density change from Adopted
MTP.

Transit service increases 15% from the MTP.

2035

No density change from Adopted
MTP.

Transit service increases 15% from the MTP.

2020

No change from Adopted MTP.

TSM/TDM grows faster than population growth.
Car sharing more widespread than in MTP.

2035

No change from Adopted MTP.

TSM/TDM grows faster than population growth.
Car sharing more widespread than in MTP.

2020

No change from Adopted MTP.

$0.01/VMT, $0.10/congested VMT, +25% in
employment center parking, 10% transit fare
reduction.

2035

No change from Adopted MTP.

$0.03/VMT , $0.25/congested VMT, +50% in
employment center parking, 25% transit fare
reduction.

6: MTP + Land use,
Transit, and
TSM/TDM

2020

See option 2.

See options 3 and 4.

2035

See option 2.

See options 3 and 4.

7: MTP + All
enhancements

2020

See option 2.

See options 3, 4, and 5.

2035

See option 2.

See options 3, 4, and 5.

Base year 2005

1: Adopted
MTP2035

2: MTP + Land use
enhancements

3: MTP + Transit
enhancements
4: MTP +
Transportation
System and
Demand
Management
enhancements
5: MTP +
Transportation
Pricing
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Attachment 3
Background on Greenhouse Gas Reduction Options and Targets
The SACOG Transportation Committee has released for public comment per capita greenhouse gas
emissions reductions between 5 percent and 6 percent for 2020 and between 14 percent and 15 percent for
2035 (compared to a 2005 base year).
All of the options presented here are coarser-grained than the scenarios SACOG staff will build over the
summer to present in fall workshops.
The full range of savings shown here is between 4 percent and 8 percent for 2020 and 13 percent and 18
percent for 2035. The low end of the range reflects the current MTP. The high end of the range reflects
complete implementation of every idea tested in the options. SACOG staff believes that the low end of the
range, while obviously meeting the "achievable" part of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) direction,
does not meet the "most ambitious" part. Conversely, the high end of the range is plenty ambitious, but
staff does not believe meets the "achievable" language. The ranges recommended for 2020 and 2035 would
balance both the achievable and ambitious targets, and would provide the SACOG Board with a good deal of
flexibility in determining how to meet the targets.
CARB senior staff has signaled to the regions that it prefers to use a range, rather than a single number, for
the draft regional targets for 2020 and 2035 that SB375 requires them to release by June 30, 2010. All of the
other regional agencies support the notion of using a range at this point and allowing more detailed work
over the summer and early fall to inform CARB's final decision on targets by September 30, 2010. This
approach fits nicely with the MTP calendar adopted by the Board in April, including more detailed scenario
building over the summer, including substantial input from member and partner staff as well as the public.
The SACOG Board of Directors will approve the basic framework for those scenarios in June.
The targets may be refined in the coming months for any number of reasons, most obviously: a) additional
internal work that the luxury of more time will afford, b) input during the public comment period from our
members, partners and stakeholders, and c) ongoing active collaboration with the major regional agencies
throughout the state. The Regional Targets Advisory Committee recommendation is that CARB provide a
uniform target for all regional agencies.
Even after CARB provides SACOG a final target by September 30 it will not literally be either a floor or a
ceiling for what the SACOG Board decides to achieve in the MTP. SB375 provides flexibility for the SACOG
Board to develop an "Alternative Planning Scenario" if it determines it is not feasible to meet the target. On
the other hand, the SACOG Board could also decide that the statewide target is more modest than it wants
to achieve.

May 19, 2010

Attachment 4
SACOG Greenhouse Gas Reduction Target Principles & Consistency with Proposed Options

The information below briefly describes how SACOG staff believes the recommended target ranges are
consistent with the target-setting principles the Board adopted last month.
Principle 1: Commitment to information-based, multi-objective decision-making.
While SACOG staff have not by any means calculated the full range of metrics that will be addressed in the
MTP update, the information presented here does illustrate how these options perform on some of the most
critical metrics we have used (e.g., congestion, vehicle miles traveled, transit and walk/bike trips in
addition to greenhouse gas emissions). Fortunately, the actions that reduce greenhouse gas emissions are
also creating substantial improvements in these other areas, with congestion per capita in particular for the
first time showing a decline rather than just a slower increase.
Principle 2. Use up-to-date forecasts and assumption.
SACOG staff have used the draft growth projections approved by the SACOG Board for public comment and
an updated (and somewhat higher) gas price forecast for all of these model runs. The gas price forecast has
been agreed to by all of the major regions in the state.
Principle 3. Be consistent with Blueprint growth principles.
The current MTP is largely, though not entirely, consistent with the Blueprint. The lower end of the ranges
SACOG staff are recommending for 2020 and 2035 are based on the current MTP. The middle to higher end
of the ranges reflects a land use pattern more literally consistent with the Blueprint.
Principle 4. Be based on reasonable assumptions about funding availability.
This issue will need further work over the summer. SACOG staff are still updating financial forecast as well
as now working directly with federal agencies on how they will apply federal financial constraint
requirements in light of SB375.
Principle 5. Target better performance in 2035 than 2020.
The recommended ranges are more ambitious for 2035 than 2020.
Principle 6. Possibly adopt a tiered MTP this cycle, including a "base plan" and a "tiered plan."
The SACOG Board does not need to decide this until much later, but these options begin the process of
building the right foundation for that decision by purposely exploring land use and transportation options
that go beyond the currently adopted MTP.

TRANSIT
New Bus Service in MTP2035

FREEWAY
New Rail Service in MTP2035

New Freeways in MTP2035

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)/Enhanced Bus Corridors

New Rail Extensions

New Auxiliary Lanes

• Limited-stop bus services with 15–20 minute frequencies and
enhancements for quality service
• Running along major corridors connecting activity centers in Citrus
Heights, downtown Sacramento, Elk Grove, Folsom, North Natomas,
Rancho Cordova, Rocklin and Roseville

• Downtown Sacramento to Natomas to Sacramento International Airport
• Downtown Sacramento to West Sacramento
• Rancho Cordova Town Center
• South Line (Blue Line) extension from Meadowview to Cosumnes River
College

• State Route 99—sections between Florin Road to Calvine Road
• U.S. 50—sections between Howe Avenue to Mather, Sunrise Boulevard
to Hazel Avenue, Folsom to El Dorado Hills
• I-80—Placer/Sacramento County line east to State Route 65

Express Bus
• Increased peak-period commuter services that connect regional
activity centers
• Running along freeways with few stops and utilizing carpool lanes
where available

Local Buses
• Large increase in local fixed-route services throughout region
• Large increase in ADA paratransit services
• Connections to neighborhood shuttles and services for longer distance
bus and rail options

Existing Rail Improvements
• Blue Line and Gold Line track improvements to increase peak-period
service frequency
• Operational improvements in downtown Sacramento to accommodate
increased frequencies

New Carpool (HOV) Lanes
• State Route 65 Placer County—I-80 north to Blue Oaks Boulevard
• State Route 70/99 Sutter—I-5 north to Elkhorn Boulevard
• I-5 Northern Sacramento—Richards Boulevard north to 70/99
• I-5 Southern Sacramento—U.S. 50 south to Elk Grove Boulevard
• I-80 Placer—Placer/Sacramento County line east to State Route 65
• I-80 Sacramento—Yolo County to Longview Drive/Watt Avenue
• I-80 Yolo—Enterprise Boulevard in West Sacramento west to Mace
Boulevard in Davis
• U.S. 50 El Dorado—El Dorado Hills east to Shingle Springs Rancheria
interchange
• U.S. 50 Sacramento—Sunrise Avenue west to downtown Sacramento
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Transportation Demand Management Incentive Programs
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Expanded Performance Measures Build on the Adopted MTP2035
Performance Measures Adopted MTP
(Partial List)

Proposed Performance Measures for MTP Update
(Partial List)

Smart Land Use
Smart Land Use
•

Amount of new people, housing and jobs in different parts of the region

Environmental Quality and Sustainability
•

Vehicle miles traveled per household or per capita

•

Air pollutants from automobiles (carbon dioxide, particulate matter,
greenhouse gases)

Traffic congestion: Vehicle miles traveled on congested roadways, vehicle
speeds by roadway type, traveler delay

•

Transit ridership (percent of all trips taken by transit, transit boardings)

•

Percent of all trips taken by biking, or walking

Equity and Choice
•

Number and percent of people within ¼ mile of high quality transit (15minute service or better)

•

Transit access to medical and retail services

Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high frequency transit

•

Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip

•

Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical services in an area)

Environmental Quality and Sustainability

Access and Mobility
•

•

+

•

Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks

•

Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands, vernal pools,
other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)

•

Acres of farmland lost to development

Access and Mobility
•

Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school

•

Percent of work trips by carpool

Equity and Choice
•

Economic Vitality
•

Commuter travel patterns between parts of the region

Financial Stewardship
•

Transit passenger boardings per hour of operation

Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large increases in
traffic

Economic Vitality
•

Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership

•

Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes

•

Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads

Financial Stewardship
•

Transit share of total trips, per capita

Safety
•

Vehicle collisions per mile of travel

•

Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Importance
(5 tally
marks total)
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FACTSHEET
About the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments
What SACOG Does
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is an association
of Sacramento region governments formed from the six area counties—
El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba—and the 22 member
cities listed to the right.
SACOG provides transportation planning and funding for the region, and
serves as a forum for the study and resolution of regional issues. In addition to preparing the region’s long-range transportation plan, SACOG
approves the distribution of affordable housing in the region and assists in
planning for transit, bicycle networks, clean air and airport land uses.
SACOG’s directors are chosen from the elected boards of its member
governments. It has a staff of about 50. SACOG is located in downtown
Sacramento at 1415 L Street, Suite 300.

The Six-County
SACOG Region
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Placerville
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Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments
1415 L Street
Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
tel: 916.321.9000
fax: 916.321.9551
www.sacog.org
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SACOG’s Responsibilities

Mission:

Council of Governments (COG)

Provide leadership

A COG delivers a variety of federal, state and local programs to its member
local governments. Through technical assistance and forging collaboration, COG efforts often provide a regional perspective to support member
agency activities. SACOG is the COG for the 22 cities and six counties in
the Sacramento region.

and a dynamic,

COG efforts at SACOG related to regional forecasting and monitoring
strive to improve mobility through the coordination of land use, transportation and air quality decisions. Other COG efforts at SACOG include the
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) and planning efforts related
to environmental protection and land use planning. Blueprint implementation and the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) have been a key
focus for the agency’s COG efforts in recent years.

an efficient regional

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
Federal transportation law requires the Governor to designate a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for all urban regions with population
greater than 50,000 (Title 23 U.S. Code). SACOG is the MPO for the sixcounty Sacramento region.
An MPO is a transportation policy-making body made up of representatives from local government and transportation agencies with authority
and responsibility in metropolitan planning areas. Through the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and its link to the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), SACOG is responsible for approving significant expenditures of federal dollars.

Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA)
The primary RTPA responsibilities under California state law are to adopt
a regional transportation plan and to prepare and adopt a regional transportation improvement program. SACOG is the RTPA for four counties
(Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties), with the El Dorado County
Transportation Commission (EDCTC) and the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) serving as RTPAs for these counties
respectively. The distinction between SACOG’s federal responsibilities as
an MPO and its state responsibilities as an RTPA is important because of
the considerable overlap between the two roles. Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) between SACOG, EDCTC and PCTPA guide the coordination between the region’s three RTPAs.

collaborative public
forum for achieving
transportation system,
innovative and
integrated regional
planning, and a high
quality of life within
the greater Sacramento
region.

For More Information:
Information on SACOG is
available at www.sacog.org.
The site carries information
on all of SACOG’s programs
and provides links to SACOG
publications.
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Metropolitan Transportation
Plan for 2035
What is the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan?
The Metropolitan Transportation
Plan (MTP2035) looks at the transportation needs for the six-county
Sacramento region through 2035.
The MTP2035 is key to the quality of life and economic health of our region. Ensuring convenient access to jobs, school, entertainment, recreation,
and critical services such as banking, medical care, and shopping requires a
transportation system of roads, transit, bikeways, and sidewalks to manage
our diverse needs.
However, the MTP2035 is more than just a plan for paving roads and planning bus routes. The plan pro-actively links transportation with land use
and air quality planning. The plan invests $42 billion, giving individuals
more options for how to get around, with lots of investments for people to
walk, bike or use transit in our communities.

Public Involvement
From the very beginning of the planning process, the MTP2035’s focus was
to use broad public outreach combined with extensive input from elected
officials, community groups, and citizen planners at every phase in the
process. Over two years, nearly 8,000 people helped give input to the plan
through community workshops, presentations, a televised forum, public
opinion research, and direct input.

A Changing Region
By 2035, the Sacramento
region will:
•

add 1.2 million residents

•

add 535,000 new jobs

•

add 525,000 new homes

•

increase its senior population 153 percent

This plan will:
•

reduce vehicle miles traveled per household by 10
percent

•

hold congested travel per
household to less than a
5 percent increase

•

increase bus frequency,
add new street cars and
light rail, as well as neighborhood shuttles

•

add freeway lanes for carpools and commuter buses

The Next Step in Blueprint
The MTP2035 builds on the Blueprint Preferred Growth Scenario,
a bold vision for growth that promotes compact, mixed-use development
and more transit choices as an alternative to low-density development.
Blueprint envisions more housing and transportation choices and promotes better land uses and quality design for our region by 2050.
It also serves as a framework to guide local government in growth and
transportation planning.

Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments
1415 L Street
Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
tel: 916.321.9000
fax: 916.321.9551
www.sacog.org
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MTP2035 Summary of Investments
In 2005 Dollars
PROGRAM CATEGORY

MTP2035
(in billions)

% higher
than
MTP2025

MTP2025
(in billions)

Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation
Maintain Caltrans highways and freeways
Maintain local roads and streets
Safety

$12.4

17%

$10.6

Road Capital Projects
New/widened roads, bridges, interchanges, etc.

$11.3

2%

$11.1

Transit
Maintain existing bus and light rail
Strategic bus and rail expansion
ADA/paratransit service

$14.3

21%

$11.8

Bicycle/Pedestrian
Bicycle facilities
Pedestrian improvements
ADA retrofits

$1.4

Programs and Planning
TDM and traveler information
Community Design
Air Quality
Technology
Landscaping and transportation enhancements

$2.3

35%

$1.7

GRAND TOTALS

$41.7

16%

$36.1

56%

Six Principles
The MTP2035 focuses
on six principles:
•

Smart Land Use

•

Environmental Quality
and Sustainability

•

Financial Stewardship

•

Economic Vitality

•

Access and Mobility

•

Equity and Choice

$0.9

For More Information:

Printed copies are available
for $25. A copy on CD in PDF
format is available free of
charge.

Vehicle Miles Traveled in Sacramento Region
2005 to 2035
Year / Scenario
VMT Indicator

2005

2035 w/MTP
Low – High3

2035 No
Project

Total Households in SACOG Region1

787,441

1,258,134

1,284,018

Total Household VMT (in thousands)2

40,695

58,261 to 61,271

67,860

Commercial Vehicle, External VMT (in thousands)

14,686

23,608

22,804

Total VMT (in thousands)

55,381

81,869 to 84,879

90,664

Average Household VMT

51.7

46.3 to 48.7

52.9

% Change in Average Household VMT from 2005

n/a

-10% to -6%

+ 2%

% Difference in Average Household VMT from No Project

- 2%

-12% to -8%

n/a

2

The full MTP2035 is available
at: www.sacog.org/mtp as
well as in person at SACOG,
city and county offices, and
public libraries throughout the
six-county region. You may
also request a copy by calling
(916) 321-9000.

Source: SACOG, July 2008 Notes: 1Households are occupied dwelling units ; 2VMT estimates by source based on SACOG’s SACSIM travel demand
model; 3Range is based on SACMET+4Ds and SACSIM travel model forecasts. SACMET+4Ds results in bold italics
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Blueprint Transportation
and Land Use Plan
What is Blueprint?
The Blueprint project was initiated
by the SACOG Board of Directors
after it viewed regional computer
modeling results showing that current growth patterns and transportation investment priorities would result in significant increases in congestion in the future. The three-year process used public input and involvement to develop the Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050, a voluntary
framework for future growth in the region that reduces the congestion,
provides for a greater range of housing choices, encourages reinvestment
in already developed areas, and better integrates the location of jobs and
housing.

A Changing Region
By 2050, the Sacramento
region will:
•

add 1.7 million residents

•

add 1 million new jobs

•

add 800,000 new homes

Six Principles
The Blueprint focuses
on six principles:
• Provide a variety of transportation choices
• Offer housing choices and
opportunities
• Take advantage of compact
development
• Use existing assets

Public Involvement
Blueprint brought together local officials, civic groups, environmental
advocates, the development community, business leaders and the public in
a first-ever attempt to guide how the region grows over the next 50 years.
Seeking broad input from the ground up, SACOG and civic partner Valley
Vision held a series of 37 workshops in neighborhoods, cities and counties
throughout the region. By the time the workshops, two Regional Forums
and public opinion research had concluded, more than 5,000 participants
had voiced support for the Preferred Blueprint Scenario.

• Mixed land uses
• Preserve open space,
farmland, natural beauty,
through natural resources
conservation
• Encourage distinctive,
attractive communities
with quality design

The Next Steps in Blueprint
Blueprint project research clearly shows that changes to local land use
patterns could achieve significant benefits to the region’s transportation
system and air quality. Consequently, the MTP2035 utilizes the Preferred
Blueprint Growth Scenario, as a basis for the 28-year transportation plan
for the region—the first transportation plan for the region that marries
land use and transportation planning.
Another outgrowth of the Blueprint process has been the Rural-Urban
Connections Strategy (RUCS), a look at the region’s growth and sustainability objectives from a rural perspective.

Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments
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Sacramento, CA 95814
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Preferred Blueprint Scenario

Project Technology

Expected Development Under Blueprint—2050
Key to the Map
areas of existing
development
areas of future
development
green areas (e.g., open
space, parks, wetlands,
vernal pools, stream
corridors, hardwood
stands)
  agriculture and other
undeveloped lands
  rivers, streams and
lakes
  city boundaries
  highways
  county boundaries
Note: Some vernal pools in
Yuba, Sutter and southwest
Placer counties are preserved,
but are not shown on these
maps.

Basecase Scenario
Projected Development without Blueprint—2050

Note: El Dorado County elected not to directly participate
in this phase of the Blueprint
process due to on-going issues
associated with their General
Plan.

The Blueprint project utilizes a
web-based program known as
I-PLACE3S. Working much like
a computer game, I-PLACE3S
is an interactive real-time
modeling tool that gives community residents the ability to
see how the choices that they
make regarding land use and
transportation will affect their
communities.
It demonstrates how planning
and design choices, made by
a community, have impacts
on development patterns,
modal choices, redevelopment
potential, and livability to
name a few. By being aware
of the consequences of different development choices,
citizens can improve their
economies, environments and
quality of life.

For More Information:
Information on Blueprint, and
the community involvement
process, are available at:
www.sacregionblueprint.org.
Also available online are a variety of civic engagement tools
including educational videos
and Powerpoint presentations,
photo simulations and a planning and transportation photo
database.

Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Yuba/Sutter Focus Group
Meeting Date: July 29, 2010
Participants represented: CA Rural Legal Assistance Inc. (2), Yuba County
Public Works, and City of Yuba Planning Department
Total Participants: 4
Participants expressed a strong need to get workforce and economic
development opportunities into the Yuba-Sutter area. They hoped that the new
community college extension in Yuba City would stimulate workforce and
learning opportunities, but were concerned that students could not easily access
campus. The area is currently struggling with scattered and inconsistent transit
and low levels of ridership. They mentioned that there is not a “culture of transit
use” and that residents tend to choose walking, or asking a neighbor or family
member for a ride. One resounding concern amongst the group was the
affordability of transit for area residents; especially multimodal trips. One
participant mentioned that residents may be compromising their health because
of a lack of reliable transportation. All participants mentioned that a community
vanpool or paratransit system would work well in the area.
The group would like to find a practical transit solution for commuters traveling
between Yuba/Sutter and Sacramento, Roseville or other job centers.
There were some strong concerns that rural areas are not benefiting from SB
375. Since TPA (Transit Priority Area) designation is unlikely, municipal
representatives were afraid that they would lose out on economic and
development opportunities.
The group was also concerned about jobs/housing fit and ensuring that future
housing development serves the existing population through affordable units.
One participant expressed a concern that SB375 was too focused on density and
not enough on affordability.
Final comments centered on the importance of the Rural Urban Connections
Strategy (RUCS) and ensuring that the agricultural nature of the SACOG region
is well known and viewed as a priority.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use and
environmental quality; specifically mix of uses and acres of farmland lost to
development.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Yuba &
Sutter

Total
Votes

1

62
51

2
4

91

0

51

1

37
52

4

27
16

0
0

27

2

26
48
17

1
1
1

44

0

29
11

2
1

Additional measure recommendations:
Affordability of transit/transportation and housing by income group, race,
ethnicity, etc
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org.

Page 2 of 33

Metropolitan Transportation Plan2035 Update
Summary for: State and Federal Agencies Focus Group
Meeting Date: July 9, 2010
Participants represented: US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), Caltrans, Federal Transportation Agency, US
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and California
Department of Housing and Community Development
Total participants: 6
Participants discussed effective methods for educating the public and developers
on the relationship between density and reduction in green house gas (GHG)
emissions. They discussed how climate change science is influencing planning
and development, but that perhaps not everyone is on the same page about the
impact of GHG emissions on environmental quality.
The group also wanted to ensure that while the MTP focuses on bringing housing
and jobs closer together, the quality of the jobs near housing is important;
suggesting the development of a jobs-housing fit measure.
The group grappled with the question of whether to put more jobs near transit or
to put more jobs near existing housing. Through discussion, they recognized that
relying solely on transit is not practical for reducing GHG emissions and that VMT
must be reduced by shorter trip distances as well as developing the reverse
commute to relieve congestion. Participants also cited health concerns about
increased density and placing housing and jobs too close to transit and heavily
used corridors.
The group also expressed concern about the funding structure for transit projects
and other infrastructure. They were interested in understanding how existing
infrastructure will adapt to new planning strategies and demographic changes.
Federal agency representatives explained that housing is now focusing on
sustainability of property and occupancy through weatherization, energy
efficiency and greater affordability. Representatives also expressed a struggle in
making transit-oriented developments affordable and attractive. There was
consensus that eliminating silos will help integrate the planning process and
remove barriers and contradictions in regulations.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured environmental
quality and sustainability and economic vitality; specifically acres of farmland lost
to development and congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes.

Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

State &
Federal
Agencies

Total
Votes

2

62
51

0
7

91

1

51

5

37
52

14

27
16

3
0

27

1

26
48
17

1
6
10

44

1

29
11

1
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Local, regional, state and federal cooperative partnership
Measure of connectivity on streets (average block perimeter, true travel
distance, access roads, intersection frequency)
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org.
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Water Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 18, 2010
Participants represented: Water Forum, Roseville Utilities, Sacramento County
(2), Yuba County Water Agency, City of Davis, MacKay and Somps, City of
Sacramento (2), and City of Folsom
Total participants: 10
The focus group was interested in how water planning can be better integrated
with transportation and land use planning so that systems work together for
greater efficiency and cost savings. They suggested that general plans, the MTP
and water plans be updated on the same cycle to make sure that plans in each
document are feasible by all three systems.
The group was concerned with the expense of upgrades to infrastructure.
Especially for infill and redevelopment projects that aim at higher density,
infrastructure may already be at capacity and upgrades require cost burdens to
developers and consumers. The second major concern was that streetscapedesign tree additions are impeding on underground water infrastructure.
Independent from transportation, the group also had concerns that water
treatment and delivery infrastructure needs to be upgraded in order to keep up
with technologies like low-flow faucets and toilets.
Overall, the group would like to see better coordination among agencies in order
to ensure that transportation is compatible with existing and planned water
infrastructure and utilities that are not easily relocated.
Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use and
environmental quality; specifically mix of uses and jobs within a 45 minute transit
ride or 20 minute drive. The group also suggested many of their own metrics.
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Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Water

0

62
51

7
5

91

2

51

4

37
52

2

27
16

0
1

27

1

26
48
17

0
3
1

44

2

29
11

2
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Loading of unwanted chemicals to public waterways
Water supply infrastructure cost
Per capita water demand
Coordination between transportation planning, utility availability and
growth projections
Measure of sustainable water supply
Water system rehab costs per capita
Reliability, cost and availability of water supply and infrastructure in new
growth areas and infill
Integration of long range utility, transportation, general plans, and
infrastructure plans
Percentage of intersections LOS D or higher
Water supply mix -- groundwater vs. surface vs. reclaimed
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Faith Based and Community Based Organizations Focus Group
Meeting Date: July 27, 2010
Participants Represented: Northminster Presbyterian, agricultural consultant, St.
Paul Baptist Church, Community Services Planning Council, and The California
Endowment
Total participants: 5
The group focused their comments on the importance of public safety,
community building, resource coordination and the environment. Public safety
concerns included transit safety and neighborhood safety for biking and walking.
Relating to these concerns, a participant suggested that narrower streets foster
community and deter crime. The concept of “safety in numbers” was also
brought up as a way to develop both safer streets and safer public transit.
The group was also concerned with building community resources to confront
unmet transportation needs. Suggestions included neighborhood and employersponsored shuttles, ridesharing and car sharing. Participants were interested in
the concept of bringing services and transportation closer together. They
suggested that developers of new communities dedicate land for the
establishment of churches and other social services; or locate these services on
major transportation corridors. Bringing retail and grocery to a neighborhood
level was important to the group because they not only foster biking and walking,
but also tend to increase local economic development.
There were concerns about the negative impacts of cars idling in traffic, idling in
parking lots and circling areas multiple times to find parking. Group members
suggested that the Sacramento Tree Foundation’s Greenprint document receive
consideration in MTP update.
In order to increase transit ridership, participants noted the importance of gaining
habitual or lifetime riders. College students and those who are developing or
changing their transportation behavior are excellent targets for habitual ridership.
The group recommended that transit service providers, in collaboration with
various agencies, give free transit passes in the first week of a transportation
behavior change (i.e. at the start of the school year or to residents moving into a
new neighborhood). Offering free transit for significant community events like
Second Saturday in Sacramento would also be of benefit to developing ridership.
In final comments, participants reiterated the importance of coordinating
transportation resources (both public and private) and developing community
solutions to unmet transportation needs. Providing consistent and reliable
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transportation for vulnerable populations and underserved workforces was also a
major priority.
Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use and
environmental quality; specifically transit oriented developments.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

FBO & CBO

5

62
51

1
0

91

3

51

1

37
52

1

27
16

1
0

27

2

26
48
17

0
3
0

44

3

29
11

1
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Number of coordinated transportation planning/delivery programs/Number
of regional cooperative transportation agreements (i.e. blending RT and
school district resources and private business)
Number of trees per mile on a transportation corridor
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Equity and Human Services Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 17, 2010
Participants represented: Sacramento County Children and Family Mental Health
Department, Sacramento County WIC, Ubuntu Green, California Family
Resource Association, Coalition on Regional Equity (CORE), The Sierra Fund,
and Yolo Children’s Alliance.
Total participants: 7
Focus group participants discussed the transportation issues affecting low
income, disabled and ethnic communities. They were particularly concerned with
affordable housing, mobility, and access to school, healthy food, employment,
and medical and social services.
The group was concerned with the lack of transit access for the “suburban poor”
and other vulnerable fringe communities. They were concerned by the
Sacramento Regional Transit cuts to service and simultaneous planned
construction of new line extensions. The group was concerned that transit is
being treated as a lifestyle choice rather than a necessity.
Participants wanted to see increased complete street implementation in order to
provide safer walking and biking environments as well as fight obesity and other
health concerns.
The focus group had a vested interest in affordable housing and developing
stronger links between affordable housing and transit. Participants stressed the
importance of jobs/housing fit and would like to see affordable housing become a
major priority in land use and transportation planning.
There was particular interest in travel to and from school, and participants
requested detailed information about how children travel to school. They also
wanted more information about how compact and dense development would
impact air quality. The group would like to see metrics written in common
terminology when presented to the general public.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use, as
well as those measuring access and mobility. The group also suggested many of
their own measures.

Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Equity &
Human
Services

62
51
91

51
37

6
1
8

2
1

52

1

27
16

5
1

27

4

26
48
17

0
0
0

44

2

29
11

0
1

Additional measure recommendations:
Measure of population not near toxic or high noise area
Mix of income housing, jobs, shopping, medical, parks in an area
Measure of equitable housing price and wages
Access to fresh healthy food outlets
Public health co-benefits
Percent of all trips by walking
Survey neighborhood grocery stores vs. liquor stores
Bicycle and pedestrian collisions and fatalities
Measure of population/transit 1/4 mile from lifeline services & amenities
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org.
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Senior and Aging Focus Group
Meeting Date: July 12, 2010
Participants represented: El Dorado County Transit Authority, Sacramento Adult
and Aging Commission (3), Area 4 Agency on Aging, Paratransit Inc. (2),
Ridership for the Masses, and Older Women’s League
Total participants: 10
The focus group was primarily concerned with mobility and access for seniors
and the disabled senior community. Participants mentioned the struggle to
access transportation when elder communities are developed far away from
established transit routes. This, along with bus service cuts, results in isolation of
the senior population.
Participants are also concerned that with a very fixed budget, seniors cannot
afford to access the type of transportation they need. Dial-a-ride, for example, is
too costly for many seniors.
The group mentioned that the MTP compromises bus service in favor of light rail;
that the time horizon of the MTP does not address the immediate needs of
seniors; and that MTP is highly focused on commute trips rather than the type of
trips that seniors take.
Focus group participants were also concerned about the disconnect between
SACOG’s efforts and those of individual jurisdictions; recommending better
funding coordination between jurisdictions. They also propose greater support
for private transportation providers.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use;
particularly mix of uses.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

62
51
91

51
37

Senior &
Aging
5
2
16

1
1

52

1

27
16

1
1

27

3

26
48
17

1
1
1

44

4

29
11

2
2

Additional measure recommendations:
Accessibility of senior housing to lifeline services and amenities
Percent and ratio of pedestrian fatalities
Percent of trips/falls by seniors
Measure of useable sidewalks
Measure of population/transit 1/4 mile from lifeline services and amenities
Measure of senior and disabled population w/ access to transit and human
services
Transit proximity to medical services/offices
Location of senior centers
Share of seniors and disabled persons accessing services across
jurisdictional boundaries
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org.
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary For: Redevelopment Focus Group
Meeting Date: June 24, 2010
Participants represented: City of Woodland (3), City of Davis, City of Rancho
Cordova, Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (2), City of Citrus
Heights, and City of Folsom
Total participants: 9
The redevelopment group was focused on infill projects around the region and
therefore had a vested interest in the CEQA benefits of SB375. The group was
interested in how a special planning area (SPA) is defined and wants to ensure
redevelopment areas are recognized as SPAs. They mentioned that many
programmed and planned redevelopment and infill projects are aimed at
complete streets with a focus on walkability.
The group was concerned that jurisdictions were not abiding by Blueprint
principles and encouraged SACOG to re-educate the public on smart growth
objectives and allocate transportation funding with greater emphasis on Blueprint
compliant projects. SACOG staff explained that each jurisdiction will receive
their fair share of funding in the long run, but the group wished to have a more
competitive process that rewarded those who are taking smart growth strategies
seriously. The group reinforced the value of SACOG’s technical role in modeling
impacts in order to assist jurisdictions in decision-making.
They expressed the need for additional funds for complete street projects and
mentioned concerns about how to fund and implement affordable housing and
equity projects. In conclusion, the group felt that the most valuable projects were
those that were Blueprint friendly, regional serving, and compliant with
greenhouse gas target objectives. They also mentioned a number of significant
redevelopment projects being done throughout the region; many of which will
support local economic development.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured environmental
quality and smart land use; specifically mixed use development, transit oriented
development, and transit share of all trips.

Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Redevelopment
and Community
Development

62
51
91

51
37

7
4
7

4
2

52

3

27
16

1
0

27

2

26
48
17

0
2
0

44

5

29
11

0
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Measure of population at 30% median income or lower or below poverty
that are near streets with high traffic, or large increases in traffic
Per capita share of bicycle, walk and transit trips
Concentrations of high poverty
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Goods Movement Focus Group
Meeting Date: June 2, 2010
Participants represented: Sacramento Metro Chamber, California Trucking
Association (2), NorCal World Trade Center, Endicott Communications,
California Alliance for Jobs, Caltrans District 3 (2), Caltrans Office of Goods
Movement (2), The ClarkStreet Group, Sierra Pacific Rail, and The Verde Group
(some participants represented more than one agency or organization).
Total Participants: 12
The focus group was interested in ensuring that the MTP properly consider
goods movement needs. Primary concerns included road and facilities
maintenance and expansion of the transportation system in order for goods
movement to operate at maximum capacity and efficiency.
The group mentioned that goods movement miles make up a significant portion
of regional travel. Ground travel by truck (as opposed to air cargo) is the most
cost effective and efficient method and allows the regional industry to remain
competitive. Ports also play a vital role in goods movement. It was important to
the group that ports are maintained in a way that allows ships to enter fully
loaded. Channel deepening was an important issue, as it would allow for ships
to enter the port fully loaded and thereby increase regional competitiveness and
efficiency.
Road maintenance is extremely important to the group. Participants expressed
concern that with greater fuel efficiency, there are declining gas tax revenues by
which to maintain roads. They expressed a need to relieve congestion on
roadways and were afraid that higher densities would result in greater
congestion.
Participants were also concerned that regulations regarding parking, idling and
loading/unloading would compromise efficiency and regional economic
development. However, other participants found value in regulations as there are
concerns about trucks parking and idling in neighborhoods. The consensus was
that investments must be made in creating appropriate truck parking.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured environmental
quality and economic vitality; specifically reductions in greenhouse gas and
congestion on freeways and major goods movement arterials.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Goods
Movement

62
51
91

51
37

1
2
1

5
0

52

2

27
16

1
0

27

2

26
48
17

2
4
1

44

2

29
11

1
2

Additional measure recommendations:
Cost effectiveness of ITS and TDM Improvements
Goods-miles traveled (like VMT) for freight transport to study economic
localization trend
Under "safety," quantify the number of river crossings/miles, not just for
expanded goods movement, but for public safety measures as well
Freight rail traffic increase or decrease
Demographics percent of non-white/low-income living near transit stops
and in areas of TOD/mixed-use investments
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan2035 Update
Summary for: Economic Development Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 27, 2010
Participants represented: California Energy Commission, Kiefer Consulting,
Center for Strategic Economic Research, North Franklin Business District, SAFE
Credit Union, Greater Sacramento Urban League, Sacramento Hispanic
Chamber of Commerce, Economics Development Sacramento County, Winn
Associates, Economic & Planning Systems, AT&T, and City of Sacramento.
Total participants: 12
The focus group suggested greater investment in flexible transit; meaning bus
routes over light rail fixed routes. They also noted the importance of multi-modal
coordination between rail and bus. There were some concerns that transit
investments were benefiting those who make transit a lifestyle choice rather than
out of necessity. This also spurred some discussion about the affordability of
light rail for those who use it out of necessity. Participants were concerned that
cuts to transit service were negatively impacting the ability of employees to get to
work so much that some employees were forced to quit their jobs.
The group also noted major demographic changes happening within the region,
including movement of minority populations out of the urban core. Participants
postulated that such changes will have a significant effect on where and what
type of transit it needed.
There was considerable discussion about the purpose and effectiveness of
complete streets and streetscape improvements. Some participants valued
streetscape design because it generated more walk and bike trips, while other
participants claimed it as a wasteful investment in comparison to other
transportation needs.
There was a suggestion that the MTP should focus on overall quality of life
impacts, ensuring that all populations are served either by flexible and affordable
transit access or streetscape improvements that make walking and biking
feasible.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use, as
well as the measure of congestion on freeways and major goods and freight
routes.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Economic
Development

62
51
91

51
37

8
8
12

2
1

52

1

27
16

2
1

27

2

26
48
17

2
8
0

44

4

29
11

0
0

To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org.
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Development Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 14, 2010
Participants represented: North State Building Industry Association (2), SMB
Corporation, Easton Development, Lewis Properties, The Gregory Group,
MacKay and Somps, Brookfield Land Co., and The RCH Group
Total participants: 9
The focus group asked a number of questions about obtaining Transit Priority
Area (TPA) designation in job-rich and housing-rich areas. Participants
questioned why two job rich areas, Roseville and Rancho Cordova, did not have
high frequency transit service. SACOG staff facilitiators explained that high
frequency transit in those areas needs to be supported by high density and
investments. The group spent much time dialoguing about how jurisdictions
could obtain funds to maintain a high frequency transit system in these areas.
Participants were also interested in how the MTP, Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA), Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), and
jurisdictional General Plans would work together.
The group focused some discussion on the projections of regional housing
demand and was interested in the data presented on household size and
quantity and type of housing stock. There was a suggestion that vacant housing
would influence housing supply estimations and therefore data should be
gathered on the quantity of vacant housing.
The group also asked questions about how the region would meet the
greenhouse gas (GHG) target set by California Air Resources Board (CARB).
They were interested in how changes in technology and gas prices should factor
into GHG targets.
The distance between job and housing was extremely important to the group.
They were interested in the length and time of commute trips as well as the
relationship between the regional growth strategy and congestion on freeways
and arterials. Participants found value in transit for better job access and agreed
that design for pedestrian users was important.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use and
economic vitality; specifically the percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45
minute transit trip of home and congestion on freeways and major goods and
freight routes.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Development

62
51
91

51
37

0
7
3

0
0

52

0

27
16

0
2

27

0

26
48
17

0
7
0

44

1

29
11

0
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Percent of work trips by transit, carpool, bike and walking
Congestion on major arterials
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org.
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Climate Action Planners Focus Group
Meeting Date: June 11, 2010
Participants represented: AECOM, City of Roseville (3), Sacramento County, City
of Citrus Heights, City of West Sacramento, Yolo County, and City of
Sacramento
Total Participants: 9
This group brought together consultants and those members of staff that are
working on jurisdictional Climate Action Plans (CAP). The group gave reports
about generation of emissions; how far along they are on their jurisdictional
Climate Action Plan; and their concerns regarding greenhouse gas (GHG)
regulation.
The group asked a number of questions about how GHG emissions information
will be collected and reported. They were concerned about the target that
California Air Resources Board (CARB) would choose and how each jurisdiction
would be responsible for their proportion of the reduction. Group members were
particularly concerned about how commuter emissions would impact the
jurisdictional and regional share of overall emissions measurements. SACOG
staff mentioned the difficulty in looking at share of GHG emissions on a
jurisdictional scale because transportation origins and destinations may be within
different boundaries.
The group noted the importance of land use decisions in reaching the GHG
target and felt that land use and transportation decisions would influence the
ability of the region to meet the target. The group was concerned that the MTP
would rely heavily on the expansion of transit when recent service cuts suggest
the contrary.
The city of Davis has adopted their CAP; all other jurisdictions have CAPs in
progress.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use and
environmental quality; specifically emissions reductions, transit-oriented
development, and loss of farmland.

Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

62
51
91

51
37

Climate
Action
Planners
6
4
4

6
0

52

6

27
16

2
1

27

0

26
48
17

4
1
1

44

2

29
11

2
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Measure of emission reductions related to crop type/sector of agricultural
economy
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Environmental Professionals & Advocates Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 14, 2010
Participants represented: Sierra Club, Breathe California of SacramentoEmigrant Trails, League of Women Voters, Friends of the American River, The
Nature Conservancy, Sutter County Resource Conservation District, Mother
Lode Chapter of the Sierra Club, Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS),
Neighborhood Advocating Sustainable Transportation, Conservation Planning
Board, Audubon, and Habitat 2010 (some participants represented multiple
agencies or organizations).
Total participants: 9
The focus group was concerned that the priorities of the MTP might not translate
into actual greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions. The group also
expressed a number of concerns related to transit ridership and using investment
in transit as a means to reduce GHG. They interpreted the data as stating that
additional investments in transit do not necessarily result in increased ridership.
Group members mentioned that relying on transit to reduce GHG was not
sensible considering the major cuts to transit funding. The group wanted to
explore options like deliberately increasing auto congestion and increasing
parking costs and/or parking restrictions in order to force the use of alternative
modes.
There was a significant concern that some jurisdictional land use decisions were
not in line with the Blueprint. Some group members noted that the MTP is based
on jurisdictional land use decisions which may not be compact enough to
encourage transit, walking and biking. It was suggested that SACOG consider a
“super” Blueprint which would call for even denser, compact development
thereby reducing auto travel and GHG.
Adopting Habitat Conservation Plans and reviewing connectivity corridors were
top priorities for this focus group. They wanted to ensure that some lands
remained undeveloped, that those lands had significant buffers and that species
were preserved.
The focus group reiterated the importance of measuring the net changes in GHG
reduction rather than per capita.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured environmental
quality; specifically, acres of natural resources affected by development and
acres of farmland lost to development.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Environment

62
51
91

51
37

5
2
3

6
10

52

10

27
16

0
1

27

0

26
48
17

1
0
0

44

1

29
11

0
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Percent of new and existing housing within 1/2 mile of retail, medical, and
schools
Number of miles of bicycle lanes/paths near transit stops
Bicycle and pedestrian collisions and fatalities
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org.
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Education Focus Group
Meeting date: July 23, 2010
Participants represented: Twin Rivers Unified, Elk Grove Unified, Sacramento
County Office of Education, Los Rios Community College District, Public
Advocates Inc., Placer County Office of Education, River Delta School Board,
and Linking Education and Economic Development (LEED)
Total participants: 8
The educational focus group centered conversation around school bus transit
and its role in the overall transit system; schools are prohibited from using or
endorsing public transit as a means of school commuting. They noted funding
constraints, significant changes in operations, and misconceptions which make
school bus transit difficult to sustain. With only 15 percent of California school
children riding the bus (compared to 58 percent in the rest of the country), the
group expressed a strong need to change the culture of transit and encourage
bus use as early as kindergarten.
Participants explained that there are funding constraints that make providing
school bus service difficult. The school bus system is reliant on federal subsidy
and parent contribution. Federal and state funding commitments are based on
very old enrollment numbers and parent contributions do not accrue significant
revenue as many children qualify for subsidized services such as free lunch and
free bus rides. The cost of transportation to field trips and team sports games
was also mentioned as a problem.
One significant comment was that under-funded programs, like transportation,
are taking money out of the classroom and compromising education.
Participants mentioned that they would like their school bus transit system to
keep up with demand and utilize new technology like natural gas, but there is
simply not enough funding to do these things.
Open enrollment allows students to attend schools in any area they choose,
resulting in further commutes to school and increasing bus service costs. Urban
schools, where school bus and public transit are more accessible, are facing
declining enrollment and campus closures.
Group members mentioned that many parents do not believe transit is safe. They
are not willing to allow their child to ride any form of transit, including school
buses. This misconception needs to be reconciled.
It was noted that design and infrastructure in front of schools is oriented toward
auto pickup and drop off, and less for walking and biking. School campuses
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experience high volume congestion during pickup and drop off hours, thereby
negatively impacting immediate air quality.
In higher education, The Los Rios Community College District is only building
campuses that are linked to transit. They also have an agreement to provide a
reduced cost pass for Sacramento Regional Transit. The representative for Los
Rios CCD mentioned that many students are using public transit to get to Los
Rios campuses.
Participants also noted the importance of the trip chain for families and students.
Students, particularly high school and college, are going to school in addition to
work and other destinations like daycare. Adult students need to be able to rely
on transit to complete their entire trip chain.
Schools are looking into online options in order to meet educational demand.
They consider online learning a method for reducing transportation demands.
Participants would also like to develop a coordinated, service-sharing system in
order to bus students from various districts to the same internship and Regional
Occupational Program (ROP) site.
The overall consensus was that school bus service needs to be considered in the
comprehensive transit system. It should be marketed during the earliest
educational stages. The public must also understand the true cost of bus
transportation and advocate for increased funding.
Performance measures of priority included smart land use and access and
mobility.
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Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Education

62
51
91

51
37

2
1
3

3
0

52

1

27
16

5
1

27

0

26
48
17

1
4
1

44

3

29
11

1
2

Additional Measure Recommendations:
Transit passenger boardings by stop
Ability to adapt to new educational learning methods (Number of
educational centers or schools using online learning)
Transit access to educational centers
Number of affordable housing units occupied by low-income households
near transit oriented developments (TODs)
Marginal investment needed for marginal increase in level of service
(marginal costs and benefits of transit investment)
Recognition of school buses as being a part of the overall transportation
system
Investment in transit marketing and education for school age children
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Energy Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 19, 2010
Participants represented: UC Davis (3), Sacramento Metro Chamber, US
Senator Barbara Boxer’s Office, California Energy Commission, Valley Vision,
California Fuel Cell Partnership, PG&E, Sacramento Commerce and Trade
Organization (SACTO), and Sacramento Metropolitan Utilities District (SMUD)
Total participants: 11
The focus group centered their conversation on the policy, regulations and
funding for transportation and clean energy technology. They mentioned that
there will be major shifts in technology over the MTP horizon for which the region
must be prepared. Technology and policy changes mentioned include
regulations for zero emissions buses and greater use of electric vehicles and
alternative fuels. Participants questioned whether current infrastructure would be
able to support the shift to electric vehicles. The group suggested that SACOG’s
transportation models take these technology shifts into account. Group members
wish to see more innovative and aggressive transportation demand management
and goods movement systems. For more efficient energy consumption and
greater economic development opportunities, the region needs to increase the
capacity of goods movement.
The group was concerned about how infrastructure improvements will be funded
in light of decreasing fuel tax revenues. They expressed the need for more
flexible funds; stating that capital funds are abundantly available, but operating
funds are difficult to obtain.
With much goods movement and commute travel to the Bay area, the group
suggested that SACOG work with the San Francisco region as a “super region”
for energy and transportation planning.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use and
environmental quality; specifically transit-oriented development and GHG
reductions.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equality and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

62
51
91

51
37

Energy

4
2
2

7
2

52

0

27
16

0
2

27

0

26
48
17

2
3
0

44

4

29
11

1
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Speed of traffic/speed reduction related to emissions
Per capita number of all alternative fuel vehicles
Coordinating regional alternative fuel refueling infrastructure plan
Consistent permitting process for all alternate fuel activities
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Agriculture Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 24, 2010
Participants represented: Sacramento County Agricultural (Ag) Commissioner,
Placer County Ag Commissioner, California Department of Conservation, Central
Valley Farmland Trust, Yuba County Ag Commissioner, Produce Express,
Sacramento County Farm Bureau, Sutter County Ag Commissioner, Sacramento
Valley Conservancy, California Farm Bureau Federation, and Yolo County Ag
Commissioner
Total participants: 12
The group noted the importance of preserving agricultural land from urban
encroachment. They explained that the addition of urban elements like housing,
or the reduction of a buffer between urban and agriculture can affect operations
and commodity movement.
The largest transportation issue, according to this focus group, is the ability to
move commodities, starting with truck travel and including water or rail transport.
They stated that planners, as well as the general public, must understand the
need to move commodities and farm equipment. Heavy equipment and large
capacity trucks require considerable surface areas, turnouts, and regular
maintenance. If these elements are neglected, produce prices will increase and
safety and quality will be compromised.
In discussing transportation for the general public, the group mentioned that
improving transit would free up the road for agricultural purposes and that
perhaps transit riders should receive “carbon credits” (in cash form) for using
transit.
Of overall importance, the group noted that they would like officials to have a
land ethic, take smart growth more seriously, and value the food production
process and agricultural land more.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured environmental
quality and economic vitality; specifically acres of farmland lost to development
and non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Agriculture

62
51
91

51
37

2
0
7

1
5

52

14

27
16

3
0

27

1

26
48
17

1
6
10

44

1

29
11

1
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Safety of farm equipment vs. commute traffic on rural roads
Gross cost of local farmers' markets & direct farm marketing (produce
stands, CSA, etc)
Farm implement traffic/access on and off roads
Percent of work trips by bicycle
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 Update
Summary for: Affordable Housing Focus Group
Meeting Date: May 13, 2010
Participants represented: Capital Area Development Authority (CADA), City of
Rancho Cordova, City of Davis, City of Roseville, City of Sacramento, Legal
Services of Northern California, Placer County (2), Placer County Association of
Realtors, Sacramento Housing Alliance, Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment
Agency, Sacramento Mutual Housing Association, and U.S. Department of Urban
Housing & Development.
Total Participants: 13
Participants were concerned that investments in transit oriented development
(TOD) and Transit Priority Areas (TPA) could negatively impact low-income
residents by displacing them or spurring gentrification. The group wanted to
ensure that affordable housing and mixed income housing would be part of the
TOD and TPA investment. In terms of non-infrastructure investments, the group
prioritized Transportation Demand Management (TDM).
Participants commented that the region is auto-centric and that for those who are
not transit dependent, there is a lack of education on the benefits of transit
planning and usage. There was a comment that transportation education should
begin at the earliest levels in order to boost transit use.
The group also suggested that new developments place strong emphasis on
quality pedestrian design. In older areas, neighborhood improvements should
focus on creating connectivity from housing to jobs, schools and important
amenities such as childcare. Local bus rapid transit to move commuters from
housing rich areas to job centers should be a priority investment to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. There was a concern about the disconnect between
plans for transit infrastructure and funding for transit construction and operations.
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Performance measures of priority were those that measured smart land use,
environmental quality and sustainability, as well as the cost of auto ownership.
Proposed Performance Measure Voting Report & Comparison
Smart Land Use
Percent of new housing units and job growth within ½ mile of high
frequency transit
Percent of jobs within 20 minute drive or 45 minute transit trip
Mix of uses (good mix of housing, jobs, shopping, schools, parks, medical
services in an area)
Environmental Quality and Sustainability
Per capita reduction from year 2005 in greenhouse gas emissions from
cars and light trucks
Acres of natural resources areas affected by development (e.g., wetlands,
vernal pools, other habitat areas, open space, conservation lands)
Acres of farmland lost to development
Access and Mobility
Share of school-age children within bike or walk distance of a school
Percent of work trips by carpool
Equity and Choice
Measure of population that is near streets with high traffic volume, or large
increases in traffic
Economic Vitality
Total cost per capita of travel and auto ownership
Congestion on freeways and major goods and freight routes
Non-farm traffic on farm-to-market roads
Financial Stewardship
Transit share of total trips, per capita
Safety
Vehicle collisions per mile of travel
Percent of vehicle collisions, including heavy trucks

Total
Votes

Affordable
Housing

62
51
91

51
37

8
7
11

6
6

52

4

27
16

2
2

27

3

26
48
17

9
3
0

44

4

29
11

1
0

Additional measure recommendations:
Cost of bus operations
To register for MTP 2035 Update information and workshops, go to:
www.sacog.org/update, call 916-321-9000, or contact Monica Hernández at
mhernandez@sacog.org

Page 33 of 33

