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Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee  

Monday, September 9, 2013 at 10:00 a.m.   

The Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee may take up any agenda item at any time, regardless of 
the order listed.  Public comment will be taken on the item at the time that it is taken up by the committee.  We 
ask that members of the public complete a request to speak form, submit it to the clerk of the committee, and 
keep their remarks brief.   If several persons wish to address the committee on a single item, the chair may 
impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of the discussion.  Action may be taken on any item 
on this agenda.   
 
Roll Call:  Directors Ashby, Buckland, Davis, Stallard, Yuill, Vice Chairs Hanley and 
Serna, and Chair Miklos 

Public Communications:  Any person wishing to address the Committee on any item 
not on the agenda may do so at this time. After ten minutes of testimony, any additional 
testimony will be heard following the action items.  
  

1. Minutes of August 5, 2013 Meeting ◄ 
2. Aerial Imagery Collection Project◄ (Mr. Concannon) 
3. Fiscal Year 2013/14 Overall Work Program Amendment #1 ◄ (Mr. Carpenter) 
4. FTA Funding and State Pension Reform Update ◄ (Mr. Carpenter) 
5. Required Communication with Auditors-Statement on Auditing Standards No. 

114 (Mr. Trost) 
6. Connect Card Project Update (Mr. McCrary) 
7. 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Update 
A. Draft Work Plan (Ms. Lizon) 
B. Early Engagement and Communications Strategies (Ms. Hernández) 
C. Regional Monitoring Report (Mr. Griesenbeck) 
D. Approach to Growth Projections for 2016 MTP/SCS Update (Mr. Garry) 

8. SACOG Salutes Annual Awards Program (Ms. Hernandez) 
9. State Advocacy Update (Mr. Johnson) 
10. Federal Advocacy Update (Mr. Johnson) 

 
Other Matters 
Adjournment 
 
◄ Indicates Action 

     Prepared by:      Approved by: 

 
     Mike McKeever      Steve Miklos 
     Chief Executive Officer     Chair 
 
Next committee meeting:  Monday, November 4, 2013 
 
The Meridian Plaza Building is accessible to the disabled.  If requested, this agenda, and documents in the agenda packet can be made available in appropriate 
alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations 
adopted in implementation thereof.  Persons seeking an alternative format should contact SACOG for further information.  In addition, a person with a disability 
who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a public meeting should contact SACOG by phone at 
916-321-9000, e-mail (sacog@sacog.org) or in person as soon as possible and preferably at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. 

 
Parking is available at 15th and K Streets 

 



 
 
 

 Item #13-9-1 
Government  Relat ions &  Public Af f airs Commit t ee                 Action 
 
September 3, 2013 
 
Minutes of August 5, 2013 Meeting 
  
Issue: The Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee met on August 5, 2013. 
     
Recommendation: Approve the minutes of the meeting as submitted. 
 
Discussion: Attached are the minutes of the August 5, 2013, Government Relations & Public Affairs 
Committee meeting for approval. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:ef 
 
Attachment 
           
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS & PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

 
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES 

 
 
The SACOG Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee met on August 5, 2013 in 
the Sacramento & American Rivers rooms on the Third Floor of the Meridian Plaza 
Building located at 1415 L Street, Sacramento, CA at 10:00 a.m. 
 
    
CALL TO ORDER:  Chair Miklos called the meeting to order at 10:01 a.m. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present: Directors Ashby, Buckland, Davis, Stallard, Yuill, and Vice Chairs 

Hanley and Serna, and Chair Miklos 
 
 
1. Minutes of June 10, 2013 Meeting 
 

Upon motion by Vice Chair Hanley, seconded by Director Buckland, and carried 
unanimously, the minutes of June 10, 2013 Government Relations & Public Affairs 
Committee meeting were approved without any changes. 

 
2.  Contract for Federal Advocacy Services 
   

Upon motion by Chair Miklos, seconded by Director Stallard, and carried unanimously, 
the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommends that the Board  
approve a contract with Transportation for America for federal policy services to assist 
SACOG in advancing its Federal Advocacy Principles. 
 

3.  Support for Safe Streets Act of 2013 (H.R. 2468) 
 

Upon motion by Director Stallard, seconded by Director Davis, and carried by majority 
vote (Hanley Oppose) the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee 
recommends support for H.R. 2468, as it would improve transportation choices and is 
consistent with SACOG’s adopted policies in the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 (MTP/SCS).  

 
 
4.  Public Participation Plan Amendment 
 
  Upon motion by Vice Chair Hanley, seconded by Director Davis, and carried 

unanimously, the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommends that 
the Board of Directors adopt the amended Public Participation Plan. 

 
   
 
   
 
 



 
 

Government Relations & Public 
Affairs Committee Minutes 

August 5, 2013 
Page 2 

 
5. Revision to Scope of Work on PEV Readiness Contract with SMUD 
 

Upon motion by Chair Miklos, seconded by Director Yuill, and carried unanimously, the 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommends to the Board that SACOG 
amend the contract with SMUD to include additional tasks and funds. 
 

6. Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Work Plan 
 
 The committee received and discussed this report, presented by Kacey Lizon, SACOG staff. 
 
7.   State Advocacy Update 
 
 The committee received and discussed this report, presented by Erik Johnson, SACOG staff. 
 
8. Federal Advocacy Update 
 
 The committee received and discussed this report, presented by Erik Johnson, SACOG staff. 
 
9.   May is Bike Month 2013 Recap 
 

The committee received and discussed this report, presented by Sabrina Bradbury, SACOG 
staff. 
 
 

Adjournment 
 
Chair Miklos adjourned the meeting at 11:14 a.m. 
 
 
   
 



 
 
 
        
 

     Item #13-9-2 
Government  Relat ions &  Public Af f airs Commit t ee                  Action 

September 3, 2013 
 
Aerial Imagery Collection Project 
 
Issue: Should SACOG enter into contracts for cooperative procurement of imagery with interested public 
agencies? 
 
Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee 
recommend that the Board authorize the Chief Executive Officer to enter into contacts for imagery collection 
and independent quality review based on a formal competitive process. 
 
Discussion: Several jurisdictions have requested that staff develop a consolidated purchase of high-resolution 
ortho and oblique aerial imagery for their jurisdictions in the SACOG region. Scopes of work based on the 
attached summary will be incorporated into a formal procurement process for imagery collection, processing 
and distribution; and an independent process for quality control. 
 
For the last ten years, staff has worked with local public agencies to coordinate aerial imagery collections at 
regular intervals. In 2006 and 2009, staff coordinated a project that collected over 1,000 square miles of 
imagery that was funded by local agencies, U.S. Department of Homeland Security grants, and U.S. Geological 
Survey local partnership funding. Regional high-resolution imagery collections are essential for municipal 
infrastructure mapping and land use monitoring. Date-certain imagery, which differs from what is publicly 
available online, allows these agencies to accurately record infrastructure that is on the ground at the date of 
collection. 
 
The cities of Sacramento, Elk Grove, Folsom, Citrus Heights and Rancho Cordova, along with the County of 
Sacramento and the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, have asked SACOG staff to coordinate a high-
resolution aerial imagery collection. A project advisory committee of these agencies will advise staff on the 
contracting process. By coordinating a regional project through SACOG, these agencies are eligible to receive 
U.S. Geological Survey local partnership funding for the collection. The total project cost includes costs for 
SACOG to administer the project and to contract with a qualified aerial imagery quality control vendor to 
review the information collected. Staff does not possess the necessary expertise to review the deliverables with 
the selected vendor. 
 
Staff will issue a formal Request for Proposals asking vendors to submit proposals by November 1 for the 
proposed collection plan and independent quality assurance/quality control plans. The attached summary 
describes the major components of this request. After receiving proposals, there are two options available to 
contract for the imagery. Option A is to proceed with a SACOG-administered collection process. Option B, 
which has not been available in the past, is to partner with the Los Angeles Region Imagery Acquisition 
Consortium (LARIAC). LARIAC has offered to amend the Sacramento collection onto their contract, which  
 
 
 
 



 
would also be a formal procurement process. This option could save contract administration and quality 
control/quality assurance costs. After SACOG receives proposals, the project advisory committee will advise 
staff which option they prefer. Data collection is scheduled for late February to mid April 2014.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff:  Erik Johnson, Government and Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
  Joe Concannon, Data Services Manager, (916) 340-6234 
  Pete Atwood, Associate Research Analyst, (916) 340-6233 



    Attachment 
Draft Scope of Work Summary 
2014 Sacramento Region High Resolution Imagery Project 
 
Project Description 
 
This project involves the collection of high-resolution imagery (six-inch pixel resolution) for urbanized parts of 
the Sacramento Region. At a minimum, the project area will include 950 square miles covering the cities of 
Sacramento, Elk Grove, Folsom, Citrus Heights and Rancho Cordova, including areas of interest for the County 
of Sacramento and the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. Prospective bidders will be asked to propose on 
two different options. Option 1, shown in attached Figure 1, asks for cost proposals to collect 950 square miles 
of oblique and 6-inch pixel in Sacramento County resolution ortho-imagery, 25 square miles of 3-inch pixel 
resolution ortho-imagery for the City of Citrus Heights and a 125 square miles of 1-foot resolution ortho-
imagery for the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) participation area. Option 2, shown in Figure 2, asks for cost 
proposals to collect 1,020, square miles of oblique and 6-inch pixel resolution ortho-imagery and 125 square 
miles 1-foot resolution ortho-imagery. These options will be used to negotiate the final contract.  
 
The intent of this project is to acquire high-resolution, highly accurate oblique and orthorectified images with 
leaf-off tree conditions. This leaf-off tree condition is required by local agencies to allow for the visualization 
and digital capture of visible urban infrastructure. The collection of items such as drain inlets, manholes, and 
road striping requires imagery meeting these specifications. Collection flight periods for leaf-off conditions in 
the Sacramento region are only during the last week of February, the month of March and sometimes early 
April. Elevation models for the collection area will be provided. Ground control will be the responsibility of the 
vendor. 
 
The project advisory committee requests that SACOG act as the RFP and contract administrator for this project. 
Participants agree to a maximum 20% project administration fee, tracked on an hourly reimbursable basis, 
which will cover the legal and administrative costs. A separate and quality control/quality assurance contract for 
a maximum of 20% of the project cost will cover the cost of reviewing the project deliverables.  
  
Funding 
 
The project is funded with local monies budgeted for high resolution imagery collection. By “pooling” these 
funds into a regional collection, our member and partner agencies are eligible to receive local matching funds 
from the USGS “Imagery for the Nation” project. This project provides matching funds to local collection 
efforts that build a publicly accessible national imagery set for the nation. The funding proposal has Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District pay for the oblique imagery and the jurisdictions splitting the cost of the ortho-
imagery on a per-square-mile basis. USGS funding will be used to offset the total project cost. 
 
Project Cost 
 
Prices for the imagery collection will be received through a competitive bidding process. At this time, staff 
estimates that costs will range between $300,000 to $400,000 for the options described above. 
  



Project Schedule 
 
RFP and Contract Phases: 

September 26, 2013 - Letter of Commitment and of project area of interest due  
October 4, 2013 – Issue Request for Proposals 
November 1, 2013 - Proposals for Oversight Contract and Imagery Collection due 
November 12-15, 2013 - Consultant Interviews 
December 6, 2013 - Contract signed 

 
Image Capture and Delivery Phases: 
 Leaf-off capture window approximately February 23, 2014 to April 15, 2014 
 Vendor processing of images March through August 2014 
 SACOG Project Manager Contractor Reviewing Deliverables June through August 2014 
 Vendors and SACOG Resolving any quality issues September 2014 
 Project completion and image delivery to local agencies September 2014 



Figure 1: Option 1 for 2014 Sacramento Region High Resolution Imagery 

 



Figure 2: Option 2 for 2014 Sacramento Region High Resolution Imagery 
 

 



 
 
 

 Item #13-9-3 
Government  Relat ions &  Public Af f airs Commit t ee                 Action 
 
September 3, 2013 
 
Fiscal Year 2013/14 Overall Work Program Amendment #1    
 
Issue:  Should Amendment #1 be made to the Overall Work Program (OWP) for Fiscal Year 2013/14? 
 
Recommendation:  That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommend that the 
Board approve Amendment #1 to the Overall Work Program (OWP) for Fiscal Year 2013/14.  
 
Discussion:  The Board of Directors adopted the Fiscal Year 2013/14 OWP in May 2013. Administrative 
amendments to the OWP are typical throughout every year to modify OWP projects, to add revenue to the 
OWP, to change project descriptions, or to adjust staff and expenditures between OWP projects. The purpose 
of this amendment is to add two projects to the OWP: 
 

• Model Development – Fine Grained Networks (14-002-10) was in the prior year OWP and has an 
extended completion date that requires it be added to the FY 2013/14 OWP. The remaining project 
budget of $18,493 will be fully covered by unspent grant funds for the project. 

• Regional High resolution Imagery Project (14-009-09) is an entirely new project for the collection of 
high-resolution imagery for the urbanized portions of the Sacramento Region. The project budget of 
up to $400,000 will be funded by local agency contributions. 

 
Attachment A offers the project description details for the two projects included in OWP Amendment #1. 
 
Approved by:  
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:MC:ef 
 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
  Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276    
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Attachment A 

MODEL DEVELOPMENT – FINE-GRAINED NETWORKS   Project #14-002-10 
(Board Policy) 
This project is funded by the Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP 2) Project C10, Partnership 
to Develop an Integrated, Advanced Travel Demand Model and a Fine-Grained, Time-Sensitive Network.  The 
project was initiated in October 2009 and will be completed by December 2012.  The overall project 
budget is $2.6 million.  The project team is led by Cambridge Systematics, Inc.  The purpose of the 
project is to integrate an advanced travel demand simulation model (for this project, SACOG’s 
SACSIM model) with an advanced microsimulation of a road and transit transportation network (for 
this project, University of Arizona’s DynusT software).   
 
SACOG’s roles in the project are:  (1) to serve as a test bed for developing the integrated software; 
(2) provide access to SACSIM and all its supporting data files; (3) comment on the design, 
development, and testing activities; and (4) to serve as a test bed for initial applications of the 
integrated software.  Other members of the project team are:  Fehr & Peers, University of Arizona, 
University of Illinois at Chicago, and Sonoma Technologies.   
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and an outside consultant. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Build and test a full scale integration of the models (June 2013) 
b. Prepare model and test data sets for dissemination (October 2013) 
 
 
 
REGIONAL HIGH RESOLUTION IMAGERY PROJECT Project #14-009-09 
(Board Policy) 
This project involves the collection of high-resolution imagery (six-inch pixel resolution) for 
urbanized parts of the Sacramento Region. At a minimum, the project area will include 950 square 
miles covering the cities of Sacramento, Elk Grove, Folsom, Citrus Heights and Rancho Cordova, 
including areas of interest for the County of Sacramento and the Sacramento Municipal Utility 
District.  
 
The intent of this project is to acquire high-resolution, highly accurate oblique and orthorectified 
images with leaf-off tree conditions. This leaf-off tree condition is required by local agencies to allow 
for the visualization and digital capture of visible urban infrastructure. The collection of items such 
as drain inlets, manholes, and road striping requires imagery meeting these specifications. Collection 
flight periods for leaf-off conditions in the Sacramento region are only during the last week of 
February, the month of March and sometimes early April. Elevation models for the collection area 
will be provided. Ground control will be the responsibility of the vendor. 
 
 This work will be performed by SACOG staff and an outside consultant. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Aerial photography capture of images (April 2014) 
b. Vendor processing of images (August 2014) 
c. Project completion and image delivery to local agencies (September 2014) 

 
 



 
 

Item #13-9-4 
G o ve r n m e n t  R e l a t i o n s  a n d  P u b l i c  Af f a i r s  C o m m i t t e e  Ac t i o n  
 
September 3, 2013 
 
FTA Funding and State Pension Reform Update 
 
Issue:  A legal dispute between the Department of Labor and the California Public Employee Pension 
Reform Act (PEPRA) puts federal transit funds at risk statewide. 
 
Recommendation:   None; this is intended to be a briefing, but listed for action in the event the 
Committee initiates a recommendation for Board action. 
 
Discussion:  Concern over federal transit funds being at risk in the region was raised at the August Board 
meeting. The concern centers on the fact that federal transit funds are currently being held back because the 
California Public Employee Pension Reform Act (PEPRA) signed into law last fall is being challenged by 
the Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) on the grounds that it conflicts with federal law regarding protective 
arrangements between transit unions and the State of California.  Commonly referred to as the PEPRA 
controversy, the issue was not on the Board agenda, so the Chair deferred any detailed discussion and 
potential action until the September Board cycle.  
 
While interest in the PEPRA issue was evident in August Board member comments, caution was also 
expressed in how SACOG approaches the issues due to the legal sensitivities.  Suggestions were made that 
SACOG consider supporting the local transit operators that are directly involved in the PEPRA controversy, 
rather than attempt to shape an independent advocacy approach.  Staff recognizes the wisdom of this 
approach and has facilitated information exchanges at the Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC) level on 
PEPRA impacts and possible solutions.  One of the solutions is the request by the Department of Labor that 
the State of California make a PEPRA exemption of California ATU members.  This action would require 
legislation to be signed by the Governor before the session ends in September.  Prospects for a legislative 
solution, and the implications if no action is taken, will be the subject of the Committee discussion.  Joining 
SACOG staff will be TCC representatives directly impacted by the PEPRA controversy and solutions being 
considered. 
 
Additional Background: 
The Federal Transit Act authorizes federal financial assistance for public transportation services.  As a 
precondition of receiving federal aid, this federal statute requires that employee protections, commonly 
referred to as "protective arrangements" or "Section 13(c) arrangements" be certified by the Department of 
Labor.  The Secretary of Labor is granted authority to determine what is fair and equitable and certifies that 
protections are in place before grant funds are released.  In addition, under the Federal Transit Act, affected 
labor unions may challenge federal transit funding for the state upon a finding by the United States 
Department of Labor.    
 
In December of 2012, the ATU filed an initial objection to the Department of Labor and argued that PEPRA 
reduces the collective bargaining rights of public transit employees and conflicts with federal law regarding 
protective arrangements between transit unions and the State of California.  Since the passage of PEPRA, 
numerous objections have been filed with the Department of Labor.  Consequently, the Department of Labor  



has refused to release transit funds under their review and has asked the State of California to make an 
exemption of the California ATU members.  Failure to reach a resolution could result in a loss of over $2 
billion in annual transit funding for transit operators across the State of California. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:MC:AZ:gg 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
 Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276 

Azadeh Doherty, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6221 
  



 
 

 Item #13-9-5 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee Information 

September 3, 2013 
 

Required Communication with Auditors—Statement on Auditing Standards No. 114 
   
Issue: In accordance with the Statement on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 114, SACOG’s auditors are 
required to communicate certain matters to those charged with governance of the Agency.      
 

Recommendation:  That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee receive the auditors’ 
presentation on the audit process. 
 

Discussion:  SAS No. 114 provides a framework for effective communication between auditors and 
clients in relation to the audit of financial statements.  The auditor is required to communicate with those 
charged with governance those matters related to the financial statement audit that are, in the auditors’ 
professional judgment, significant and relevant to the responsibilities of those charged with governance in 
overseeing the financial reporting process.  Generally, the matters to be communicated include 
information regarding the auditors’ responsibility under GAAS (Generally Accepted Auditing Standards), 
the planned scope and timing of the audit, planning and interim activities, year-end fieldwork and audit 
approach, and new audit and accounting standards effective June 30, 2013. 
 
Our auditors encourage effective two-way communications through face-to-face meetings.  These 
communications can be made to an audit committee or a similar committee designated by the Board to 
address audit-related matters.  In the case of SACOG, the Government Relations & Public Affairs 
Committee is charged with overseeing administration and financial budget matters, including the audit, 
and thus is the appropriate Committee to communicate with the auditors.   
 
Therefore, in accordance with SAS No. 114, SACOG’s auditors, Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Company, LLP, 
will provide a presentation to the Committee.   
 
Attached is a copy of their presentation. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:SN:ef 
 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 

Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 
  Stacy Niccum, Acting Finance Manager, (916) 340-6243 
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SAS 114 Meeting 



1 For discussion purposes only 

The VTD Team 

David Showalter  Audit Partner  

Roger Alfaro  Technical Review Partner 

Michael Xu  Audit Supervisor 

Karlee Ransom  Audit Supervisor 



2 For discussion purposes only 

Audit Scope 

Perform the audits of the: 
n SACOG Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 

n OMB A-133 Single Audit 

 

 



3 For discussion purposes only 

Our Responsibility Under GAAS  

Our Responsibility under U.S. Generally Accepted Auditing 
Standards : 

n Express opinions about whether the financial statements that have 
been prepared by management with the oversight of the Commission 
are presented fairly, in all material respects, in conformity with 
generally accepted accounting principles 

– Reasonable, not absolute assurance 

n Consider internal control; no opinion will be expressed 

n Express an opinion on compliance applicable to major federal 
programs (OMB A-133 Single Audit) 

 



4 For discussion purposes only 

Our Responsibility Under GAAS  

Our Responsibility under U.S. Generally Accepted Auditing 
Standards : 

n Communicate other matters: 

– Qualitative aspects of accounting policies and accounting 
estimates and note disclosures 

– Difficulties encountered  

– Uncorrected misstatements 

– Material corrected misstatements 

– Disagreements with managements 

– Management representations 

– Consultations with other accountants 

 



5 For discussion purposes only 

Planned Scope and Timing 

Timeline: 
n Planning and Interim Fieldwork – July 2013 

n Final Fieldwork – Weeks of September 9 and September 16 

n Report Delivery – No later than November 15 

n Single Audit Completion Date – No later than November 15 

 

 



6 For discussion purposes only 

Planning and Interim 

Risk Assessment Phase/Interim Fieldwork: 

n Meet with Management 

n Obtain an understanding of SACOG and its environment 

n Identify audit risk areas 

n Inspect financial and other information 

n Consideration of Fraud (SAS 99) – Tone at the top, Risk Assessment 

Interim  

n Understand the design and implementation of internal controls – Test of 
controls 

n Risk assessments 

n Key business cycles  

n Single Audit – preliminary planning 
 

 



7 For discussion purposes only 

Year-End Fieldwork 

Final 
n Perform substantive tests, on a sample basis on account balances and 

transactions, including but not limited to: 

– Analytical procedures 

– Third party confirmation 

– Tracing/vouching to supporting documentation 

n Determine the adequacy of the financial statements and disclosures 

n Assess accounting principles used and significant estimates 

n Testing of major programs for the single audit 

 

 



8 For discussion purposes only 

Our Approach 

Exit 
n Discuss audit adjustments, if any 

n Present findings and recommendations, if any 

n Provide required communications (SAS 114 Letter) 



9 For discussion purposes only 

Audit and Accounting Standards 

Effective for fiscal year ending June 30, 2013 
 

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 60 

– Accounting and Financial Reporting for Service Concession Arrangements. 

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 61 

– Financial Reporting Entity: Omnibus – an amendment of GASB Statements No. 14 and 
No. 34. 

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 62 

– Codification of Accounting and Financial Reporting Guidance Contained in Pre-
November 30, 1989 FASB and AICPA Pronouncements. 

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 63 

– Financial Reporting of Deferred Outflows of Resources, Deferred Inflows of Resources, 
and Net Positions. 

 
 

 



10 For discussion purposes only 

Audit and Accounting Standards 

Effective subsequent to June 30, 2013 
 

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 65 

– Items Previously Reported as Assets and Liabilities. This statement is effective for 
fiscal year ended June 30, 2014. 

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 66 

– Technical Corrections – 2012 – An Amendment of GASB Statements No. 10 and 62. 
This statement is effective for fiscal year ended June 30, 2014.  

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 67 

– Financial Reporting for Pension Plans—an amendment of GASB Statement No. 25. 
This statement is effective June 30, 2014.  

n GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD No. 68 

– Accounting and Financial Reporting for Pensions—an amendment of GASB Statement 
No. 27. This statement is effective June 30, 2015. 

 

 



11 For discussion purposes only 

Other 

 

n        Questions 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 Item #13-9-6 
Government  Relat ions &  Public A f f airs Commit t ee        Inf ormat ion 

September 3, 2013 
 
Connect Card Project Update  
 
Issue:  What is the Connect Card project status and implementation schedule?  
 
Recommendation:  None, this is an information item.  
 
Discussion:  Items related to the Connect Card typically go through the Transportation Committee. Staff is 
bringing information about the project to this committee, because the project will begin public information later 
this year. Project implementation has advanced to the point of hardware installation and active preparations by 
transit agency staff for the system roll-out. In August, the project successfully completed a major project 
milestone, Factory Qualification Testing (FQT). Staff is moving to the next phase, reaching out to key stakeholders 
and beginning implementation efforts that include launching a public information campaign and preparing to roll 
out the system on seven participating transit systems. 
 
During a week of FQT, the Connect Card hardware and software functionality and integration were tested in a 
laboratory setting at the vendor factory in Virginia.  The testing was a success, with no fundamental issues and 
clear steps for moving forward. The completion of this milestone moves the preparations for system roll out 
forward at an accelerated pace. Following FQT, the project began installing Connect Card hardware on prototype 
buses at every agency.  Sacramento Regional Transit will host the Regional Service Center, and in the coming 
weeks, hardware will be shipped to and installed at the Regional Service Center, where it will be configured with 
the high-powered back-end software system.  A full system integration test will be conducted this fall, prior to a 
two-part pilot test this winter.  
 
Preparing transit agency staff and building support from existing transit riders, employers, and other stakeholders 
is essential to a successful smart card conversion—and critical to attracting new transit riders.  Project staff is 
organizing an extensive, coordinated education and outreach campaign focused on building awareness of the 
Connect Card brand; informing and preparing policy makers, stakeholders, and agency personnel; educating and 
training current riders; and attracting new riders.  Staff is developing marketing and educational materials, 
outreaching to local media, and working with Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) to secure a demonstration bus—
outfitted with the Connect Card hardware and software, as well as education and registration capabilities—to 
circulate around the region to interested parties.  A media event prior to the roll out on RT will highlight the 
project’s success to date, acknowledging key supporters and further generating public awareness and interest.  
Active public education and outreach coordination will continue throughout the conversion on all seven systems. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:RM:LSH:ef 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
 Robert McCrary, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6238  
 Lacey Symons-Holtzen, Associate Planner, (916) 340-6212 1400406 



 
 

 Item #13-9-7A 
Government  Relat ions &  Public A f f airs Commit t ee       Inf ormat ion 

September 3, 2013 
 
2016 MTP/SCS Update:  Draft Work Plan 
 
Issue:  Identification of major milestones and deliverables for the 2016 update of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS).  
 
Recommendation:  None; this item is for information. 
 
Discussion:  In preparation for the 2016 MTP/SCS, staff has developed a draft work plan that identifies 
strategies, general audience for the update, outcomes, major work program areas, and a schedule of 
deliverables and milestones.  This draft work plan will be revised over the next few months to respond to 
feedback provided by the Board as we move through issue identification and exploration.  In addition, 
staff will develop a policy framework for the Board to adopt at the end of the year.   
 
At the committee meeting, staff will present on key Board decision milestones in the update schedule and 
walk through how they relate to major building blocks of the plan update.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:KL:gg 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
 Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265 1400604   
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy Update    
DRAFT WORK PLAN 
 
Federally-required four year update of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (MTP/SCS). 
 

Project Details 

Project Manager: Kacey Lizon, klizon@sacog.org, (916) 340-6265 

Project Coordinators:  

Transportation – Clint Holtzen, choltzen@sacog.org, (916) 340-6246 

Land use – Jennifer Hargrove, jhargrove@sacog.org, (916) 340-6216 

Communication – Monica Hernandez, mhernandez@sacog.org, (916) 340-6237 

Environmental Impact Report – Christine O’Rourke, corourke@sacog.org, (916) 340-6262 

 

Background 

This work plan proposes to focus the required 2016 update of SACOG’s long-range transportation plan, the 
MTP/SCS, on maintaining the high performing characteristics of the current MTP/SCS and implementing 
the supporting policies and strategies.  Adopted in April 2012, the coordination of land use and 
transportation planning in the current MTP/SCS results in notable performance outcomes. Highlights 
include: being the first plan to achieve a reduction in the amount of heavy congestion per capita 
(congested vehicle miles traveled per capita); providing significant increases in the productivity of the 
transit system, with more riders and a higher percentage of total operating budgets coming from user 
fares; realizing greater levels of investment in a truly multi-modal system, including complete streets, and 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities; better integrating future land use patterns, transportation investments 
and air quality impacts, including higher levels of development near current and future transit corridors; 
implementing the first phase of findings from the ongoing Rural-Urban Connections Strategy; achieving 
the target reductions in per capita passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions established by the 
California Air Resources Board.   
 
The 2016 update of the MTP/SCS must satisfy a number of federal and state requirements including:   
 

• The MTP/SCS must be updated every four years to reflect the latest planning assumptions for 
growth, transportation revenues, and air quality conformity.  

• The SCS component of the plan must, if feasible, meet a greenhouse gas reduction target per SB 
375.   

• An environmental impact report must be prepared to analyze the impacts of the MTP/SCS on the 
environment.   

• Updates to the plan must meet federal and state requirements for public outreach.   
  

mailto:klizon@sacog.org
mailto:choltzen@sacog.org
mailto:jhargrove@sacog.org
mailto:mhernandez@sacog.org
mailto:corourke@sacog.org
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Audience 

 Air district partner agencies 

 Federal and state partner agencies  

 General public 

 Member agencies (cities and counties) 

 

 Non-profit stakeholders 

 Partner transportation agencies  

 Private sector stakeholders 

 Tribal governments 

 

Draft Staff Recommended Strategies, to be revised based on Board input 

 Develop and implement an integrated MTP/SCS that efficiently accommodates the long-term 
population and economic growth of the region, in a manner that implements the Blueprint growth 
strategy and satisfies federal and state statutory and regulatory requirements. 

 Implement adopted policies and strategies of the current plan focused on improving performance 
monitoring and impact assessment, developing analysis and decision-making support tools, and 
pursuing financial tools & incentives  

 Engage the public and stakeholders on implementation and fine-tuning of the current plan.   

 Recheck assumptions for regional population and employment growth as well as financial revenues to 
verify that regional-level growth trends remain consistent with prior plan.  

 Refine land use forecast and transportation investments to reflect latest planning assumptions. 

 Improve impact assessment methods to accurately estimate the impacts of the MTP/SCS on different 
issue areas, including the transportation system, air quality, environmental justice, and natural 
resources. 

Outcomes 

 Maintain or improve upon the high 
performance of the 2012 MTP/SCS 

 Make progress in implementing the policies 
and strategies of the 2012 MTP/SCS 

 Better evaluation tools that measure the 
effects of MTP/SCS investments on different 
issue areas  

 Better members, stakeholders and public 
understanding of and participation in 
MTP/SCS  

 Maintain or improve upon SB 375 CEQA 
streamlining activation 
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Activities and Timeline 

Major Work Program Areas: 
 

1. Public, Stakeholder and Partner Agencies Outreach 
a. Update Public Participation Plan 
b. Conduct stakeholder focus groups and online polling  
c. Conduct public workshops on policy issues and themes of the update 
d. Conduct ongoing inter-jurisdictional consultation and communication 
e. Provide regular presentations to SACOG policy and advisory committees 
f. Provide ongoing communication on key process milestones and explicit direction on 

commenting to interested parties through project website and email lists 
g. Provide required public notice per Public Participation Plan (2013) 
h. Coordinate with Regional Transportation Plan updates of Placer County Transportation 

Planning Agency and El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
i. Conduct Tribal Government Outreach   

 
2. Policy Framework  

a. Frame policy issues to be addressed in 2016 update 
b. Solicit Board, public, stakeholder input on policy issues 
c. Update adopted policies and strategies as necessary 

 
3. Technical Assumptions of Plan 

a. Update Regional Growth Projections  
b. Update Financial Forecast as necessary 
c. Update Land Use Forecast as necessary 
d. Update Transportation Investments as necessary   

 
4. Plan Analysis 

a. Assess emerging tools and metrics with potential to enhance plan analysis 
b. Performance and results analysis 
c. Environmental Justice analysis 

 
5. Environmental Impact Report 

a. Develop Draft Environmental Impact Report 
b. Develop Final Environmental Impact Report 
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Major Deliverables and Milestones SACOG 

Action 
Complete By 

FY13/14 – Focused on: Issue Identification, Policy Framework Development and Public Workshops 
Update Public Participation Plan Board action August 2013  
Early public and stakeholder outreach on planning and 
policy issues; Board consideration and identification of 
policy issues 

Board direction Sept. 2013 – Nov. 2013 

Develop draft regional growth projections  Board direction Sept. 2013 - Nov. 2013 
Adopt policy and framework for 2016 MTP/SCS update; 
Adopt draft regional growth projections for use in plan 
update 

Board action December 2013 

Release Notice of Preparation for Environmental Impact 
Report  

Staff work January 2014 
 

Board direction2 Board direction 
 

January 2014 
 

Technical work to refresh land use and transportation 
planning assumptions including Call for Review of 
Transportation Projects1  

Staff work with 
local agencies 
 

Oct. 2013 – Apr. 2014 

Board direction2 Board direction June 2014 
Conduct at least 8 public workshops on policy choices and 
issues related to the MTP/SCS 

Board receive & 
consider  

June 2014 – July 2014 

FY 14/15 – Focused on: Update of Planning Assumptions and Draft Plan Development 
Conduct at least 8 public workshops on policy choices and 
issues related to the MTP/SCS 

Board receive & 
consider  

June 2014 – July 2014 

Review public workshop results  Board direction Aug. 2014 – Sept. 2014 
Create Framework for Draft 2016 MTP/SCS Board action Sept. 2014 
Develop draft land use forecast and transportation 
project list assumptions  

Staff work with 
local agencies 

Sept. 2014 – Jan. 2015 

Board direction2 Board direction November 2014 
Endorse draft land use forecast and transportation 
project list assumptions for use in development of Draft 
Plan, Draft EIR, and Draft Air Quality Conformity 

Board action Feb. 2015 

Direction on Draft Plan Policies and Strategies  Board action Jan. 2015 – Mar. 2015 
Draft Plan and Draft EIR development Staff work Mar. 2015 - Aug. 2015 
Board direction2 Board direction June 2015 

FY 15/16 – Focused on: Draft Plan and Draft EIR Completion, Public Comment Period on Draft Plan, Adoption 
Draft Plan and Draft EIR development Staff work Mar. 2015 - Aug. 2015 
Board direction2 Board direction August 2015 
Adoption of RTPs/EIRs by El Dorado County 
Transportation Commission and Placer County 
Transportation Agency3 

Coordination Fall 2015 

                                                 
1 There are ongoing meetings with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to determine when CARB will revisit the SB 375 
greenhouse gas targets for all California MPOs. 
2 Staff anticipates periodic check-ins with the Board in addition to major actions noted in the calendar. Some key check-ins with the 
Board during the 2012 MTP/SCS update included input on revenue forecast assumptions, updating policies and strategies, direction 
on CARB greenhouse gas target-setting scenarios, and coordination with the Regional Housing Needs process.  
3 This milestone is included in the Work Plan for reference.  The SACOG Board does not act on the RTPs of either PCTPA or EDCTC.  
SACOG coordinates with PCTPA and EDCTC to incorporate their adopted plans into the SACOG MTP/SCS.  
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Release Draft 2016 MTP/SCS for 30-day public comment 
period 

Board action September 2015 

Release Draft EIR for public comment (60-day comment 
period) 

Staff work September 2015 

Hold at least 6 information meetings with local elected 
officials 

Board receive & 
consider  

Sept. 2015 – Dec. 2015 

Hold 3 public hearings on Draft 2016 MTP/SCS Board receive & 
consider 

Sept. 2015 – Dec. 2015 

Review public comments and recommendations on Final 
Draft Plan and Final EIR 

Board direction January 2016 

Certify Final EIR 
Adopt 2016 MTP/SCS 
Adopt Air Quality Conformity Determination 

Board action February 2016 

 
 
 

Financial Resources Available 

As a core function of the agency’s annual work program the 2016 MTP/SCS update is funded under 
element 14-006-04 of the Overall Work Program for FY 13/14. Budget for this project in FY 14/15 and FY 
15/16 will be proposed through annual budgeting and Overall Work Program processes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 



 

 Item #7B 
Government  Relat ions &  Public A f f airs Commit t ee          I nf ormat ion 

September 3, 2013 
  
2016 MTP/SCS Update:  Early Engagement and Communications Strategies 
 
Issue:  Staff is preparing to conduct early engagement and implement communication strategies for the 
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). 
 
Recommendation:  None; this item is information only. 
 
Discussion: During the August Board committee cycle, staff heard interest in clear communication to the 
Board on how and when information will be communicated to them, member jurisdiction staff, 
stakeholders, and the public. 
 
In August, the Board of Directors adopted the Public Participation Plan (PPP).  The PPP sets the 
framework for state and federal requirements for outreach.  In addition to utilizing the PPP, staff is 
developing its Communication Strategies to lay out explicit tasks for communication.  Additionally, staff 
will conduct early outreach in October, which is a non-required activity.  During the August committee 
presentations, the committees were informed that staff will conduct early outreach to a cross-sectoral 
group of regional leaders.  Board members requested to review and provide input on the sectors identified 
for the early engagement. The cross-sectoral list of groups that will be targeted for participation in the 
early outreach process is in Attachment A.  
 
The committees also engaged in conversation on the need for staff to apply lessons learned from the 
previous planning process to the plan cycle.  Shortly after the MTP/SCS adoption, staff conducted an 
internal review to identify, share, replicate, and problem-solve issues when necessary.  One area identified 
for improvement was the process by which staff communicated with Board members and the need for 
communication and outreach support within Board members’ local staff and stakeholders.  As such, staff 
is bringing forward the attached Communications Strategies outline for Board review and comment.  The 
Communication Strategies can be found in Attachment B.  Communications Strategies reflect the 
strategies for staff to maintain ongoing communications with Board members, local staff, and 
stakeholders regarding planning process milestones including, but not limited to, opportunities for 
stakeholder input and Board actions.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:MH:gg 
Attachments 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
 Kacey Lizon, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6265 
 Monica Hernandez, Associate Public Information Coordinator (916) 340-6237 

1400604 



2016 MTP/SCS Early Outreach 
 
Staff will conduct outreach in October 2013. Staff will report back to the SACOG Board, so that 
stakeholder input can considered with future Board actions.  
 
Staff is seeking regional representation in the following categories: 
 
Environmental Advocates 
Public Health & Human Services  
Water/Sanitation Services 
Energy  
Agriculture  
Philanthropy/Foundations  
Pre-Kindergarten – 12 Education  
Faith & Community Based Organizations (CBOs) 
Senior/Aging  
Goods Movement & Freight 
Higher Education 
Market Rate Housing Developers 
Affordable Housing Advocates/Developers 

Regional, Local and Ethnic Chambers 
Service Providers for Seniors/Aging 
Service providers for the Disabled 
Health Care Providers 
Rural Communities 
Transit Advocates  
Active Transportation Advocates 
Food Banks/Food Access 
Parks and Recreation Services 
CBOs Working with Low-income and/or 
Minority Residents 
Law Enforcement 
Fire Departments 

 
In the last plan cycle, staff conducted focus groups with like-interest stakeholders.  While the focus 
groups were well attended and staff was able to glean information and provide reports to the Board, 
upon reflection, this may have encouraged siloed conversations.   For the 2016 plan update, 
stakeholders will be convened together in order to broaden the conversation, which aligns with SACOG’s 
mission to provide leadership and a dynamic collaborative public forum for achieving an efficient 
regional transportation system. 
 

Attachment A 
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DRAFT – Dates for workshops/meetings are subject to change 
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Update 
Early Outreach & Communications Strategies 
 
Outreach and Communications Guiding Principles: 

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

as described in the Public Participation Plan, and when feasible implement optional activities 
• SACOG intends to gather feedback early on in the development of the 2016 MTP/SCS so that 

public opinion is communicated to the Board of Directors and reflected in the draft 2016 
MTP/SCS update  

 
Goals: 

• Communicate key transportation projects, land use plans, and budget expenditures in the 
current plan, and what they mean to different types of communities 

• Communicate the statutory requirements for an update, i.e. financial constraint, refreshed 
population projections, new horizon year, air quality conformity, greenhouse gas targets, etc. 

• Communicate how jurisdictions are involved and the process by which projects are submitted 
by the local jurisdiction, and jurisdictions have local land use authority 

• Communicate the environmental benefits of the plan 
• Build support and understanding for the implementation of the current MTP/SCS 
• Gather feedback from stakeholders representing a broad variety of interests from throughout 

the region, and communicate back how the feedback was considered and/or incorporated into 
the 2016 MTP/SCS 

• Gather feedback representative of hard-to-reach communities through targeted outreach  
• Provide accurate and timely reporting of public feedback to the SACOG Board of Directors for 

its  consideration at key decision points 
 
Strategies: 
To maintain consistent communication over the course of the 2016 MTP/SCS Update and during 
implementation phases, SACOG staff will employ multiple communications strategies to disseminate 
timely and accessible information and materials through: 

• SACOG Board of Directors, member and partner agency communication;  
• Stakeholder outreach; and  
• Mass external communications. 

  
 
BOARD MEMBER, JURISDICTION STAFF & PUBLIC AGENCY COMMUNICATIONS 

• Regular communication and updates will occur at all SACOG board committee meetings and at 
board meetings as needed 

o Timing: Ongoing 
• Regular communication and opportunity for feedback from the Planners Committee, Transit 

Coordinating Committee, Regional Planning Partnership, Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee, with 
membership drawn from member jurisdictions and partner agencies 

o Timing: Ongoing 

  

Attachment B 
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• Meetings with, and communications to, member jurisdiction staff on the process, requesting 
information, and providing information for review and feedback 

o Timing: Ongoing 
• Regional Managers Meetings 

o Timing: Quarterly 
• Meetings with state and federal agencies  

o Timing: As needed to align with planning calendar and  as dictated by statutory 
requirements 

• Presentations to various public agency staff and boards in the region. 
o Timing:  As coordinated by SACOG staff or by request 

 
STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH 
In addition to ongoing communications outlined above, staff will use methods such as those listed 
below to engage communities across the region on the 2016 MTP/SCS update: 

• A comprehensive stakeholder list including stakeholders who participated in the previous 
MTP/SCS process will be updated and utilized.  

o Timing: Ongoing  
• A one-stop request for information on the 2016 MTP/SCS update will be on the SACOG website 

for access to key input and feedback points for the public, key decision points for the Board, 
technical information, and meeting/workshop information. 

o Timing: Winter 2013/2014, dependent on board adoption of 2016 MTP/SCS Framework 
• Early engagement for cross-sectoral stakeholder group 

o Timing: October 2013 
• To maintain a consistent message, a PowerPoint presentation will be prepared to highlight both 

background on the MTP/SCS and the process for the update. The presentation will be used by 
various staff at presentations throughout the region coordinated by staff and/or by request from 
stakeholders and board members. 

o Timing: March 2014 
• Staff will collaborate with key partners to publicize and present a greenhouse gas target-setting 

public workshop (contingent on actions of the California Air Resources Board). 
• Staff will provide updates and gather feedback from SACOG advisory groups  
• Public Workshops 

o Timing: Summer 2014 
o Staff will conduct at least eight public workshops in the region 
o Workshops held in El Dorado and Placer counties will be coordinated with EDCTC and 

PCTPA. 
• Elected Official Information Meetings on draft Sustainable Communities Strategy 

o Staff will conduct at least six elected official information meetings on the draft 
Sustainable Communities Strategy/Alternative Planning Strategy (SCS/APS) in the 
update, one in each county with representatives of the county board of supervisors and 
city councils that represent a majority of the cities representing a majority of the 
population in the incorporated areas of that county. Meetings held in El Dorado and 
Placer counties will be coordinated with EDCTC and PCTPA. 

o Timing: Fall/Winter 2015 
• At least three public hearings on the draft SCS/APS. Any meetings held in El Dorado and Placer 

counties will be coordinated with EDCTC and PCTPA. 
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o Timing: Fall/Winter 2015 
• Tribal consultation will occur in alignment with the outreach and communication principles, and 

as guided by the adopted Public Participation Plan. Outreach will occur on a government-to-
government basis. For the Tribal Governments with land within Placer and El Dorado counties, 
tribal consultation will occur through collaboration with the Regional Transportation Planning 
agencies in those counties.  

o Timing: Ongoing and in coordination with PCTPA and EDCTC 
 
MASS COMMUNICATIONS 
To supplement the routine media coverage of transportation issues, the following strategies will be 
used to inform and engage interested stakeholders 

• A series of articles in the electronic newsletter Regional Report on the content of the current 
MTP/SCS, what projects have begun or been completed in the interim, and an overview of the 
planning process with opportunities for feedback noticed in a timely manner 

o Timing: Winter 2014 
• On the MTP/SCS website general information and a timeline for the update, including but not 

limited to why the update is taking place, contact information, meeting locations. The website 
will be easily accessible and updated as needed. The link to the MTP/SCS website will be 
prominent on the SACOG homepage. 

o Timing: November 2013 
• Press releases and media outreach as needed 
• White papers and issue briefs may be developed on specific policy issues as the MTP/SCS Update 

process evolves, or new information or technical analysis needs to be communicated 
• Staff will continue utilize community newsletters, social media, blogs and other similar 

publications outside of traditional media. 
o Timing: Ongoing 

• Staff will develop and place a number of op-ed pieces by board members as appropriate. 
 
 
 
Staff contacts: 
Kacey Lizon, Project Manager, klizon@sacog.org (916) 340-6265 
Monica Hernández, Communication Coordinator, mhernandez@sacog.org, (916) 340-6237 
Jennifer Hargrove, Land Use Coordinator, jhargrove@sacog.org, (916) 340-6216 
Clint Holtzen, Transportation Coordinator, choltzen@sacog.org, (916) 340-6246 

mailto:klizon@sacog.org
mailto:mhernandez@sacog.org
mailto:jhargrove@sacog.org
mailto:choltzen@sacog.org


 

 Item #13-9-7C 
Government  Relat ions &  Public A f f airs Commit t ee       I nf ormat ion 

September 3, 2013 
  
2016 MTP/SCS Update:  Regional Monitoring Report 
 
Issue:  An important step in preparing for the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update is taking account of recent and ongoing trends in regional 
growth and transportation in the region. 
 
Recommendation:  None; this item is for information and discussion. 
 
Discussion:  On an ongoing basis, SACOG tracks key data sources related to employment, population 
and housing growth, demographics (e.g., income and age), costs of transportation, and other factors which 
directly or indirectly influence travel demand and travel patterns in the region.  Additionally, SACOG 
tracks data sources on vehicle miles traveled, congestion, mode of commute, travel times, and other 
metrics.  These data are periodically rolled up as time series for each indicator and published as the 
Regional Monitoring Report. 
 
The draft 2013 report is being brought to all three committees for discussion.   Staff will incorporate the 
committees’ comments and discussions into the final report.  The Regional Monitoring report will be used 
to assist the Board in identifying: 
 

• issues for consideration in the upcoming MTP/SCS update; 
• topics for additional research, beyond the tracking data presented in the report itself; and 
• information which may be used in public information, education and outreach efforts both related 

to the 2016 MTP/SCS update, and more generally. 
 
Based on comments from the Board and advisory committees, the report will be finalized in the fall. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:GG:BG:gg 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
 Gordon Garry, Director of Research & Analysis, (916) 340-6230 
 Bruce Griesenbeck, Principal Transportation Analyst, (916) 340-6268 
 Kacey Lizon, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6212 

1400203 
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Summary 
This report provides recent trend data on several variables of great interest to transportation 
planning in the SACOG region.  Some of the data are related to population demographics, 
growth and transportation demand in the region.   Other data are indicators of how the 
transportation system in the region is being used.   This report is an update and significant 
expansion of the Regional Transportation Monitoring Report published in April 2010, at the 
start of the update of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan and the region’s first Sustainable 
Community Strategy, adopted in April 2012.  This report is intended to identify key issues and 
trends of concern for the next update of the MTP/SCS, scheduled for adoption in 2016.   
 
The economic recession beginning in about 2008 is one of the overarching  themes in the 
regional indicators and trends presented here.  In part because of this, an employment section 
was added to this report.  The impact of the recession on jobs and employment, which in turn 
reduces the amount of work travel, is present in many of the indicators of commute travel 
demand and congestion.  Additionally, the recession has reduced household income 
significantly, which in turn leads to a reduction in the amount of non-work and discretionary 
travel.  The recession-related effects are not unexpected, and need to be accounted for in 
making sense of the many other changes in travel demand in recent years. 
 
Highlights of the report are summarized below, with references to more detailed information in 
the body of the report. 
 

Employment 

• Employment in the six-county region peaked in 2007. 
• From 2007 to 2011, as many as 96,000 jobs were lost. 

o Hardest hit sectors were construction, manufacturing, FIRE. 
o The healthcare sector showed increases in jobs through the recession. 

• Based on recent employment surveys, employment in 2012 is trending up, by as much 
as 2 percent over 2011. 

• Regional unemployment dipped below 10 percent in 2013, for first time since late 2008. 

Population and Housing 

• Population growth slowed dramatically starting in 2007 
o Prior to 2007, year-over-year growth was never below 1.5 percent, and was as 

high as 3.0 percent. 
o Since 2009, year-over-year growth has been less than one percent--regional 

population declined from 2009 to 2010. 
• Percentage of new units which were multi-family or attached: 

o During years 2000 to 2008:  20% 
o During years 2008 to 2012:  33% 
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Household Income 

• Change in median income, 2000 to 2007: +4.7% 
• Change in median income, 2007 to 2011: -13.0% 
• Decrease in aggregate household income, 2007 to 2011:  $5.5billion (-8.6%) 

 

Cost of Travel 

• Change in average price of gasoline, 2002 to 2012:  +113% 
• Change in Regional Transit monthly pass, 2002 to 2012:  +32% 

 

Mode of Commute 

• Decreases in carpool/vanpool mode share: 
o Year 2000:  13.7% 
o Year 2011:  11.5% 

 
• Increases in work-at-home share: 

o Year 2000:  4.0% 
o Year 2011:  5.5% 
 

• Little change in transit, bike, walk and drive alone shares 

 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 

• Decline in VMT per capita: 
o Year 2000:  26.6 miles 
o Year 2006:  26.5 miles (-0.4%) 
o Year 2011:  24.2 miles (-9.0%) 

Congestion 

• Annual hours of delay per auto commuter still down from peak in 2005/2006, but 
beginning to rise: 

o Year 2000:  34 hours  
o Year 2005:  44 (+29% from 2000 ) 
o Year 2011:  32 (-27% from 2006) 
o Note:  2011 up 7% from 2009… 

Transit Service and Ridership 

• Transit service provision increases to 2009, then back to 2002 levels by 2012: 
o 2002:  0.48 service hours per capita 
o 2009:  0.56 (+16.5% from 2002) 
o 2012:  0.48 (-14.5% from 2009) 

• Annual passenger boardings per capita shows same pattern: 
o 2002:  15.94 boardings per capita 
o 2009:  19.16 (+20.2%) 
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o 2012:  15.26 (-20.4%) 
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Introduction 
 
The following tables and figures provide historic trend data for key variables that influence 
transportation (household income, age, gasoline prices, and transit service), and for key 
measures of transportation behavior (trips by mode, vehicle miles traveled, commute travel 
times and congestion levels).  These data are presented for three reasons: 

1) For general information purposes, to better understand what changes and trends are in 
evidence based on the most credible data sources for the region. 

2) For developing SACOG’s MTP/SCS base year datasets, which were based on Year 2008 
for the last MTP/SCS and are being updated to Year 2012 for the next update.  

3) For evaluating the last round of macroeconomic forecasts for the six-county Sacramento 
region1, which were prepared by Stephen Levy in September 20102 and included very 
significant projections of changes in age and income. 

 
The data were assembled from the following sources: 

• California Department of Finance for total population and dwelling unit type statistics. 
• Decennial Census and the most recent 1- and  3- year releases of the American 

Community Survey.  These U.S. Census Bureau sources were used for household income 
and age characteristics, plus mode of travel and commute times. 

o Year 2000 statistics came from the Decennial Census, Summary Files 1 (age, 
income) and Summary File 3 (mode of commute, commute travel times). 

o Five rounds of either 1- or 3-year averaged survey results were used for years 
2007 through 2011.  Note that the ACS three-year samples are “rolling” (i.e. they 
cumulate results over all three years, so the 2008 3-year sample data files are 
based on surveys from 2006, 2007 and 2008, and  “share” two years with the 
2009 3-year sample files (2007 and 2008). 

o Appendix A provides more details on aggregation of Census and ACS data, and 
guidelines used in comparing across the datasets. 

• Economic Development Department statistics are used for county level estimates of 
jobs, employment and unemployment.  Because of the dramatic changes in the region’s 
economy since 2008, more emphasis was placed on employment in this report. 

• California Energy Commission statistics area used for gasoline prices in California. 
• The “California Public Road Data” series (based in turn on the federal Highway 

Performance Monitoring System data) was used for lane miles and vehicle-miles-
traveled statistics. 

• For roadway congestion, two sources were used: 

                                                      
1 The “six-county Sacramento region” includes Sacramento County and the surrounding five counties:  El Dorado, 
Placer, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba.  The “SACOG region” includes all of Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties, plus 
the portions of El Dorado and Placer counties west of the Sierra Crest.   
2 “Levy, Stephen, and Doche-Boulous, Viviane, “Projections of Employment, Population, Households, and 
Household Income in the SACOG Region for 2000-2050”, Center for the Continuing Study of the California 
Economy, August 2005. 
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o For congestion on state highways, Caltrans’ Mobility Performance  Reports.  The 
MPR reports replace the older “HICOMP” series, with revised methodology for 
estimation of delay. 

o For more global congestion in the Sacramento urbanized area, the annual 
“Urban Mobility Reports” by the Texas Transportation Institute were used.  
These reports are intended to cover both arterial streets and freeways in the 
urbanized area.  TTI also substantially revised their methodology for estimating 
delay. 

• Traffic accident data are compiled from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System 
(SWITRS), by the California Highway Patrol.  SWITRS data are based on accident reports 
filed by local police, sheriffs, and CHP officers in California.  County-level SWITRS data 
were used for this report. 

• Transit ridership data for operators within the SACOG region were compiled from 
California State Controller Reports, Triennial Performance Audits, the National Transit 
Database, and individual reports from specific operators. 

o Appendix B provides more detail on sources of transit service and ridership data. 
 
Some notes on sources: 

• The majority of sources reported data by county, but not consistently by geographies 
below county level.  For nearly all tabulations and figures, six-county Sacramento region 
totals (i.e. the sum of the six SACOG counties in their entirety) are provided. 

• As complete a time series from 2000 to 2013 are provided for every series.  In most 
cases, the entire series of data are not available—in those cases, the available years are 
reported. 
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Employment and Jobs 
Jobs and employment are the drivers of growth in the region.  Jobs or the prospect of jobs bring 
new residents to the region, generates wages and income for households, and generates a 
large share of travel demand in the region.  Approximately one-quarter of the person trips, and 
nearly half of the vehicle miles traveled by residents of the region, are related to commuting to 
work.  The vast majority of commercial and truck trips have one or both ends at an employment 
site in the region.   
 
In the 2010 version of this report, available data showed just the beginnings of the effects of 
the economic recession on the region’s jobs and employment.  Since that time, available 
employment data provide a measure of the full impact of the recession on jobs and 
employment.   
 

Employment/Jobs Data Notes 

Employment can be looked at in two fundamentally different, but related, ways: 
• From the standpoint of employers—California Employment Development Department 

provides data on the number of jobs based on reports from employers in the 
unemployment insurance system.  SACOG used employment data from EDD’s 
“California Regional Economic Employment” data series. 

o Geography of these data are based on the location of the employer.  In general, 
these data miss self-employed workers, or any other employer not filing 
unemployment insurance.   

o These data group all government jobs together, even if the job belongs in 
another sector (e.g. public school teachers are counted as “government”, even 
though they are working in the education sector). 

• From the standpoint of workers—EDD utilizes surveys of households to ascertain the 
number of workers and employment status for counties within California.  SACOG used 
data from EDD’s “Labor Market Information” series. 

o These data focus on resident workers, with geography based on residence 
location of workers.   

• Comparison of the two sources:   
o Although the number of jobs (from the workplace data) and the number of 

employed workers (from the labor market information) and the number of jobs 
generally track together, they are not totally consistent. 

o The employer/workplace data misses self-employed workers, while the labor 
market information generally captures self-employed workers.   

o Because the labor market information captures self-employed workers and 
others which may be missed in the employer/workplace data, the number of 
employed residents (i.e. workers with jobs) is always higher than the number of 
jobs tallied from the employer records. 
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Employment/Jobs Highlights 

By both sources, employment in the six-county region peaked in 2007 (see Table 1 and Figure 
1). 

• Employers reported 966,900 jobs at employment sites within the region. 
• A total of 1,044,300 workers reported having some sort of job. 

 
By both sources, employment has dropped precipitously since 2007 (see Table 1 and Figure 1): 

• Employers reported 871,100 jobs in 2011, a drop of 95,800 since 2007. 
• A total of 977,700 workers reported having a job in 2011, a drop of 66,600 since 2007. 
• Using this as a range, 6 to 10 percent of the jobs in the region disappeared between 

2007 and 2011. 
 
Employment decreases (and increases) varied strongly by sector (seeTable 2). 

• Construction saw some of the biggest increases and decreases, adding more than 15 
thousand jobs between 2001 and 2007, then losing 31 thousand between 2007 and 
2011. 

• Manufacturing declined fairly steadily, losing almost 12 thousand between 2001 and 
2007, and another 8 thousand from 2007 to 2011. 

• Healthcare increased throughout the same period, adding 24 thousand jobs from 2001 
to 2007, and another 5 thousand from 2007 to 2011. 

• Retail increased by just over 11 thousand during the years 2001 to 2007, and decreased 
by nearly 12 thousand from 2007 to 2011.  Factoring in population growth over the 
same time period, the “rate” of retail employment compared to population or housing 
declined over the entire period. 

 
Some good news: 

• In 2012, a total of 997,100 workers reported having some sort of employment—this is 
an increase of 19,400 since 2011 (see Table 1). 

• The unemployment rate (i.e. the percentage of workers reporting NOT having a job) for 
the six-county region dipped below 10 percent early in 2013, for the first time since late 
in 2008 (see Figure 2).  The unemployment rate, though, still shows significant variation 
within the region: 

o Lowest in Placer County (between 10 and 12 percent through the recession 
years, currently about 7 percent) 

o Highest in Yuba and Sutter Counties (between 16 and 22 percent through the 
recession years, currently 12 to 15 percent). 

 

Another Perspective on Employment: 

Many economists focus on the employment-to-population rate, rather than the unemployment 
rate, as a measure of the employment trends in the economy.  Because the unemployment rate 
only counts workers who are either employed, or actively seeking employment, the rate 
doesn’t give any insight into the number of workers who have left the workforce altogether or 
are “chronically unemployed”.  The employment-to-population rate is literally the percentage 
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of working-age persons (15 to 65 years) who are employed—the intent or desire of a worker to 
have a job does not enter into the measure.  By this measure, the percentage of persons of 
working age is steadily decreasing in the six-county region, from nearly 72.7 percent in year 
2000 to 62.5 percent in 2011 (see Table 3).  There could be many causes for this decline: 

• Workers who have given up looking for work 
• Workers at the upper end of the working age population retiring 
• Preferences of households (e.g. a family’s choice to rely on one wage-earner instead of 

two) 
• Changing workforce dynamics, such as workers taking time off to change careers, re-

train by going back to school, etc. 
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Table 1.  Jobs and Employed Residents by County, 2000-2011 

         
Changes     

County 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2012 
 

'01 to '07 '07 to '11 '11 to '12 

Jobs†               
 

      
El Dorado 45,234 47,745 51,079 53,303 49,040 47,517 n/a 

 
+8,069 -5,786   

Placer 119,531 129,289 135,945 139,928 126,151 128,189 n/a 
 

+20,397 -11,739   
Sacramento 574,454 583,581 608,602 623,764 583,320 558,640 n/a 

 
+49,310 -65,124   

Sutter 25,458 26,591 26,894 28,943 27,297 26,765 n/a 
 

+3,485 -2,178   
Yolo 93,838 95,300 99,853 103,269 97,937 94,970 n/a 

 
+9,431 -8,299   

Yuba 17,480 16,471 17,515 17,667 15,868 14,973 n/a 
 

+187 -2,694   
Total 875,995 898,977 939,888 966,874 899,613 871,054 n/a 

 
+90,879 -95,820   

Employed Residents‡               
 

    '11 to '12 
El Dorado 80,500 83,200 86,800 85,800 81,600 79,500 81,100 

 
+5,300 -6,300 +1,600 

Placer 133,500 146,000 157,400 164,500 161,100 158,800 162,000 
 

+31,000 -5,700 +3,200 
Sacramento 596,400 618,300 632,500 640,000 604,900 596,500 608,400 

 
+43,600 -43,500 +11,900 

Sutter 34,700 35,300 36,200 37,100 34,900 34,700 35,300 
 

+2,400 -2,400 +600 
Yolo 83,800 86,100 87,400 92,100 87,700 85,500 87,200 

 
+8,300 -6,600 +1,700 

Yuba 22,700 22,700 23,400 24,800 23,500 22,700 23,100 
 

+2,100 -2,100 +400 
Total 951,600 991,600 1,023,700 1,044,300 993,700 977,700 997,100   +92,700 -66,600 +19,400 

 Source:  SACOG, August 2013, based on data from California Employment Development Department. 
† These estimates of jobs are based on unemployment insurance records submitted by employers, and omits some types of employment sites, such as home-
based businesses.   Location is based on the recorded location of the employer. 

 
‡
 These estimates of employed workers area based on surveys of residents in each county, and their employment status in the survey year.  Location is based on 

the residence location of the respondent 
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Figure 1.  Total Jobs by County, 2000-2011 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on California Employment Development Department. “California Regional 
Employment and Economies” (CREE) data series. 
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Table 2.  Jobs by Sector, 2000 to 2011 
SACOG Six-County Area 

  
Total Jobs (in 000's) 

 
Changes    

 
% Changes   

 Sector NAICS 2000 2007 2011 
 

'00 to 
'07 

'07 to 
'11 

'00 to 
'11 

'00 to 
'07 

'07 to 
'11 

'00 to 
'11 

Ag. / Mining / Utilities 11, 21, 22 17.0 15.3 15.3 
 

-1.6 -0.0 -1.7 
 

-9.6% -0.3% -9.8% 
Construction 23 54.1 69.4 38.4 

 
+15.3 -31.0 -15.7 

 
+28.3% -44.6% -29.0% 

Manufacturing 31-33 54.1 42.4 34.9 
 

-11.6 -7.6 -19.2 
 

-21.5% -17.8% -35.5% 
Wholesale / Transportation 42, 48-49 44.8 48.6 39.8  +3.8 -8.8 -5.1  +8.5% -18.2% -11.3% 

Retail 44, 45 94.8 106.3 94.7 
 

+11.4 -11.6 -0.2 
 

+12.1% -10.9% -0.2% 
Information 51 19.2 20.6 15.0 

 
+1.5 -5.7 -4.2 

 
+7.6% -27.5% -21.9% 

FIRE 52, 53 53.3 63.9 48.0 
 

+10.6 -15.9 -5.3 
 

+19.8% -24.9% -10.0% 
Prof./Tech./Mgmt. 54, 55 54.7 64.8 63.9 

 
+10.2 -0.9 +9.3 

 
+18.6% -1.4% +16.9% 

Admin. Support 56 52.4 50.6 44.9 
 

-1.8 -5.7 -7.5 
 

-3.5% -11.2% -14.3% 
Healthcare 62 65.9 89.4 94.4 

 
+23.5 +5.0 +28.5 

 
+35.7% +5.6% +43.3% 

Arts / Ent. / Accom. 71, 72 74.3 90.0 85.0 
 

+15.7 -5.0 +10.7 
 

+21.1% -5.5% +14.4% 
Educ. / Other 61†, 81, 99 38.7 54.5 58.5 

 
+15.9 +4.0 +19.8 

 
+41.1% +7.3% +51.3% 

Government 92† 221.5 246.9 235.2   +25.4 -11.7 +13.7   +11.5% -4.7% +6.2% 
All Sectors   849.2 966.9 871.1   +117.7 -95.8 +21.9   +13.9% -9.9% +2.6% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on California Employment Development Department. “California Regional Employment and Economies” (CREE) data series. 
Government includes jobs like public school teachers, which should be coded to the education sector (NAICS 61, not NAICS 92). 
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Figure 2.  Monthly Unemployment Rate by County, 2000-2012 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on statistics from the California Employment Development Department.
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Table 3.  Employment-to- Population Rate by County, 2000 to 2011 
 
County 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Working Age Population (15-64 years)        

El Dorado 103.6 124.31 125.05 122.53 120.96 121.53 
Placer 161.4 217.82 223.18 221.66 222.44 227.41 

Sacramento 804.4 925.92 925.07 934.84 953.44 962.87 
Sutter 50.2 59.36 59.73 59.21 61.04 61.28 

Yolo 117.5 136.68 138.30 140.01 142.95 144.51 
Yuba 38.2 46.35 47.76 47.85 47.25 47.21 

6-County 1,275.3 1,510.4 1,519.1 1,526.1 1,548.1 1,564.8 
Employed Workers           

El Dorado 78.8 85.8 84.4 81.6 80.5 79.5 
Placer 127.4 164.5 165.9 161.1 156.6 158.8 

Sacramento 582.4 640.0 631.7 604.9 595.7 596.5 
Sutter 34.3 37.1 36.1 34.9 34.7 34.7 

Yolo 81.8 92.1 91.2 87.7 85.9 85.5 
Yuba 22.4 24.8 24.5 23.5 22.6 22.7 

6-County 927.1 1,044.3 1,033.8 993.7 976.0 977.7 
Employment-to-Population Rate         

El Dorado 76.1% 69.0% 67.5% 66.6% 66.6% 65.4% 
Placer 78.9% 75.5% 74.3% 72.7% 70.4% 69.8% 

Sacramento 72.4% 69.1% 68.3% 64.7% 62.5% 62.0% 
Sutter 68.3% 62.5% 60.4% 58.9% 56.8% 56.6% 

Yolo 69.6% 67.4% 65.9% 62.6% 60.1% 59.2% 
Yuba 58.7% 53.5% 51.3% 49.1% 47.8% 48.1% 

6-County 72.7% 69.1% 68.1% 65.1% 63.0% 62.5% 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
Based on statistics from the California Employment Development Department, the Decennial Census for 2000, and 
Amercian Community Survey 3-year sample data for 2007-2011.   
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Population and Housing Changes 
The most basic demographic data are estimates of population and housing units.  The number 
of people living in the region is the most significant factor in the overall amount of travel 
demand, be it for work or for other purposes (shopping, school, etc.).  Characteristics of 
housing growth, such as location and type of units, has a strong influence on the amount and 
type of travel demands which the region’s transportation system must serve.   
 
SACOG used data from the California Department of Finance for this report. 
 
Table 4 shows a tabulation of population and housing growth for the time period from 2000 to 
2012.  Over the entire period, total population growth was  407,000 (+21.3%) (see Table 5 and 
Figure 3).  However, the growth rate varied significantly across the region: 

• Sacramento County grew the most in absolute terms (211,654 people and 83,395 
dwelling units) 

• Placer County grew the most relative to the base in year 2000 (106,929 people, a 43 
percent increase; 47,223 dwellings, a 44 percent increase). 

 
Growth in the early years was far higher than the later years (see Figure 4):  year-over-year 
growth peaked in 2002 (+3.0%), and has declined steadily since.  The six-county region saw the 
first decline in population in 2010. 
 
Average dwelling unit vacancy in the six-county region, which historically “floated” around 6 
percent for the years 2000 to 2009, spiked in 2010 to almost 9 percent (see Table 4).  The 
number of households, which affects vacancy, peaked in 2009 at 851,000, dropped to 833,000 
in 2010, and has increased slowly since that time.  Reduced in-migration, increased out-
migration, and slower natural household formation (e.g. children moving out, new families 
forming, etc.). 
 
Figure 4 also shows annual percent growth for single-family and attached dwellings.  For the 
years 2002 through 2006, the growth rate for single-family dwellings was significantly above the 
population growth rate; since 2006, that rate has plummeted, and has tracked more closely to 
population growth.  Conversely, the growth rate for attached dwellings was lower than 
population growth from 2000 to about 2005, but has also tracked more closely to population 
growth since 2005.  Growth rates for all dwelling units have remained below population growth 
in recent years, since 2010. 
 
These changes have affected the overall mix of housing provided, before and after about 2008 
(see Table 6).  From 2000 to 2008, 80 percent of all housing growth was detached, single family 
units, and attached or multi-family units the remaining 20 percent.  Since 2008, the 
attached/multi-family share has been about 33 percent of the new units. 
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Table 4.  Population and Housing, 2000 to 2012 
SACOG Six-County Area ‡ 
 
Variable 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Population (in thousands)                         

Household Population 1,873 1,922 1,982 2,035 2,086 2,130 2,168 2,201 2,232 2,259 2,254 2,266 2,280 
Group Quarters Pop. 40 40 40 40 40 41 41 41 41 41 40 40 40 

Total Population 1,912 1,962 2,022 2,076 2,126 2,171 2,209 2,242 2,274 2,300 2,295 2,307 2,320 
Dwellings (in thousands)                           
Single Family (Detached) 494 503 519 537 554 574 592 605 613 618 626 628 629 
Single Family (Attached) 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 47 48 48 46 47 47 

Multi-Family (2-4) 51 51 52 52 52 52 52 53 53 53 67 67 67 
Multi-Family (5+) 128 131 133 137 140 144 148 150 153 155 147 148 148 

Mobile home/other 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 34 34 34 30 31 31 
Total Dwellings 752 763 782 804 825 848 871 888 901 908† 917† 920 922 

Average Vacancy 6.4% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 6.3% 8.9% 8.9% 8.8% 
Households  (in thousands)                          

Total Households 703 715 733 753 773 795 817 832 844 851 833 836 838 
Average Household Size 2.66 2.69 2.70 2.70 2.70 2.68 2.66 2.65 2.64 2.66 2.70 2.71 2.72 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on data from the California Department of Finance. 
‡

Sum of six SACOG counties (El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba) minus the City of Lake Tahoe.  Totals include the unincorprated areas of El 
Dorado and Placer Counties within the Tahoe Basin, which are not in SACOG jurisdiction. 
†
The apparent spike in dwelling units between 2009 and 2010 in this data series may be due to DOF resolution of dwelling unit estimates to the decennial census 

for years 2010 and later. 
Shaded are 2009 and 2010, which show the first year-over-year population decline for the six-county region. 
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Table 5.  Population and Dwelling Unit Growth by County, 2000 to 2012 
 
County 2000 2012 Growth Growth % 
Population         

El Dorado 132,690 159,369 +26,679 20.1% 
Placer 248,399 355,328 +106,929 43.0% 

Sacramento 1,223,499 1,435,153 +211,654 17.3% 
Sutter 78,930 95,065 +16,135 20.4% 

Yolo 168,660 202,133 +33,473 19.8% 

Yuba 60,219 72,615 +12,396 20.6% 
6-County 1,912,397 2,319,663 +407,266 21.3% 

Dwelling Units         
El Dorado 57,273 73,195 +15,922 27.8% 

Placer 107,302 154,525 +47,223 44.0% 
Sacramento 474,814 558,209 +83,395 17.6% 

Sutter 28,319 33,935 +5,616 19.8% 
Yolo 61,587 74,379 +12,792 20.8% 

Yuba 22,636 27,687 +5,051 22.3% 
6-County 751,931 921,930 +169,999 22.6% 

 
 
Figure 3.  Population and Dwelling Unit Growth by County, 2000 to 2012 
SACOG Six-County Area 
 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
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Based on data from the California Department of Finance E-5 series.  Excludes South Lake Tahoe. 

 
Figure 4.  Population and Housing Year-Over-Year Percent Change, 2000 to 2012 
SACOG Six-County Area ‡ 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on data from the California Department of Finance E-5 series.  Excludes 
South Lake Tahoe. 
 

Table 6.  Population and Housing Growth 
SACOG Six-County Area 

      Growth   
Average Annual 

Growth 
Indicator 2000   '00 to '08 '08 to '12 

 
'00 to '08 '08 to '12 

Totals (in 000's)               
Population 1,912.4   +359.5 +47.6 

 
+44.9 +11.9 

Detached SF 
Dwellings 494.5 

 
+118.7 +16.2 

 
+14.8 +4.1 

Attached Dwellings 224.8 
 

+29.4 +7.8 
 

+3.7 +2.0 
Total Dwellings† 719.3 

 
+148.0 +24.1 

 
+18.5 +6.0 

Shares               
Detached SF 
Dwellings 69% 

 
80% 67% 

 
    

Attached Dwellings 31%   20% 33%       
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on data from the California Department of Finance E-5 series.  Excludes 
South Lake Tahoe. 
†Excludes mobile home and other dwellings
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Jobs, Workers and Housing Balance 
 
The prior two sections presented information on jobs and employment, and on housing and 
households.  This section focuses on the relationship between housing and where workers live, 
and employment and where jobs are.  The two most common statements of the relationship 
between jobs, workers and housing are the jobs-housing balance, and the ratio of workers-to-
jobs.  The general hypothesis is that where workers residing in a given location do not have 
sufficient work opportunities, they need to travel elsewhere for work, and that need generates 
longer commute times. 
 
Table 7 provides a county level tally of jobs at the employment location, workers by residence 
location, and commute time.  Although the regional ratio of workers by place of residence is 
relatively stable over time, it varies by county.  In general, counties which have ratios of 
workers-to-jobs which are higher than regional average have more resident workers than job 
opportunities within the county, generating outflows of workers to other counties. 

• El Dorado County has the highest ratio of workers-to-jobs.  The ratio improved from 
2000 to 2007, largely through a 22.2 percent increase in jobs in the county.  This 
reduced the ratio of workers per job from 1.81 in 2000 to 1.61 in 2007.   Although this 
has crept back up to 1.67 in 2011, the overall trend is improvement in the ratio of 
workers-to-jobs. 

• Yolo County has the lowest ratio of workers-to-jobs, ranging from 0.89 to 0.90 over the 
period from 2000 to 2011.  

• The ratio of workers-to-jobs changed the most in Yuba County from 2000 to 2011, 
increasing from 1.25 to 1.52.  This change was generated by a sharp increase in the 
number of resident workers from 2000 to 2007, combined with reductions in the total 
number of jobs over the entire period. 

 
Table 7 also provides information on average reported commute times for workers residing in 
each county.  At least at county level, there is a clear connection between the  ratio of workers 
to housing and average commute time, with counties ranked higher in workers-per-housing 
ratio also ranking higher in commute time.  
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Table 7.  Jobs, Workers and Commute Time by County, 2000 to 2011 
          % Changes 
Indicator/County 2000 2007 2011 

 
'00 to '07 '07 to '11 

Jobs†             
El Dorado 43,611 53,303 47,517 

 
+22.2% -10.9% 

Placer 109,824 139,928 128,189 
 

+27.4% -8.4% 
Sacramento 561,427 623,764 558,640 

 
+11.1% -10.4% 

Sutter 24,742 28,943 26,765 
 

+17.0% -7.5% 
Yolo 91,685 103,269 94,970 

 
+12.6% -8.0% 

Yuba 17,867 17,667 14,973 
 

-1.1% -15.2% 
Total 849,156 966,874 871,054 

 
+13.9% -9.9% 

Resident Workers‡             
El Dorado 78,800 85,800 79,500 

 
+8.9% -7.3% 

Placer 127,400 164,500 158,800 
 

+29.1% -3.5% 
Sacramento 582,400 640,000 596,500 

 
+9.9% -6.8% 

Sutter 34,300 37,100 34,700 
 

+8.2% -6.5% 
Yolo 81,800 92,100 85,500 

 
+12.6% -7.2% 

Yuba 22,400 24,800 22,700 
 

+10.7% -8.5% 
Total 927,100 1,044,300 977,700 

 
+12.6% -6.4% 

Workers per Job             
El Dorado 1.81 1.61 1.67 

 
-10.9% +3.9% 

Placer 1.16 1.18 1.24 
 

+1.3% +5.4% 
Sacramento 1.04 1.03 1.07 

 
-1.1% +4.1% 

Sutter 1.39 1.28 1.30 
 

-7.5% +1.1% 
Yolo 0.89 0.89 0.90 

 
-0.0% +0.9% 

Yuba 1.25 1.40 1.52 
 

+12.0% +8.0% 
Total 1.09 1.08 1.12   -1.1% +3.9% 

Commute Time (in minutes)*       

Rank on 
Workers/ 

Job 

Rank on 
Comm. 
Time 

El Dorado 29.7 29.1 29.0 
 

6 6 
Placer 27.0 26.7 27.2 

 
3 4 

Sacramento 25.4 25.6 25.6 
 

2 2 
Sutter 25.4 26.9 27.8 

 
4 3 

Yolo 21.2 21.0 22.2 
 

1 1 
Yuba 26.2 28.4 29.9   5 5 
Totall 25.6 25.8 26.0  n/a n/a 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
†From CA Employment Develop Department “California Regional Economies” data series. 
‡From CA Employment Develop Department “Labor, Industry and Employment” data series. 
* Average commute times from the 2000 Decennial Census and the 2007 and 2011 American Community Survey 3-
year samples. 
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Household Income 

 
Household income statistics for the SACOG region counties, given the rapid changes to 
employment which have occurred in the recession, are of great interest.  The amount and type 
of travel SACOG region residents engage in is strongly influenced by income, too.  In general, 
the amount of travel a person generates is directly related to the number and type of out-of-
home activities that person participates in.   People with higher incomes engage in more out-of-
home activities than people with lower incomes, all else being equal, and in general, they are 
more likely to travel by car than by transit, biking or walking.  So, understanding changes to 
household income is one way to understand changes to travel.   
 

Household Income Data Notes 

Collection and reporting of household income statistics have changed dramatically since the 
2000 Decennial Census.   In 2000, the Census included questions on income and wages in the 
“long form” questionnaire, which was administered to a sample of 5 percent (1 in 20) 
households across the region.  The Census Bureau has abandoned the long form questions as 
part of the decennial census, and has replaced many of the old long form questions with the 
American Community Survey, which is an annual survey of an average of 1.5 percent of all 
households.  A paradox of this new approach is that because the sample is so much thinner (1.5 
percent for the ACS compared to 5 percent for the decennial long form survey), the margins of 
error and statistical confidence in the individual, one-year samples of the ACS are quite large, 
especially for smaller geographies or areas with lower population.  In part to address this issue, 
the ACS is released as 1-year, 3-year and 5-year samples.  The 3-year samples, for example, 
combine three-years-worth of ACS surveys, and the 5-year samples, five-years-worth of 
samples.  Assuming the average 1.5 percent annual sampling rate, the 3-year sample includes 
4.5 percent of all households, and the 5-year samples, 7.5 percent.  By this means, the margins-
of-error are reduced, and statistically valid estimates can be generated from the ACS.  The 3-
year and 5-year data, though, roll together multiple years of samples—to the extent that 
change occurs across those years, combining the years may mute the extent of change. 
 
For purposes of this report, a time series on household income was generated using the 2000 
Decennial Census, and the first five releases of ACS 1-year sample data (for 2007, 2008, 2009,  
2010 and 2011) for the six SACOG region counties.   
 
A second way to evaluate household income is based on the distribution of income, and 
compare the relative changes in household income for lower, middle and higher income 
households.  It should be noted that the Census and ACS do not provide household income data 
in a way that can be directly used for evaluation of income distribution, simply because the 
survey reports fixed categories of household income, even though inflation changes the value 
of dollars over the years reported.  In order to work around this limitation, SACOG interpolated 
the income for the 20th and 80th percentile households using the fixed categories provided in 
the ACS, and translated those percentile values to current dollars using the CPI.  This method 
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was tested for estimating median household income, which is reported in the Census and ACS, 
and was relatively accurate. 
 
 

Household Income Highlights 

 Table 8 and Figure 5 report median household income by county for the time series.   
• The six-county region change since 2000 shows an increase (+4.7%) from 2000 to 2007, 

and a sharply bigger decrease (-13.0%) over the period 2007 to 2011.  This change in 
terms of direction makes sense:  the higher-growth, robust economy from 2000 to 
2007 results in some real increase in household income; the recession which started in 
about 2008 resulted in real decrease in household income.  The net change from 2000 
to 2010 is a significant real decrease (-8.9%). 

• County-by-county, the changes are much more dramatic (see Table 3): 
o From 2000 to 2007, all counties by Placer and El Dorado show increases, ranging 

from +15.9% (Yolo county) to +3.5% (Sacramento County).  However, only the 
Sacramento and Yolo County increases are significant at a 90% confidence level.   

o From 2007 to 2011, all counties show significant decreases in household income, 
ranging from -4.0% (Yuba County) to -22.1% (Yolo County). 

• Changes to household income captured in Census and ACS samples may result from: 
o Actual changes in the household income, such as reduced income due to loss of 

a job or a furlough, or increased income due to a raise or taking a job. 
o Relocation of households into areas with differing household income, with one 

or more workers relocated to Yuba County, and bringing with them higher-
than-average incomes.  Within the region, this sort of change may be a “zero-
sum” (i.e. loss of a higher income household in one county is balanced by gain 
in another). 

o Changes in wages paid, such as the increase in prevalence of higher wage 
employment from one sector which pays higher-than-average wages, or a 
decrease due to the reverse changes. 
 

Figure 6 and Table 9 provide SACOG estimates of the 20th, 50th, and 80th percentile income 
levels for the six-county region.  The 20th percentile income level is the household income 
below which 20 percent of all households report.  The 80th percentile income level is the 
household income below which 80 percent of all households report (or conversely, above which 
only 20 percent of households report.  The 50th percentile is also the median.   
 
The changes to income levels for the six-county region are somewhat different than the same 
statistics reported nationally: 

• For the 20th percentile (low) income, in the six-county region it INCREASED by 2 percent 
(compared to a DECREASE of nearly 6 percent nationally over the same period).  
However, for the time period from 2007 to 2010, the low income value decreased by 13 
percent (compared to a 6 percent decrease nationally).  

• For median incomes, a similar pattern played in the six-county region and nationally:  
from 2000 to 2007, the middle income value INCREASED by nearly 5 percent, compared 
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to a slight DECREASE nationally.  From 2007 to 2010, the middle income value decreased 
by a greater amount than was observed nationally (9 percent compared to 6 percent). 

• For the 80th percentile income, the six-county region was the closest to reflecting the 
national pattern, with 5 increase from the period 2000 to 2007 (compared to 2 percent 
nationally), and 6 percent decreases from 2007 to 2010 (compared to 5 percent 
nationally) 

 
A third way to evaluate household income is in aggregate, or the total of all income which 
accrues all households.  The per-household measures presented in Tables 8 and 9, and in 
Figures 5 and 6, relate to median or typical incomes earned by individual households.  
Aggregate household income is the sum of household income from all households , provides an 
indication of the amount of money which might influence the region’s economy, through 
spending of households for goods and services.  Aggregate household income is influenced in 
part by growth, or the increase in the number of households in the region.  Aggregate house is 
also influenced by the relative amounts of income earned or accrued (or conversely not earned 
or lost) by households.  Table 10 provides a tally of aggregate household income by county.  
There are two distinct periods in the time series: 

• Between 2000 and 2007, the increase in aggregate household income was 17.4 percent, 
higher than growth in the number of households (13.6 percent), which indicates rising 
average household income. 

• Between 2007 and 2011, the decrease in aggregate household income was 8.6 percent, 
at the same time there was a 3.3 percent increase in the number of households, which 
indicates a decline in average household income.  
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Table 8.  Median Household Income by County 
 
County 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Median Household Income (in nominal $)†       

El Dorado $51,484 $64,188 $67,660 $70,449 $66,129 $61,084 
Placer $57,535 $69,076 $75,183 $70,568 $67,884 $68,959 

Sacramento $43,816 $56,987 $56,984 $52,504 $52,709 $52,314 
Sutter $38,375 $51,382 $50,021 $50,333 $46,521 $49,533 

Yolo $40,769 $59,384 $60,001 $57,634 $55,798 $49,594 
Yuba $30,460 $42,712 $51,844 $45,117 $45,755 $43,961 

6-County Area $45,266 $59,578 $60,990 $57,375 $56,456 $55,564 
Inflation-Adjusted Median Household Income (in Yr 2010 $)‡   

El Dorado $67,427 $66,902 $68,140 $71,216 $66,129 $59,398 
Placer $75,352 $71,997 $75,716 $71,336 $67,884 $67,056 

Sacramento $57,384 $59,396 $57,388 $53,075 $52,709 $50,870 
Sutter $50,259 $53,554 $50,376 $50,881 $46,521 $48,166 

Yolo $53,394 $61,895 $60,426 $58,261 $55,798 $48,225 
Yuba $39,893 $44,518 $52,212 $45,608 $45,755 $42,748 

6-County Area $59,284 $62,097 $61,422 $57,999 $56,456 $54,031 
Changes to Inflation-Adjusted Median Household Income * 
    '00 to '07 

 
'07 to '11 

 
'00 to '11 

El Dorado 
 

-0.8% 
 

-11.2% 
 

-11.9% 
Placer 

 
-4.5% 

 
-6.9% 

 
-11.0% 

Sacramento 
 

+3.5% 
 

-14.4% 
 

-11.4% 
Sutter 

 
+6.6% 

 
-10.1% 

 
-4.2% 

Yolo 
 

+15.9% 
 

-22.1% 
 

-9.7% 
Yuba 

 
+11.6% 

 
-4.0% 

 
+7.2% 

6-County Area   +4.7%   -13.0%   -8.9% 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 

†Household income is reported in the 2000 Decennial Census as Year 1999 dollars and 1999 household income. 
Years 2007 through 2010 are county-level American Community Survey 1-year sample data.   

‡All income figures converted nominal year reported in Census or ACS to Year 2010 dollars using Western States 
Urban CPI. 

* Shaded figures indicate changes with 90% confidence, based on the reported margins-of-error for the ACS data.  
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Figure 5.  Median Household Income by County 
 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
Income reported in the 2000 Decennial Census is Year 1999 dollars and 1999 household income. 
Years 2007 through 2010 are county-level American Community Survey 1-year sample data.  All income figures 
converted nominal year reported in Census or ACS to Year 2010 dollars using Western States Urban CPI. 
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Figure 6.  Household Income Levels 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the 2005-2007 and 2006-2008 releases of the American Community 
Survey.  “10th percentile” means that only 10 percent of all households have income below this value; “90th 
percentile” means that only 10 percent have income above this value; median is the 50th percentile (equal 
numbers of households above and below the value).  See notes to Table 3 for more details on income adjustment 
to Year 2008 dollars. 
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Table 9.  Household Income Distribution 
SACOG Six-County Area 
  2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Household Income (in nominal $)† 

  20th Percentile* $20,300 $26,100 $26,800 $24,500 $23,800 
Median $45,266 $59,578 $60,990 $57,375 $56,456 

80th Percentile* $85,800 $113,500 $116,800 $112,000 $111,200 
Inflation-Adjusted Household Income (in Yr 2010 $)‡ 

 20th Percentile* $26,600 $27,200 $27,000 $24,800 $23,800 
Median $59,300 $62,100 $61,400 $58,000 $56,500 

80th Percentile* $112,400 $118,300 $117,600 $113,200 $111,200 
Six-County Area Changes 

   
  

'00-'07 '07-'10 '00-'10 
 20th Percentile*   +2% -13% -11%   

Median 
 

+5% -9% -5% 
 80th Percentile*   +5% -6% -1%   

National Changes 
     

  
'00-'07 '07-'10 '00-'10 

 20th Percentile*   -6% -6% -12%   
Median 

 
-1% -6% -7% 

 80th Percentile*   +2% -5% -3%   
 
 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 

†Income percentile breaks interpolated from nominal dollar categories reported in the 2000 Decennial Census, 
and the 1-year ACS sample data.   

‡All income figures converted nominal year reported in Census or ACS to Year 2010 dollars using Western States 
Urban CPI.   
*Interpolation of the 20th percentile, median, and 80th percentile income values was based on the fixed income 
categories reported in the ACS, and the interpolated percentile values were converted to constant, 2010 dollars 
using the Western States Urban CPI. 
**Based on US Census Bureau, Table A-3, “Selected Measures of Household Income Dispursion…”, available at:  
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/income/data/historical/inequality/IE-1.pdf 
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Table 10.  Aggregate Household Income 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Aggegate Household Income (nominal dollars, in millions)       
El Dorado 3,959 5,807 5,537 5,688 5,785 5,656 

Placer 6,857 10,898 11,694 11,150 11,070 11,272 
Sacramento 25,436 36,044 36,071 34,984 34,893 34,775 

Sutter 1,358 2,034 1,925 1,903 1,952 2,041 
Yolo 3,202 5,286 5,245 4,982 5,128 5,214 

Yuba 832 1,381 1,602 1,396 1,300 1,251 
6-County 41,644 61,451 62,075 60,104 60,128 60,209 

Aggegate Household Income (Yr. 2010 $, in millions)       
El Dorado 5,185 6,053 5,576 5,750 5,785 5,500 

Placer 8,981 11,359 11,777 11,272 11,070 10,960 
Sacramento 33,313 37,568 36,327 35,365 34,893 33,815 

Sutter 1,779 2,120 1,939 1,924 1,952 1,984 
Yolo 4,194 5,510 5,283 5,036 5,128 5,070 

Yuba 1,089 1,439 1,614 1,411 1,300 1,217 
6-County 54,540 64,049 62,516 60,758 60,128 58,547 

Changes to Inflation Adjusted Aggregate Income*        
    '00 to '07   '07 to '11   '00 to '11 

El Dorado 
 

+16.7% 
 

-9.1% 
 

+6.1% 
Placer 

 
+26.5% 

 
-3.5% 

 
+22.0% 

Sacramento 
 

+12.8% 
 

-10.0% 
 

+1.5% 
Sutter 

 
+19.2% 

 
-6.4% 

 
+11.5% 

Yolo 
 

+31.4% 
 

-8.0% 
 

+20.9% 
Yuba 

 
+32.2% 

 
-15.4% 

 
+11.7% 

6-County   +17.4%   -8.6%   +7.3% 
Change in HH's   +13.6%   +3.3%   +17.4% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 

†Aggregate household income from ACS 1-year sample data.  Shaded are  

‡All income figures converted nominal year reported in Census or ACS to Year 2010 dollars using Western States 
Urban CPI. 

* Shaded figures indicate changes with 90% confidence, based on the reported margins-of-error for the ACS data. 
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Age Distribution 
 
One of the steadiest and most significant demographic changes in the region is the aging of the 
population over time.  The first of the baby-boom generation reached age 65 in 2011, and in 
the coming years, the proportion of the region which is over 65 years will increase year by year.  
Older persons are less likely to work, and their travel needs and preferences are different than 
younger persons.  In addition, the aging of the population will affect the demand for housing, 
healthcare and other services. 
 
Table 11 shows the detailed age distribution for 2000, and for the years from 2007 to 2011.  
Some notable changes are: 

• Decreases over time in: 
o School age children (ages 5 to 19 years), 23.3 to 21.2 percent; and 
o Ages 35 to 49 years, from 23.5 to 20.4 percent. 

• Increases over time in: 
o Ages 50 to 64 years, from 14.4 to 18.6 percent; and 
o Ages 80 or more years, from 2.9 to 3.5 percent. 

 
Figure 7 shows changes to slightly more aggregated age distributions, but shows the same basic 
patterns:  steady decreases in younger, and increases in older, age groupings. 
 
Table 12 shows more aggregated age groupings, and compares the 2000 to 2011 changes to 
projections for 2030 and 2050 prepared by the Center for the Continuing Study of the California 
Economy in 2010.  The most significant change projected by Levy is a shift from the youngest 
age grouping (0-19 years) to the highest age grouping (80+ years).  The early evidence from the 
Census and ACS data shows a “bulge” moving from the youngest to the middle grouping (20 to 
64 years), which is consistent with the Levy projection, at least in terms of the direction of 
change.  
 
Figure 8 shows age distribution by the age of the householder—this data also shows evidence 
of a “bulge” moving from younger householders (25-to-44-years declining from 41.4 to 35.0 
percent) to the older householders (45-to-64-years increasing from 33.9 percent to 39.8 
percent, and 65+ years increasing from 19.1 to 20.3 percent).   
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Figure 7.  Person Age Distribution 
SACOG Six-County Area 
 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
2000 is Decennial Census; 2007-2010 are from American Community Survey 3-year sample data for each year. 
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Table 11.  Person Age Distribution 
SACOG Six-County Area 
Age 
 Grouping 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Under 5 135,444 153,791 159,392 163,321 158,023 156,580 
5 to 19 450,497 474,618 472,557 482,421 498,401 492,590 

20 to 24 130,476 168,517 165,602 164,483 162,420 170,740 
25 to 34 266,742 330,064 338,325 311,639 312,689 317,227 
35 to 49 455,249 483,579 479,112 482,238 477,019 472,740 
50 to 64 277,882 361,893 369,566 399,825 418,531 431,130 
65 to 79 164,223 178,698 183,249 190,699 193,552 200,429 

80+ 55,493 73,279 76,046 75,243 77,294 80,494 
All Ages 1,936,006 2,224,439 2,243,849 2,269,870 2,297,929 2,321,930 

Percent Distribution         
 Under 5 7.0% 6.9% 7.1% 7.2% 6.9% 6.7% 

5 to 19 23.3% 21.3% 21.1% 21.3% 21.7% 21.2% 
20 to 24 6.7% 7.6% 7.4% 7.2% 7.1% 7.4% 
25 to 34 13.8% 14.8% 15.1% 13.7% 13.6% 13.7% 
35 to 49 23.5% 21.7% 21.4% 21.2% 20.8% 20.4% 
50 to 64 14.4% 16.3% 16.5% 17.6% 18.2% 18.6% 
65 to 79 8.5% 8.0% 8.2% 8.4% 8.4% 8.6% 

80+ 2.9% 3.3% 3.4% 3.3% 3.4% 3.5% 
All Ages 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
2000 is Decennial Census; 2007-2010 are from American Community Survey 3-year sample data for each year. 
 
Table 12.  Person Age Distribution Compared to CCSCE Projections 
SACOG Six-County Area 

        
 Census / ACS   

CCSCE  
Projections 

Age Grouping 2000 2007 2009 2011   2030 2050 
0 to 19 years 30.3% 28.3% 28.4% 28.0% 

 
24.8% 24.5% 

20 to 64 years 58.4% 60.4% 59.8% 59.9% 
 

57.5% 53.5% 
65+ years 11.3% 11.3% 11.7% 12.1%   17.7% 22.0% 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  
2000 is Decennial Census; 2007-2010 are from American Community Survey 3-year sample data for each year. 
“Levy Projections” are from <<tba>>. 
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Table 13.  Householder Age Distribution 
SACOG Six-County Area 
 
Age of 
Householder 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

<25 42,187 44,426 44,684 43,197 41,572 40,783 
25-44 292,537 314,682 313,184 296,132 295,486 292,290 
45-64  241,888 298,908 301,952 321,178 328,865 333,160 

65+  136,254 152,378 156,246 159,905 165,766 169,974 
Total 712,866 810,394 816,066 820,412 831,689 836,207 

Percent Distribution 
    <25 5.9% 5.5% 5.5% 5.3% 5.0% 4.9% 

25-44 41.0% 38.8% 38.4% 36.1% 35.5% 35.0% 
45-64  33.9% 36.9% 37.0% 39.1% 39.5% 39.8% 

65+  19.1% 18.8% 19.1% 19.5% 19.9% 20.3% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
2000 is Decennial Census; 2007-2011 are from American Community Survey 3-year sample data for each year. 

 
 
Figure 8.  Percent of Households by Age of Householder 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
2000 is Decennial Census; 2007-2011 are from American Community Survey 3-year sample data for each year. 
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Costs of Travel 
 
Costs affect the overall demand for travel, and the relative attractiveness of a given mode of 
travel relative to other modes.  Cost of gasoline, on average, accounts for XX percent of out-of-
pocket costs of driving for an average automobile.  
 

Gasoline Prices 

From 1990 to about 2002, gasoline prices varied, but in general, varied closely around a 
relatively stable average.  Additionally, during that time period, variations in price tended to be 
predictable, seasonal variations (e.g. prices running up and peaking in the summer months, and 
dropping during fall/winter months).  From 2002 onward, gasoline price variations became both 
more volatile and more of a steady increase over time. 
 
Figure 9 illustrates nominal and real changes in gasoline prices in California from 1998 through 
2012.  Three changes are notable:   

• a steady increase in gasoline prices from 2003 through most of 2008 (albeit with many 
peaks and troughs throughout this period); 

• a precipitous drop in prices at the end of 2008, when worldwide demand for petroleum 
dropped due to the economic recession; and 

• a return to slow-but-steady increases starting in mid-2009 and continuing through the 
end of the data series in 2012. 

 
Table 14 provides annual average fuel prices, along with monthly highs and lows for 2002 to 
2012.  The right-most column reports inflation adjusted annual average prices.  The annual 
averages buffer most of the price volatility, and highlight the general trends in prices: 

• Over the entire time period (2002 to 2009) inflation-adjusted price has more-than-
doubled (113.4 percent increase). 

 

Transit Fares 

Published, basic one-way fares are illustrated in Figures 10 through 14 for Sacramento Regional 
Transit, Yolobus, and Roseville transit services.  For all operators, fare increases prior to about 
2006 kept basic fares tracking to inflation—during this period, basic fares tracked in a step-wise 
fashion around relatively stable real (i.e. inflation-adjusted) level.  For SRTD and Yolobus, more 
recent fare increases in 2009 and 2010 are real increases, which go well beyond recent 
inflation. 
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Table 14.  Annual California Gasoline Price, 2002 to 2011 

  
Nominal Price 

 

Inflation-Adj. Price  
(Yr. 2010$)† 

Year   High Low Avg   High Low Avg 
2002 

 
$1.61 $1.19 $1.51 

 
$1.92 $1.44 $1.80 

2003 
 

$2.10 $1.61 $1.83 
 

$2.46 $1.91 $2.14 
2004 

 
$2.33 $1.68 $2.11 

 
$2.64 $1.96 $2.42 

2005 
 

$2.99 $1.97 $2.47 
 

$3.28 $2.24 $2.74 
2006 

 
$3.28 $2.38 $2.80 

 
$3.50 $2.61 $3.01 

2007 
 

$3.44 $2.57 $3.08 
 

$3.57 $2.74 $3.20 
2008 

 
$4.48 $1.82 $3.52 

 
$4.45 $1.88 $3.53 

2009 
 

$3.12 $2.01 $2.67 
 

$3.13 $2.05 $2.71 
2010 

 
$3.25 $2.95 $3.09 

 
$3.24 $2.96 $3.09 

2011 
 

$4.18 $3.34 $3.82 
 

$4.05 $3.31 $3.71 
2012 

 
$4.41 $3.60 $4.04 

 
$4.16 $3.44 $3.85 

Percent Changes             
'02 to '05 

 
+ 85.7% + 66.0% + 63.8% 

 
+ 70.4% + 55.7% + 52.0% 

'05 to '08 
 

+ 50.0% - 7.4% + 42.4% 
 

+ 35.6% - 16.1% + 28.8% 
'08 to '12 

 
- 1.6% + 97.8% + 15.0% 

 
- 6.4% + 83.0% + 8.9% 

'02 to '12   + 174.0% + 204.1% + 168.2%   + 116.3% + 139.1% + 113.3% 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
Based on weekly price data from the California Energy Commission, rolled up to monthly averages.   E.g. the “high” 
price shown is the highest average monthly price during the year cited.   Annual average prices computed as 
simple averages of monthly prices for each year.  Converted to Year 2010 dollars using the Western States Urban 
Consumer Price Index. 
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Figure 9.  Weekly California Gasoline Price, 1998 to 2012 
 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on weekly price data from the California Energy Commission.  Prices are for “Regular” grade gasoline.  Inflation 
adjustment based on Western States Urban CPI. 
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Figure 10.  Basic One-Way Fare:  Sacramento Regional Transit, 1996 to 
2013 
 

 
 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on historic data and published fares. 
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Figure 11.  Basic One-Way Fare:  Yolobus Express Service, 1996 to 2013 

 
 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on historic data and published fares. 

 
Figure 12.  Basic One-Way Fare:  Yolobus Local Service, 1996 to 2013 
 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on historic data and published fares. 
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Figure 13.  Basic One-Way Fare:  Roseville Commuter Service, 1996 to 
2013 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on historic data and published fares. 

 
Figure 14.  Basic One-Way Fare:  Roseville Local Service, 1996 to 2013 
 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on historic data and published fares. 



DRAFT--SACOG Regional Transportation Monitoring Report August 2013 

43 

Commute Mode 
 
Every transportation plan sets goals for changing mode of travel—encouraging more 
carpooling, more transit, more biking, more walking.   An explicit goal of many 
transportation projects includes making one or more modes of travel more attractive 
than another.  However, despite the interest in changing mode of travel, very few data 
sources exist to track progress.  This section presents the only data on choice of mode of 
travel which is both consistently collected, and comprehensive in its scope, and 
available for geographies relevant to the region. 
 

Commute Mode Data Notes 

The Decennial Census and the American Community Survey both question workers over 
16 years of age regarding their mode of travel to work and their travel time.  The Census 
and ACS do not survey for mode of travel, times, or any other information regarding 
non-commute travel—for non-commute travel, SACOG relies on periodic household 
travel surveys, the most recent of which was completed in 2000.  Commute trips in the 
SACOG region account for about 25 percent of all person trips and nearly one-half of all 
household-generated vehicle miles traveled. 
 
SACOG utilized the Decennial Census to establish year 2000 commute mode shares, and 
ACS three-year samples for years 2007 to 2011.  The ACS three-year samples were used 
for commute mode share, in part because the margins-of-error for the one-year 
samples were high, relative to the estimates.  This is true in particular for the smaller-
share modes (biking, walking and transit).  By expanding the sample to include three 
years, the margins-of-error are substantially reduced, but the averages should be 
interpreted as rolling averages of three years—the named year of the sample and the 
two prior years.   
 
Differences in the sample and survey method between the 2000 Decennial Census and 
ACS may account for part of the difference between 2000 and the more recent ACS 
estimates, in particular for carpool share.  National data from the 2000 Decennial 
Census and the 2000 ACS one-year data indicate that due to the survey method, ACS 
carpool share estimates may be as much as one percent lower than the estimate of 
carpool share in the 2000 Census.  This issue will be revisited below.   
 
Two notable, long-term trends in commute mode are apparent: 

1) Carpool/vanpool commuters as a share of all modes is declining, from about 13.7 
percent in 2000 to about 11.5 percent in 2011 (see Table15 and Figure 16); 

2) Work-at-home as a share of all workers increased from 4.0 to 5.5  percent 
between 2000 and 2011 (see Table 15 and Figure 20). 
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Nationally, the long-term decline in carpool commute mode share has been widely 
observed and reported3.  Within the SACOG region, there was a small decline in the 
carpool percentage between the 1990 and 2000 Decennial Census.  The combination of 
that decrease, plus with the steady decrease shown in the more recent ACS three-year 
samples, suggests that the general trend observed nationally is also in evidence in the 
SACOG region. 
 
Similarly, the increasing share of work-at-home workers has been observed nationally. 
 
Changes to transit, biking and walking to work were far less significant than the changes 
to carpool and work-at-home modes. 

• Bike mode share increased from 1.3  to 1.7 percent between 2000 and 2011 (see 
Table 15 and Figure 18). 

• Walking declined slightly from 2.2 to 2.0 percent (see Table 15 and Figure 19) 
• Transit, which was 2.6 percent in 2000, dropped to 2.4 percent in 2007 and 

increased to 2.7 percent by 2011 (see Table 15 and Figure 17). 
 
 
 

                                                      
3 See especially Pisarski, Alan, “Commuting in Americe III”, published by the Transportation Research 
Board, 2006. 
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Table 15.  Mode of Commute, 2000 to 2011 
SACOG Six-County Region 

Year 
Total 

Workers 
Drive 
Alone Carpool† 

Public 
Transit Bicycle Walk Other 

Work-
at-

Home 
Estimates by Year               

2000 852,362 75.4% 13.7%† 2.6% 1.3% 2.2% 0.7% 4.0% 
2007 1,001,610 75.3% 12.9% 2.4% 1.3% 2.1% 1.2% 4.8% 
2008 1,020,464 75.2% 12.4% 2.6% 1.5% 2.1% 1.3% 5.0% 
2009 1,003,804 75.3% 12.2% 2.6% 1.5% 2.1% 1.3% 5.0% 
2010 986,890 75.3% 11.9% 2.7% 1.6% 2.0% 1.3% 5.2% 
2011 966,324 75.6% 11.5% 2.7% 1.7% 2.0% 1.1% 5.5% 

Low (based on Reported Margin-of-Error of Estimates)         
2007 995,851 74.2% 12.4% 2.2% 1.2% 1.9% 1.0% 4.5% 
2008 1,013,797 74.1% 11.9% 2.4% 1.3% 1.9% 1.1% 4.7% 
2009 997,539 74.3% 11.7% 2.4% 1.4% 1.9% 1.1% 4.8% 
2010 980,239 74.1% 11.4% 2.5% 1.5% 1.9% 1.2% 5.0% 
2011 989,967 74.4% 11.0% 2.5% 1.5% 1.8% 1.0% 5.2% 

High (based on Reported Margin-of-Error of Estimates)         
2007 1,007,369 76.5% 13.4% 2.6% 1.4% 2.3% 1.3% 5.0% 
2008 1,027,131 76.3% 12.9% 2.7% 1.6% 2.3% 1.4% 5.2% 
2009 1,010,069 76.4% 12.6% 2.8% 1.7% 2.2% 1.4% 5.3% 
2010 993,541 76.5% 12.3% 2.9% 1.8% 2.2% 1.5% 5.5% 
2011 999,005 76.7% 12.0% 2.9% 1.8% 2.2% 1.3% 5.7% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the annual 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey.  “Low” and “High” estimates were based on 
subtracting  from the estimate (for “Low”) and adding to the estimate (for “High”) the reported margin of error for the estimate.  Year 2000 Census did not report 
margin of error, so no “Low” and “High” were computed. 
†
Some research suggests that the difference in ACS estimates of carpool share may be as much as one percent lower than the Decennial Census share for Year 

2000. 
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Figure 15.  Percent of Workers Driving Alone to Work By County, 2000 to 2011 
 

 
 
 
Figure 16.  Percent of Workers Carpooling to Work by County, 2000 to 2011 
 

 
 
Source for both figures:  SACOG, August 2013.  
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the annual 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
See text for more discussion on comparability of 2000 Decennial Census and ACS, and on margins of error for ACS. 
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Figure 17.  Percent of Workers Taking Public Transit  to Work By County, 2000 to 
2011 

 
 
Figure 18.  Percent of Workers Bicycling to Work by County, 2000 to 2011 
 

 
 
Source for both figures:  SACOG, August 2013.  
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the annual 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
See text for more discussion on comparability of 2000 Decennial Census and ACS, and on margins of error for ACS. 



DRAFT--SACOG Regional Transportation Monitoring Report August 2013 

48 

Figure 19.  Percent of Workers Walking  to Work By County, 2000 to 2011 
 

 
 
Figure 20.  Percent of Workers Working at Home by County, 2000 to 2011 
 

 
 
Source for both figures:  SACOG, August 2013.  
Based on  Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the annual 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
See text for more discussion on comparability of 2000 Decennial Census and ACS, and on margins of error for ACS. 
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Commute Travel Time 
 
The 2000 Decennial Census and the ACS  provide the distribution of commuters by reported 
travel time to work4.  There is no similar data source for non-work travel.  Overall, the changes 
shown over time at six-county region level are relatively small. 

• The increase in the percentage of workers reporting commuting 45-minutes-or-more 
from 13.7 percent in 2000 to 15.4 percent in 2007, and a gradual decline in this 
percentage to  14.7 percent from 2007 to 2011 (see Table 16 and Figure 21)(. 

• A very small increase in average commute time, from 25.6 minutes in 2000 to 26.0 
minutes in 2011 (see Ta ble 17). 
 

Table 17 and Figure22 provide average reported commute times by county for the six-county 
Sacramento region.  The county-level differences and changes in average commute time by 
county were much greater than the regional changes. 

• Average commute times for workers in Yuba and El Dorado Counties were the highest in 
the region  (29.9 and 29.0 minutes, respectively, in 2011) 

• Average commute times for workers in Yolo County were the lowest in the region (22.2 
minutes in 2011) 

• The section above (“Jobs, Workers and Housing Balance”) identified some of the 
worker-to-job balance issues which underlie these differences. 

• Commute times for workers in Yuba County increased the most (by 8.5 percent form 
2000 to 2007, and 5.3 percent from 2007 to 2011—14.3 percent for the entire time 
period).  Between 2000 and 2007, Yuba County experienced 10.7 percent increase in 
resident workers, but no increase in jobs within the county—this is the most likely cause 
of the increase in commute times.  

• Commute times for workers in Sutter County showed the same pattern of increases as 
in Yuba County, though less pronounced (increases of 6.1 percent and 3.2 percent for 
the periods from 2000 to 2007, and 2007 to 2011, respectively).  However, Sutter 
County did not show the same pattern of increase in resident workers without increases 
in jobs, so a reason for the increases is not clear.     

• Commute times for workers in El Dorado County decreased the most from 2000 to 2007 
(by 2.4 percent from 2000 to 2011).  A number of explanations could account for these 
changes:  the HOV lanes on US-50 between El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Sunrise 
Boulevard were opened in 2003 and did result in significant reduction in travel times for 
commuters from El Dorado County to Sacramento.  Additionally, significant employment 

                                                      
4 There are consistent biases in the reported commute times:  commuters tend to remember longer times; times 
by many respondents get “rounded up” to 5-minute intervals rather than exact times; and commuters are likely 
not consistent regarding the beginning and end of their trip (e.g. Is the start time when they walk out their front 
door, or when they pull out of the driveway?  Is the end time when they arrive at their workplace, or when they 
get to their parking place?).  It is assumed that these biases are consistent across samples and survey years, so 
differences from one survey year to the next are meaningful; however, the times are not assumed to be accurate 
to “real” travel times. 



DRAFT--SACOG Regional Transportation Monitoring Report August 2013 

50 

growth has occurred in El Dorado County during these years, and some commuters may 
have relocated workplaces to within the county5. 

 
 
 

Table 16.  Reported Commute Travel Times, 2000 to 2010 
SACOG Six-County Area 
 

Year 
Total 

Workers† 
<10 

Minutes 
10 to 19 
Minutes 

20 to 29 
Minutes 

30 to 44 
Minutes 

45 to 59 
Minutes 

60+ 
Minutes 

2000 818,279 12.6% 30.7% 22.3% 20.6% 6.8% 6.9% 
2007 953,736 12.8% 29.8% 21.3% 20.9% 7.6% 7.7% 
2008 969,501 12.5% 29.9% 21.4% 20.8% 7.7% 7.7% 
2009 953,177 12.2% 30.1% 21.5% 21.1% 7.5% 7.6% 
2010 935,300 12.4% 30.0% 21.5% 21.1% 7.3% 7.6% 
2011 913,519 12.1% 29.9% 21.8% 21.5% 7.1% 7.6% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the annual 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
See text for more discussion on comparability of 2000 Decennial Census and ACS, and on margins of error for ACS. 
†Includes only workers not working at home. 
 

                                                      
5 Ibid. 
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Figure 21.  Percent of Workers by Commute Travel Time 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the annual 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
See text for more discussion on comparability of 2000 Decennial Census and ACS, and on margins of error for ACS. 

 
Figure 22.  Average Commute Time by County 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
Averages computed from Census/ACS aggregate commute time, divided by total workers working outside the 
home. 
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Table 17.  Reported Commute Time by County, 2000 to 2011 
SACOG Six-County Area 
County 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Average Commute Time  (in minutes)         

El Dorado 29.7 29.1 28.7 29.4 29.0 29.0 
Placer 27.0 26.7 26.8 27.3 26.9 27.2 

Sacramento 25.4 25.6 25.8 25.7 25.7 25.6 
Sutter 25.4 26.9 28.5 28.7 28.4 27.8 

Yolo 21.2 21.0 21.0 21.1 21.4 22.2 
Yuba 26.2 28.4 29.2 28.9 28.7 29.9 

SACOG 6-County 25.6 25.8 26.0 26.0 25.9 26.0 

Percent Changes   
'00 to 
'07 

'07 to 
'11 

'00 to 
 '11   

El Dorado 
 

-2.2% -0.2% -2.4% 
  Placer 

 
-1.2% +1.9% +0.7% 

  Sacramento 
 

+0.9% +0.0% +0.9% 
  Sutter 

 
+6.1% +3.2% +9.5% 

  Yolo 
 

-0.7% +5.3% +4.6% 
  Yuba 

 
+8.5% +5.3% +14.3% 

  SACOG 6-County 
 

+0.7% +0.8% +1.6% 
  Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   

Based on Year 200 Census SF3 Tables and 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
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Auto Ownership 
 
The availability of automobiles is one of the most significant factors in determining how a 
person travels.  Table 18 shows the distribution of automobiles held by households in the 
SACOG region. 

• The average number of vehicles per household increased sharply from 2000 to 2007, 
from 1.75 to 1.89.  Since 2007, that number has declined to 1.85. 

• The percentage of households which do not hold any automobiles shows the inverse 
pattern, decreasing from over 7.8 percent in year 2000 to 6.0 percent in 2007, then 
increasing to 6.7 percent in 2011. 
 

Table  19 and Figures 23 and 24 show variation in auto ownership by county.   Household 
income has a clear role in determining auto ownership, but other factors play a role, too. 

• El Dorado and Placer Counties had the highest average auto ownership in 2011 (2.14 
and 2.02 autos per household, respectively) and the lowest percentage of zero-auto 
households (4.1 and 3.9 percent).  These two counties also had the highest median 
income. 

• Sacramento County had the lowest average auto ownership in 2011 (1.77 autos per 
household), but not the highest percentage of zero-auto households.  Sacramento 
County had the third highest median income of the six counties.  Possible explanations 
of the lower rate of auto ownership, despite the higher income, are:  having more 
locations where biking, walking and transit are viable options to driving and owning a 
car; having smaller households than other counties; and age and income demographics. 

• Yolo County had the highest share of zero-auto households (8.2 percent), but not the 
lowest average auto ownership.  Yolo County includes the City of Davis, with many 
university student household and very high bicycle ridership. 
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Table 18.  Vehicles Available Per Household 
SACOG Six-County Area 

Year 

Total 
House-
holds 

0 
Vehicles 

1 
Vehicle 

2 
Vehicles 

3 
Vehicles 

4 
Vehicles 

5+ 
Vehicles 

Avg 
Vehicles 
Per HH 

2000 712,866 7.8% 34.4% 39.4% 13.4% 3.6% 1.4% 1.75 
2007 810,394 6.0% 31.6% 39.6% 15.8% 5.0% 1.9% 1.89 
2008 816,066 6.1% 31.4% 39.9% 15.7% 4.9% 2.0% 1.89 

2009 820,412 6.2% 31.9% 39.2% 15.6% 4.9% 2.2% 1.89 
2010 831,689 6.5% 32.3% 38.8% 15.4% 4.9% 2.1% 1.87 
2011 836,207 6.7% 33.2% 38.2% 15.2% 4.8% 2.0% 1.85 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
Survey.  Note on shaded cells:  based on information from FHWA staff, up to 1 percent of the difference in percentage of zero-auto households may be due to 
difference in sample and survey methodology between the Decennial Census and ACS—i.e. the real change may be less dramatic than shown here. 
 



DRAFT--SACOG Regional Transportation Monitoring Report August 2013 

55 

 

Figure 23.  Vehicles Per Household, 2000 to 2010 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 

 
Figure 24.  Percent Zero-Auto Households by County, 2000 to 2010 

 
Source for both figures:  SACOG, August 2013.  
Based on  Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and the annual 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
See text for more discussion on comparability of 2000 Decennial Census and ACS, and on margins of error for ACS. 
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Table 19.  Autos Per Household by County, 2000 to 2010 
 
County 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Percent Zero-Auto Households       

El Dorado 4.6% 3.3% 3.0% 3.3% 3.4% 4.1% 
Placer 4.9% 3.3% 3.8% 3.9% 4.1% 3.9% 

Sacramento 8.7% 6.9% 7.1% 7.2% 7.4% 7.6% 
Sutter 7.9% 6.9% 6.8% 6.2% 6.4% 6.4% 

Yolo 8.4% 7.0% 6.4% 6.7% 7.1% 8.2% 
Yuba 9.5% 4.5% 4.3% 5.1% 6.3% 6.8% 
Total 7.8% 6.0% 6.1% 6.2% 6.5% 6.7% 

Average Autos Per Household          
El Dorado 2.03 2.20 2.19 2.21 2.19 2.14 

Placer 1.97 2.00 2.00 2.02 2.04 2.02 
Sacramento 1.67 1.81 1.82 1.81 1.79 1.77 

Sutter 1.83 2.05 2.00 1.96 1.93 1.89 
Yolo 1.72 1.85 1.84 1.85 1.83 1.82 

Yuba 1.74 2.01 2.03 2.02 1.96 1.94 
Total 1.75 1.89 1.89 1.89 1.87 1.85 

% Change in Autos per 
Houshold '00 to '07 '07 to '11 '00 to '11     

El Dorado 
 

+8.6% -2.9% +5.5% 
  Placer 

 
+1.5% +1.1% +2.7% 

  Sacramento 
 

+8.3% -2.6% +5.5% 
  Sutter 

 
+12.0% -7.8% +3.2% 

  Yolo 
 

+7.7% -1.8% +5.7% 
  Yuba 

 
+16.0% -3.5% +11.9% 

  Total   +7.8% -2.1% +5.5%   
 Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 

Based on Year 2000 Census SF3 Tables and 3-year sample releases of the American Community Survey. 
Survey.  Note on shaded cells:  based on information from FHWA staff, up to 1 percent of the difference in 
percentage of zero-auto households may be due to difference in sample and survey methodology between the 
Decennial Census and ACS—i.e. the real change may be less dramatic than shown here
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Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is one of the best generic indicators of the amount of vehicle 
travel.  The measures presented here are geographic estimates of VMT—that is, they are 
estimates of total VMT which have occurred in a specific, defined geographic area6.  In this 
case, the VMT estimates are for the six-county Sacramento region in its entirety, including all 
cities and other jurisdictions within the counties.  The VMT estimates come from the U.S. 
“Highway Performance Monitoring System” data, which are generated collaboratively by the 
Federal Highway Administration, the state departments of transportation (including Caltrans), 
and local agencies.  Critiques of HPMS as a data source abound, but no other credible estimates 
of total VMT are regularly and systematically updated, and published for specific geography. 

Table 20 provides a comprehensive tally of average annual VMT7 (or “AVMT”) and of 
“maintained mileage”8 of roadway for the six-county Sacramento region.   

• AVMT peaked in year 2005, at just over 56 million miles per day.  Overall from 2000 to 
2005, AVMT grew by 10.6 percent, slightly lower than population growth over the same 
period (13.4 percent).   

• From 2005 to 2011, AVMT declined slightly, reflecting the economic recession, the 
slowing of the regional economy.  During that same period, population grew by just over 
6 percent. 

• AVMT actually “bottomed out” in 2009, and began to increase marginally starting in 
2010. 

Figure 25 illustrates the allocation of AVMT by the state highway and local street roadway 
systems.  Although the state system accounts for only 7 percent of maintained mileage, it 
handles approximately 50 percent of all AVMT.  This reflects the high percentage of high-
volume roadways in the state highway system. 

Figure 26 illustrates AVMT per capita.  From 1996 to 2000, AVMT increased steadily to over 26 
miles per person per day.  By 2001, AVMT per capita dropped to 25 miles per day, again 

                                                      
6 Other common VMT indicators are: “per household” or “per capita” estimates, which are estimates of the rates 
of VMT generation by households or persons of different types, or in different locations; vehicle type estimates, 
which capture the amount of VMT generated by different types of vehicles (e.g. “passenger vehicles”, “heavy duty 
trucks”, etc.). 
7 HPMS reports average daily VMT, the intent of which is to tally up the VMT for all days in a year (weekday, 
weekends, holidays, etc.) and divide that VMT by 365 days.  Another common VMT measure is “typical weekday” 
(i.e. average or typical volumes observed during weekdays when most workers are working, schools are in session, 
etc.).  Typical weekday volumes are, in total, about 5 percent higher than average daily volumes, although some 
roadways have higher volumes during non-weekday periods (e.g. roadways in recreational areas). 
8 “Maintained mileage” of roadway is the centerline length of all maintained roadways.  For example, a one mile 
segment of a 2-lane rural highway would count as one maintained mile of roadway; a one mile segment of 8-lane 
urban freeway would also count as one maintained mile. 
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reflecting the tech-sector-bubble-burst and subsequent recession.  By 2003, AVMT per capita 
had climbed back to over 26 miles.  As fuel prices increased after 2003, and the economy began 
to slow and shrink starting in 2007, DVMT declined steadily to 24.2 miles in 2009, lower than 
any time since 1996.  Although other factors may have contributed to the recent decline (e.g. 
increasing public transit and bike commuting may account for some of the decline, the 
recession, increases in fuel prices, and reductions in the amount of employment overall since 
about 2005 are likely to be far bigger factors in the decline. 
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Table 20.  Vehicle Miles Traveled and Road Mileage by County, 2000 to 2011 
            % Changes 

County 2000 2005 2009 2011 
 

'00 to 
'05 

'05 to 
'11 

'00 to 
'11 

Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (in millions)          
El Dorado 4.37 4.64 4.41 4.44 

 
+6.2% -4.3% +1.6% 

Placer 8.18 9.53 9.38 9.56 
 

+16.6% +0.3% +16.9% 
Sacramento 29.24 32.15 32.09 32.04 

 
+9.9% -0.3% +9.6% 

Sutter 2.15 2.37 2.47 2.31 
 

+10.4% -2.5% +7.6% 
Yolo 5.13 5.68 5.67 5.78 

 
+10.7% +1.8% +12.7% 

Yuba 1.74 1.85 1.74 1.79 
 

+6.0% -3.4% +2.4% 
Total 50.82 56.22 55.75 55.93 

 
+10.6% -0.5% +10.1% 

Maintained Road Miles             
El Dorado 2,134 2,148 1,988 1,981 

 
+0.6% -7.8% -7.2% 

Placer 2,071 2,324 2,385 2,414 
 

+12.2% +3.9% +16.6% 
Sacramento 4,836 4,631 5,063 5,099 

 
-4.3% +10.1% +5.4% 

Sutter 1,067 1,049 1,124 1,119 
 

-1.7% +6.7% +4.9% 
Yolo 1,446 1,469 1,486 1,504 

 
+1.6% +2.4% +4.0% 

Yuba 790 816 849 858 
 

+3.3% +5.2% +8.6% 
Total 12,345 12,437 12,895 12,969 

 
+0.7% +4.3% +5.1% 

Population 
(in 000’s) 1,912 2,170 2,299 2,307   +13.4% +6.3% +20.6% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on “California Public Road Data” reports by the California Department of Transportation. 
“Maintained miles” is a measure of roadways using the centerline distance of each road segment (e.g. a 2-lane road segment of one mile in length = 1.0 lane miles; a 4-lane road 
segment of one mile in length = 1.0 lane miles.  “Average daily vehicle miles traveled” is intended to represent the total vehicle miles traveled of all roadways over the course of 
a year, divided by 365 days.   
Population change percentages from California Department of Finance population estimates. 
 



DRAFT--SACOG Regional Transportation Monitoring Report August 2013 

60 

 
Figure 25.  Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (000’s) by State/Non-State Roadway 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on “California Public Road Data” reports by the California Department of Transportation. 
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Figure 26.  Daily Total Vehicle Miles Per Capita, 1996 to 2011 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
Based on “California Public Road Data” reports by the California Department of Transportation, and household population estimates from the California Department of Finance. 
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Congestion 
 “Traffic congestion” is a term which elicits an almost-universal negative reaction from 
travelers—nobody likes to be stuck in traffic.  However, objective definitions of what 
constitutes congestion are few.  Here, the two sources used for tracking congestion are the 
Caltrans’ annual “Mobility Performance Report” congestion monitoring reports and the “Urban 
Mobility” reports published annually by the Texas Transportation Institute (TTI). 
 

Caltrans Mobility Performance Report 

In 2009, Caltrans began preparing the Mobility Performance Report (MPR), a new congestion 
report using data collected from every day of the year. This report replaces the Highway 
Congestion Monitoring Program (HICOMP) Report series. The MPR represents the completion 
of a transition to an improved way of measuring congestion.  In general, the MPR relies almost 
entirely on the extensive system of fixed, in-road sensors (loops, cameras, etc.) operated by 
Caltrans to estimate performance (traffic density, speed, etc.) segment-by-segment on the 
state highway system.  This replaces the less-reliable “floating car” methodology on which 
much of the HICOMP reports were based. 
 
The definition of congestion applied by Caltrans is: 

• State highways which experience average travel speeds below a threshold speed for 15 
or more minutes.  Two thresholds are used:  35 MPH (consistent with the HICOMP 
definition of delay) and 60 MPH. 

• For this reporting, Caltrans focuses on recurrent congestion, which is defined as travel 
conditions generated by demand which exceeds capacity on roadways, and thereby 
results in slower travel speeds.  Caltrans attempts to exclude the effect of non-recurrent 
conditions (i.e. traffic accidents, roadway blockages, construction activities, etc.) from 
their measurement. 

• The amount of delay which springs from congestion is defined as the difference in travel 
time between the actual travel time with congestion, and the travel time which would 
be experienced at 35 MPH travel speed.  In the Caltrans measure, delay accrues to 
vehicles, not to occupants of vehicles.  For example: 

o Say a one-mile segment of freeway experiences average travel speed of 20 MPH 
for a period of one hour.  The actual travel time for that one mile segment is 3.00 
minutes.   

o At 35 MPH, the travel time over the same segment would be 1.71 minutes.   
o The delay for each vehicle traveling that one mile segment would be 1.29 

minutes (3.00 minus 1.71). 
o If the segment served a volume of 6,000 vehicles during that one hour period, 

the total vehicle delay for that segment would be 129 hours  (1.29 minutes of 
delay X 6,000 vehicles = 7,740 minutes of delay, or 129 hours of delay). 

o Using the 60 MPH travel speed threshold, the delay would be higher, since the 
threshold travel time for a one mile segment would be 1.00 minutes, and delay 
for that segment would be 2.00 minutes.  For the same 6,000 vehicle example, 
total delay would be 200 hours. 
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In the 2009 MPR report, the reporting of the 35 MPH and 60 MPH delay measures was mixed.  
The only time series provided for District 3 was for the 35 MPH delay measure, and that was 
only provided for years 2005 to 2009.  However, the detailed data by route for District 3 was 
provided only for the 60 MPH delay measure, and only for 2009.   
 
Figure 27 shows the cumulative, measured daily vehicle delay for state highways in the 
Sacramento region based on the 35 MPH delay measure.  Some highlights: 

• Total annual vehicle delay was highest in 2005 5.40 million hours. 
• Total annual vehicle delay in 2009 was 3.22 million hours, a 40 percent decrease from 

2005. 

Texas Transportation Institute’s “Urban Mobility” Reports 

TTI has annually published their own estimates of congestion in 90 of the largest urban areas in 
the U.S., including Sacramento9.  Since the 2009, TTI has significantly modified and improved its 
delay measurement method, and utilizes actual speed and travel time data provided by Inrix, 
Inc.  Fortunately, TTI has back-casted delay estimates using the new methodology.  
 
The key measures of interest related to congestion provided in the TTI reports are: 

• “Total traveler delay”, which is defined as the difference in time between an estimate of 
peak period travel time and the “free flow time”.  For freeways, the free flow time is 
defined as one minute per mile (60 MPH); for arterial streets, it is defined as 1.7 minutes 
per mile (35 MPH).  The delay is factored up to travelers (not vehicles as with the 
Caltrans delay measure), but it is a relatively simple scaling (average vehicle volume X 
1.25). 

• “Total traveler delay per peak auto commuter” is the delay hours divided by the number 
of auto travelers during the peak (compared to Caltrans, which measures delay by the 
number of vehicles). 

 
TTI reports many other delay measures; however, the above measures are the most 
straightforward and are presented in tables and figures below. 
 
Figure 28 shows TTI’s estimates of total annual traveler delay (bars, left axis of graph), and 
average delay per traveler (line, right axis).   

• Annual delay peaked in 2006 at 51.6 million hours 
• Annual delay declined to 36.4 million hours in 2008, a 30 percent decrease from 2006 
• Since 2008, annual delay has increased slowly to 39.1 million hours in 2011, an 8 

percent increase. 
• Annual hours of delay per auto commuter also peaks in 2005, at 44 hours. 
• Annual hours of delay per auto commuter also declines to a low of 30 hours in 2009. 
• Since 2009, annual hours of delay per auto commuter has remained flat at 32 hours. 
• TTI ranks metropolitan areas around the country on various delay measures 

                                                      
9 Reports, data and methodology available at “http://mobility.tamu.edu/ums/congestion_data/” 
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o Sacramento ranks 24th in population, but its rank in delay per auto commuter 
has always been 30th or below. 

o Sacramento ranked 47th in delay per auto commuter in 2011. 
 

Because both Caltrans and TTI significantly changed their delay estimation methods since the 
2010 edition of this report, Table 21 provides a comparison of the various measures over time.  
Although direct point-to-point comparisons are impossible because of gaps in years covered, 
there is a relatively high degree of consistency on the direction and order of magnitude of 
changes in the Sacramento area from 2001 to about 2005, with increases in total delay ranging 
from 35 to 45 percent, and on changes from 2005 to the latest year reported, with decreases in 
total delay ranging from 21 to 47 percent. 
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Figure 27.  Weekday Vehicle Hours of Delay on State Routes in Caltrans District 
3, 2005 to 2009 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
Based on Caltrans “Mobility Performance Report” for 2010. 
 

Figure 28.  Total and Per Traveler Delay in the Sacramento Urbanized Area, 1992 
to 2011 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
Based on the “Urban Mobility Report” series published by the Texas Transportation Institute. 
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Table 21.  Comparison of Old and New Delay Estimates for SACOG Area 
 
Source of Estimate 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011     
Delay Estimates                           

HICOMP (daily vehicle hrs, in 
thousands) 

16.2 12.1 13.2 17.7 21.8 17.6 13.8 11.6        
MPR (annual veh hrs, in millions)     5.4 5.1 4.2 3.4 3.2       

TTI/UMR_old (person hours, in 
millions) 

27.6 29.4 33.1 37.3 39.9 41.3 39.2         
TTI/UMR_new (person hours, in 

millions) 
34.5 36.7 41.4 46.6 49.8 51.6 49.0 36.4 37.3 38.7 39.1     

Yearly Percent Changes                       
'01 to 
'05 

'05 to 
latest 

HICOMP 
 

-25% +9% +34% +23% -19% -22% -16% 
   

+35% -47% 
MPR 

     
-6% -18% -17% -6% 

   
-40% 

TTI/UMR_old 
 

+7% +13% +13% +7% +4% -5% 
    

+45% 
 TTI/UMR_new   +7% +13% +13% +7% +4% -5% -26% +2% +4% +1% +45% -21% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013. 
†
 Based on Caltrans District 3 annual “HICOMP” congestion monitoring reports. 

‡
Based on Caltrans “Mobility Performance Report”.  Starting in 2009, the Caltrans District 3 congestion monitoring, which relied on floating car surveys, was 

abandonded and replaced with a sensor-based estimation approach, which is used elsewhere in the state. 
*Based on Texas Transportation Institute “Urban Mobility Reports” up to 2007. 
**Based on 2010 Texas Transportation Institute “Urban Mobility Reports”.  In 2009, TTI significantly updated its delay estimation methodology, and utilized more 
GPS data on speeds. 
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Collisions and Safety 
Serious traffic collisions is a common measure used to track and analyze roadway safety.  In the 
SACOG region, serious collisions (defined in this report as collisions that result in injury or 
death) have been declining over the last several years.  The total number of fatal or injury 
collisions reported in the six-county Sacramento region from 1998 to 2010 is shown in Figure 
29.  Serious collisions peaked in 2004 and have declined every year since 2004.  Normalized to 
VMT, the decline since 2004 averages 5 percent per year.   
 
Many factors have contributed to the overall and per VMT declines in serious collisions.  While 
vehicle miles traveled has been decreasing in recent years, it has not been decreasing at nearly 
the same rate as serious collisions.  Some other explanations for this decline include safer 
vehicles, stricter enforcement of drunk driving laws, new regulations and campaigns to limit 
distracted driving, and graduated drivers’ licensing.  In addition, roadway construction and 
maintenance practices today pay more attention to safety, with features like rumble strips and 
cable median barriers to separate cars from oncoming traffic. 
 
Obviously, this downward trend in the overall collision rate is no argument for complacency, 
and all agencies must continue to prioritize safety in planning, design, construction, operation, 
and maintenance of facilities.  Additionally, locations where collision rates exceed averages 
continue to merit attention by local agencies and operators, irrespective of the regional trend. 
Table 22 breaks fatal and injury collisions down by jurisdiction.  
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Figure 29.  Fatal and Injury Collisions, 1998 to 2009 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on “Annual Report(s) of Fatal and Injury Motor Vehicle Traffic Collisions” by 
the California Highway Patrol. 
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Table 22.  Fatal and Injury Collisions by County, 2002 to 2010 

            
% Changes 

County 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
 

'01 to '10 
El Dorado 865 941 945 970 874 855 773 738 725 600 

 
-31% 

Placer 1,635 1,668 1,714 1,634 1,732 1,556 1,549 1,440 1,352 1,419 
 

-13% 
Sacramento 9,852 10,338 9,782 10,637 10,208 9,191 8,668 7,958 7,602 7,466 

 
-24% 

Sutter 540 537 618 562 498 501 531 522 499 424 
 

-21% 
Yolo 953 950 884 904 892 813 834 791 757 632 

 
-34% 

Yuba 436 480 420 393 413 265 305 299 289 333 
 

-24% 
Total 14,281 14,914 14,363 15,100 14,617 13,181 12,660 11,748 11,224 10,874 

 
-24% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on “Annual Report(s) of Fatal and Injury Motor Vehicle Traffic Collisions” by the California Highway Patrol. 
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Figures 30 and 31 provide data on pedestrian-involved and bicycle-involved collisions in the Six-
County Sacramento region.  Unlike total serious collisions, which can be normalized to VMT, 
there is no such “exposure” data source for pedestrian- or bicycle- involved collisions.  Ideally, 
one would want to normalize the number of collisions involving pedestrians or bicyclists to the 
actual number of pedestrians or bicyclists using the region’s transportation system.  As 
mentioned above in this report, there is no reliable, regional data source for travel by mode.  
Lacking any good measure of exposure, pedestrian- and bicycle- involved collisions were 
normalized to population and shown in Figures 30 and 31 as collisions-per-100,000-residents. 
 
Figure 30 shows that both total and per-capita pedestrian-involved collisions, which had been 
declining since 2004, increased in 2010, from 581 to 612.  The actual number of collisions in any 
given year is due to many factors, including:  1) exposure (i.e. how many pedestrians are on the 
region’s transportation system; 2) changes in driver or pedestrian behavior;  3) improvements 
to the region’s pedestrian or roadway facilities; or 4) random variation.  Any or all of these 
factors could explain the downward trend, but with the data available in this report, there is no 
way to decisively explain it. 
 
Figure 31 shows bicycle-involved collisions and collisions-per-100,000-residents, similar in 
format to Figure 22.  Total and normalized collisions both declined from 2002 to 2005, then 
increased from 2006 to 2008, and declined again in 2009 and 2010.  The interpretation of these 
changes is subject to the same limitations and caveats as the pedestrian-involved collisions. 
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Figure 30.  Pedestrian-Involved Fatal and Injury Collisions, 2002 to 2009 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
 
Figure 31.  Bicycle-Involved Fatal and Injury Collisions, 2002 to 2009 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on “Annual Report(s) of Fatal and Injury Motor Vehicle Traffic Collisions” by 
the California Highway Patrol.  
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Transit Service and Ridership 
Transit commute share was discussed above; this section is primarily devoted to documenting 
changes and trends in provision of transit service.  Although transit mode share is a better 
measure of the effectiveness of transit in providing an alternative to driving, since it accounts 
for changes in other modes and focuses on entire trips rather than just trip segments, the 
absolute number and changes in the number of transit passenger boardings is a useful 
indication of shorter term changes in ridership.  
 
Tables 23 and 24 provide tabulations of fixed-route “vehicle service hours” (or VSH) and 
“vehicle service miles” (or VSM) for operators of fixed-route services in the six-county 
Sacramento region, not counting the Tahoe Basin portions of Placer and El Dorado counties.   
Fixed route service is the scheduled service which operates on known, published routes and 
stops.  Fixed route service is generally open to the public, and does not restrict who can ride the 
service.  Fixed route service excludes “demand response” and most shuttle services, which vary 
in schedule and route during the course of the day, and in some cases, serve select populations 
or individuals.   
 
A VSH is the primary measure of the quantity of service offered by an operator.  One VSH, for 
purposes of the following tables and figure, is one transit vehicle operating in revenue service 
(i.e. serving a route which picks up and drops off passengers, rather than a “deadhead” return 
to the start of the next scheduled run) for one hour.  Depending on the type of transit, the 
amount of distance covered in that hour varies widely; a fixed route bus operating in a 
congested, urban area may cover 20 miles (a.k.a. “vehicle service miles” or “VSM”); a 
commuter bus may cover 40 or 50 miles in that same VSH.  By the same token, that urban route 
covering 15 miles in one VSH may stop to pick up or drop off passengers 30 or 40 times, and 
may serve 70 or 80 passengers, while the commuter bus, which may be routed along a freeway 
for 20 or 30 miles, may stop only five or six times in that same hour, and service 20 or 30 
passengers. 
 
Service provision breaks down generally into two sub-periods between 2002 and 201210: 

1) Service between 2002 and 2009, in which total VSH for all operators combined 
increased by 32.6 percent in total, and total VSM increased by nearly 27.8 percent in 
total; and 

2) Service between 2009 and 2012, in which VSH and VSM declined by 13.6 and 13.3 
percent, respectively. 

 
Good examples of the former time period increases are: Sacramento Regional Transit District 
light rail service, which nearly doubled in the years from 2002 to 2009 (reflecting the beginning 
of service on the Southerly extension of the Blue Line to Meadowview, the beginning of LRT 
service to the City of Folsom, and the extension of LRT from St. Rose of Lima to the Sacramento 

                                                      
10 In all cases, yearly data shown is for operator fiscal years (July – June), with the year referenced by the fiscal year 
end—e.g. “2012” is FY 2011/2012. 
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Valley Station in Downtown); and Placer County Transit and Yolobus, which increased fixed 
route bus service by 58.0 and 76.7 percent, respectively. 
 
A good example of the latter time period (2009 to 2012) decline is SRTD bus service, which 
decreased by 22.4 percent, and Roseville Transit, which decreased by 15.0 percent.  
 
The causes of the latter-year declines primarily have to do with service cuts necessitated by 
declines in revenue, such as raids of TDA revenues by the State, and the decline in local sales 
taxes, which are dedicated to transit operations. 
  
Table 25 provides a similar tabulation of passenger boardings by operator.  For both the 2002 
to 2009 time period, total passenger boardings increased by 36.8 percent, and for 2009 to 
2012, decreased by 19.6 percent. 
 
Table 26 provides a roll-up of all operators, plus calculations of per-capita rates, and ridership 
productivity measures.  Per capita rates are important, because the operator and system totals 
presented in Tables 23, 24 and 25 do not account for changes in population within the 
combined service areas of all the operators. 
 
On a per capita basis: 

• VSH increased 16.5 percent from 2002 to 2009, and decreased 14.5 percent from 2009 
to 2012 (see Table 26).  Over the entire time period 2002 to 2012, VSH per capita 
actually decreased slightly.  Figure 35 illustrates this change. 

•  Passenger boardings per capita increased by 20.2 percent from 2002 to 2009, and 
decreased by 20.4 percent from 2009 to 2012.  Over the entire time period from 2002 to 
2012, boardings per capita decreased by 4.2 percent.  Figure 36 illustrates this change. 

 
Table 26 also provides several simple ridership productivity measures, which relate passenger 
boardings to the amount of service provided: 

• During the 2002 to 2009 period, passenger boardings per VSH increased by 3.2 percent.  
From 2009 to 2012, this measure decreased by 6.9 percent.  Figure 37 illustrates these 
changes. 

 
The overall trends in both provision of transit service, and transit ridership, 2009 was a turning 
point.   

• Compared to population, transit service provision and ridership increased significantly 
from 2002 to 2009.  Since 2009, the amount of service provided and ridership have 
regressed back to about 2002 levels. 

• Paradoxically, the share of commuters reporting using public transit has increased, 
albeit very marginally, over the period from 2007 to 2011, from 2.4 percent to 2.7 
percent (see Table  15).  However, although the share increased, the absolute number 
of public transit commuters actually decreased slightly, due to the reduction in the 
overall number of workers in the region.  Additionally, the service reductions which 
have taken place since 2009 have included local, evening and weekend services, which 
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affect non-work transit riders—those non-work riders do not show up in the  commute 
mode statistics. 
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Table 23.  Annual Fixed Route Vehicle Service Hours by Operator, 2002 to 2012 
  Hours (in thousands)   % Change†  
Operator 2002 2005 2009 2012 

 
'02 to '09 '09 to '12 '02 to '12 

Auburn Transit 5.36 4.65 4.87 4.70 
 

-9.0% -3.6% -12.2% 
El Dorado Transit 23.29 21.02 31.01 26.94 

 
+33.2% -13.1% +15.7% 

e-tran   16.57 64.81 54.30 
 

n/a -16.2% n/a 
Folsom 10.72 14.65 11.02 7.82 

 
+2.8% -29.0% -27.0% 

Lincoln Transit 4.46 4.39 5.02 5.56 
 

+12.7% +10.7% +24.8% 
Placer County Trn 17.36 24.25 27.44 27.10 

 
+58.0% -1.2% +56.1% 

Roseville Transit 34.95 43.65 42.18 35.84 
 

+20.7% -15.0% +2.5% 
SRTD Fixed Route 600.93 749.02 652.03 506.20   +8.5% -22.4% -15.8% 
SRTD Light Rail** 103.69 197.26 213.13 199.67 

 
+105.5% -6.3% +92.6% 

SRTD Total 704.62 946.28 865.16 705.87   +22.8% -18.4% +0.2% 
SCT/LINK 11.65 10.50 13.40 11.15 

 
+15.1% -16.8% -4.2% 

Unitrans 60.68 70.82 69.91 79.35 
 

+15.2% +13.5% +30.8% 
Yolobus 58.88 70.57 104.06 101.38 

 
+76.7% -2.6% +72.2% 

Yuba-Sutter Trn. 43.13 44.72 53.72 56.43 
 

+24.5% +5.0% +30.8% 
All Operators 975.08 1,272.07 1,292.60 1,116.45   +32.6% -13.6% +14.5% 

 Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Transit data for operators within the SACOG region were primarily compiled from TDA Triennial Performance Audits. Where audit 
data were unavailable, data were compiled using State Controller's Reports, National Transit Database reports, and operator-furnished reports. 
†Years shown are for fiscal year ends—e.g. “2012” is FY 2011/2012. 
*Revenue service hours, not total hours. 
**LRT service hours and miles are for vehicles, not consists; e.g. a 2-vehicle consist traveling for 30 miles at 30mph generates 60 VSM and 2 VSH. 
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Table 24.  Annual Fixed Route Vehicle Service Miles by Operator, 2002 to 2012 
  Miles (in thousands)   % Change † 
Operator 2002 2005 2009 2012 

 
'02 to '09 '09 to '12 '02 to '12 

Auburn Transit 62.68 60.64 65.47 61.51 
 

+4.5% -6.1% -1.9% 
El Dorado Transit 588.78 496.67 686.87 617.71 

 
+16.7% -10.1% +4.9% 

e-tran   393.52 1,029.71 891.93 
 

n/a -13.4% n/a 
Folsom 273.97 298.86 157.09 133.87 

 
-42.7% -14.8% -51.1% 

Lincoln Transit 50.13 50.87 48.88 57.10 
 

-2.5% +16.8% +13.9% 
Placer County Trn 445.87 488.16 630.78 612.64 

 
+41.5% -2.9% +37.4% 

Roseville Transit 527.39 691.34 637.85 503.46 
 

+20.9% -21.1% -4.5% 
SRTD Fixed Route 7,738.13 8,238.96 7,244.03 5,622.60   -6.4% -22.4% -27.3% 
SRTD Light Rail** 2,128.50 3,429.28 4,212.65 3,855.11 

 
+97.9% -8.5% +81.1% 

SRTD Total 9,866.63 11,668.24 11,456.68 9,477.70   +16.1% -17.3% -3.9% 
SCT/LINK 286.04 293.00 401.01 345.05 

 
+40.2% -14.0% +20.6% 

Unitrans 644.32 751.82 718.70 803.16 
 

+11.5% +11.8% +24.7% 
Yolobus 1,291.24 1,519.52 2,183.79 1,996.26 

 
+69.1% -8.6% +54.6% 

Yuba-Sutter Trn. 745.24 747.72 870.43 877.92 
 

+16.8% +0.9% +17.8% 
All Operators 14,782.27 17,460.34 18,887.25 16,378.30   +27.8% -13.3% +10.8% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Transit data for operators within the SACOG region were primarily compiled from TDA Triennial Performance Audits. Where audit 
data were unavailable, data were compiled using State Controller's Reports, National Transit Database reports, and operator-furnished reports. 
†Years shown are for fiscal year ends—e.g. “2012” is FY 2011/2012. 
*Revenue service hours, not total hours. 
**LRT service hours and miles are for vehicles, not consists; e.g. a 2-vehicle consist traveling for 30 miles at 30mph generates 60 VSM and 2 VSH. 



DRAFT--SACOG Regional Transportation Monitoring Report August 2013 

77 

Table 25.  Annual Fixed Route Passenger Boardings by Operator, 2002 to 2012 
  Boardings (in thousands)   % Change† 
Operator 2002 2005 2009 2012 

 
'02 to '09 '09 to '12 '02 to '12 

Auburn Transit 46.46 50.60 65.66 48.86 
 

+41.3% -25.6% +5.2% 
El Dorado Transit 224.99 240.53 381.17 323.93 

 
+69.4% -15.0% +44.0% 

e-tran   235.07 1,313.53 918.86 
 

n/a -30.0% n/a 
Folsom 134.96 141.18 87.45 63.16 

 
-35.2% -27.8% -53.2% 

Lincoln Transit 25.88 22.38 25.84 57.31 
 

-0.1% +121.8% +121.5% 
Placer County Trn 189.96 236.59 455.83 407.36 

 
+140.0% -10.6% +114.4% 

Roseville Transit 333.28 345.41 398.46 339.16 
 

+19.6% -14.9% +1.8% 
SRTD Fixed Route 18,068.91 18,929.37 17,735.40 13,126.21   -1.8% -26.0% -27.4% 
SRTD Light Rail** 8,541.09 12,008.62 17,315.02 13,627.81 

 
+102.7% -21.3% +59.6% 

SRTD Total 26,609.99 30,937.99 35,050.41 26,754.01   +31.7% -23.7% +0.5% 
SCT/LINK 42.36 52.13 58.27 40.40 

 
+37.6% -30.7% -4.6% 

Unitrans 2,732.19 3,416.43 3,423.72 3,678.81 
 

+25.3% +7.5% +34.6% 
Yolobus 1,303.45 1,230.31 1,811.72 1,658.26 

 
+39.0% -8.5% +27.2% 

Yuba-Sutter Trn. 564.00 618.03 985.08 1,135.75 
 

+74.7% +15.3% +101.4% 
All Operators 32,207.52 37,526.65 44,057.13 35,425.88   +36.8% -19.6% +10.0% 

Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Transit data for operators within the SACOG region were primarily compiled from TDA Triennial Performance Audits.  Where audit 
data were unavailable, data were compiled using State Controller's Reports, National Transit Database reports, and operator-furnished reports. 
†Years shown are for fiscal year ends—e.g. “2012” is FY 2011/2012. 
*Revenue service hours, not total hours. 
**LRT service hours and miles are for vehicles, not consists; e.g. a 2-vehicle consist traveling for 30 miles at 30mph generates 60 VSM and 2 VSH. 
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Table 26.  All-Operators Fixed Route Transit Service and Ridership, 2002 to 2012 (p.1 of 2) 
            % Change† 

Indicator 2002 2005 2009 2012 
 

'02 to 
'09    

'09 to 
'12    

'02 to 
'12    

Annual Vehicle Service Hours (in 000's)*    
 

      
LRT‡ 103.7 197.3 213.1 199.7 

 
+105.5% -6.3% +92.6% 

Bus 871.4 1,074.8 1,079.5 916.8 
 

+23.9% -15.1% +5.2% 
Total 975.1 1,272.1 1,292.6 1,116.5 

 
+32.6% -13.6% +14.5% 

Annual Vehicle Service Miles (in 000's)**    
 

      

LRT‡ 2,128.5 3,429.3 4,212.6 3,855.1 
 

+97.9% -8.5% +81.1% 
Bus 12,653.8 14,031.1 14,674.6 12,523.2 

 
+16.0% -14.7% -1.0% 

Total 14,782.3 17,460.3 18,887.2 16,378.3 
 

+27.8% -13.3% +10.8% 
Annual Passenger Boardings  (in 000's)    

 
      

LRT 8,541.1 12,008.6 17,315.0 13,627.8 
 

+102.7% -21.3% +59.6% 
Bus 23,666.4 25,518.0 26,742.1 21,798.1 

 
+13.0% -18.5% -7.9% 

Total 32,207.5 37,526.7 44,057.1 35,425.9 
 

+36.8% -19.6% +10.0% 
Per Capita Measures         

 
      

6-County Pop. (in 000’s) 2,021 2,170 2,299 2,321 
 

+13.8% +1.0% +14.9% 
Bus VSH per Capita 0.43 0.50 0.47 0.39 

 
+8.9% -15.9% -8.4% 

LRT VSH per Capita 0.05 0.09 0.09 0.09 
 

+80.7% -7.2% +67.6% 
Total VSH per Capita 0.48 0.59 0.56 0.48 

 
+16.5% -14.5% -0.3% 

Bus VSM per Capita 11.71 11.76 11.63 9.39 
 

-0.7% -19.3% -19.8% 
LRT VSM per Capita 1.05 1.58 1.83 1.66 

 
+74.0% -9.4% +57.7% 

Total VSM per Capita 7.31 8.05 8.21 7.06 
 

+12.3% -14.1% -3.5% 
Bus Pass-Bdg per Capita 11.71 11.76 11.63 9.39 

 
-0.7% -19.3% -19.8% 

LRT Pass-Bdg per Capita 4.23 5.54 7.53 5.87 
 

+78.2% -22.0% +38.9% 
 Tot. Pass-Bdg per Capita 15.94 17.30 19.16 15.26 

 
+20.2% -20.4% -4.2% 
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Table 26.  All-Operators Fixed Route Transit Service and Ridership, 2002 to 2012 (p.2 of 2) 
            % Change† 

Indicator 2002 2005 2009 2012 
 

'02 to 
'09    

'09 to 
'12    

'02 to 
'12    

Ridership Productivity Measures    
 

      
Bus Passengers per VSH 27.2 23.7 24.8 23.8 

 
-8.8% -4.0% -12.5% 

LRT Passengers per VSH 82.4 60.9 81.2 68.3 
 

-1.4% -16.0% -17.1% 
Total Passengers per VSH 33.0 29.5 34.1 31.7 

 
+3.2% -6.9% -3.9% 

Bus Passengers per VSM 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.7 
 

-2.6% -4.5% -6.9% 
LRT Passengers per VSM 4.0 3.5 4.1 3.5 

 
+2.4% -14.0% -11.9% 

Total Passengers per VSM 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.2 
 

+7.1% -7.3% -0.7% 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Transit data for operators within the SACOG region were primarily compiled from TDA Triennial Performance Audits. Where audit 
data were unavailable, data were compiled using State Controller's Reports, National Transit Database reports, and operator-furnished reports.  Population data 
from California Department of Finance. 
†Years shown are for fiscal year ends—e.g. “2012” is FY 2011/2012. 
*Revenue service hours, not total hours. 
**LRT service hours and miles are for vehicles, not consists; e.g. a 2-vehicle consist traveling for 30 miles at 30mph generates 60 VSM and 2 VSH. 
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Figure 32.  Annual Fixed Route Vehicle Service Hours by Operator, 2002 to 2012 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on the data from the State Controller’s Office annual reports, Triennial Performance Audits, the National Transit Database, 
and from reports and data provided directly by transit operators. 
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Figure 33.  Annual Fixed Route Vehicle Service Miles by Operator, 2002 to 2012 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on the data from the State Controller’s Office annual reports, Triennial Performance Audits, the National Transit Database, 
and from reports and data provided directly by transit operators.  
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Figure 34.  Annual System Total Passenger Boardings by Operator, 2002 to 2012 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on the data from the State Controller’s Office annual reports, Triennial Performance Audits, the National Transit Database, 
and from reports and data provided directly by transit operators.    Totals exclude e-tran, which was missing data for many years in the series. 
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Figure 35. Annual Fixed Route Vehicle Service Hours per Capita, 2002 to 2010 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 36.  Annual Fixed Route Passenger Boardings per Capita, 2002 to 20010 
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source for both figures:  SACOG, August 2013.  Transit data for operators within the SACOG region were primarily 
compiled from TDA Triennial Performance Audits. Where audit data were unavailable, data were compiled using 
State Controller's Reports, National Transit Database reports, and operator-furnished reports.  Population data 
from California Department of Finance. 
†Years shown are for fiscal year ends—e.g. “2012” is FY 2011/2012. 
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Figure 37.  Annual Fixed Route Passenger Boardings per Service Hour, 2002 to 
2012  
SACOG Six-County Area 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Transit data for operators within the SACOG region were primarily compiled from 
TDA Triennial Performance Audits. Where audit data were unavailable, data were compiled using State Controller's 
Reports, National Transit Database reports, and operator-furnished reports.  Population data from California 
Department of Finance. 
†Years shown are for fiscal year ends—e.g. “2012” is FY 2011/2012. 
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Capitol Corridor Ridership and Service 
Capitol Corridor is an intercity passenger train system offering service from San Jose to Auburn.  
Capitol Corridor service has expanded significantly since 2002.  Table 27 shows annual 
passenger ridership to, from, and within the Sacramento region for 2002 to 2012.  Total 
ridership increased by over 48 percent in total, and by 31 percent on a per capita basis.  
However, per capita ridership, which peaked in 2008, declined in 2009 and 2010, and climbed 
back to roughly the 2008 level in 2011 and 2012. 
 
Figure 38 shows the increase in ridership, correlated with key changes to services over the 2002 
to 2012 period.  From 2002 to 2008, service frequency increased from 18 trains per day to 32 
trains per day, and has stayed constant since then. 
 
Figure 39 shows a subset of Capitol Corridor ridership of special interest for transportation 
planning in the Sacramento region:  passengers with trip origins and destinations within the 
Sacramento region.  This subset of passengers accounted for 11 to 15 percent of all Capitol 
Corridor ridership to, from, or within the region.  For the years 2002 to 2006, this subset of 
ridership was relatively stable at about 120,000 passengers per year; since 2006, this subset of 
ridership increased sharply to over 200,000. By 2008, that number reached 204,809 but has 
since dropped down to 148,435, which is still a 25 percent increase over 2002 levels.  
 

Table 27.  Annual Capitol Corridor Passengers To, From, and Within the 
Sacramento Region* 

Year 
Annual 
Riders 

Ann. Riders 
per Capita 

2002 875,892 0.43 
2003 930,476 0.45 
2004 987,526 0.46 
2005 1,053,904 0.49 
2006 1,057,628 0.48 
2007 1,161,099 0.52 
2008 1,341,896 0.59 
2009 1,217,002 0.53 
2010 1,240,634 0.54 
2011 1,326,223 0.58 
2012 1,296,334 0.57 

'02 to '09 Change +39% +22% 

'09 to '12 Change +7% +7% 

'02 to '12 Change +48% +31% 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.   
Based on data provided by the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority. 
* Stations in the Sacramento region include Davis, Sacramento, Roseville, Rocklin, and Auburn.  
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Figure 38.  Annual Capitol Corridor Passengers To, From, and Within the Sacramento Region* 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on ridership statistics from the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority. 
* Stations in the Sacramento region include Davis, Sacramento, Roseville, Rocklin, and Auburn.
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Figure 39.  Annual Capitol Corridor Passengers with Origin and Destination in the Sacramento Region* 

 
Source:  SACOG, August 2013.  Based on ridership statistics from the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority. 
* Stations in the Sacramento region include Davis, Sacramento, Roseville, Rocklin, and Auburn. 
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APPENDIX A:  Comparison of Census and American Community Survey Data 
 
This report compares across two U.S. Census Bureau datasets:  The Year 2000 Decennial 
Census, and the American Community Survey.   
 
The Decennial Census collects data every 10 years about households, income, education, 
homeownership, and more for the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Island areas. The data is 
used for apportionment of the seats in the House of Representatives.   Most of the data used 
here comes from the “Summary File 3” datasets.  Summary File 3 (SF 3) contains some of the 
richest and most complete statistical data available on U.S. residents - it is the most popular 
Census 2000 data product. Based on questions from the long form questionnaire, these data 
were collected from 1 in 6 households in the U.S. as part of Census 2000. SF 3 contains data on 
such topics as income, ancestry, citizenship status, home values, commute time to work, 
occupation, education, veteran status, language ability, migration, place of birth, and many 
others. No other U.S. survey - public or private - collects data from this many people. 
 
The American Community Survey is a new nationwide survey designed to provide communities 
a fresh look at how they are changing. It is a critical element in the Census Bureau's 
reengineered 2010 census plan.   The ACS collects and produces population and housing 
information every year instead of every ten years. Collecting data every year provides more up-
to-date information throughout the decade about the U.S. population at the local community 
level. About three million housing unit addresses are selected annually, from across every 
county in the nation.   The ACS publishes two sorts of data currently: 
 

• Single-Year Estimates.  Beginning with the 2005 ACS, and continuing every year 
thereafter, 1-year estimates are available annually for geographic areas with a 
population of 65,000 or more. This includes the nation, all states and the District of 
Columbia, all congressional districts, approximately 800 counties, and 500 metropolitan 
and micropolitan statistical areas, among others. 

• Multiyear Estimates.  In 2008, the Census Bureau released its first 3-year estimates 
based on ACS data collected from 2005 through 2007. These 3-year estimates are 
available annually for geographic areas with a population of 20,000 or more, including 
the nation, all states and the District of Columbia, all congressional districts, 
approximately 1,800 counties, and 900 metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas, 
among others.  For areas with a population less than 20,000, 5-year estimates will be 
available. The first 5-year estimates, based on ACS data collected from 2005 through 
2009, were released in 2010. 

 
ACS data used for this report comes entirely from the first five releases of 1-year and 3-year 
estimates for the six counties in the SACOG region. 

Because of differences in the samples, the survey methodology, and some of the specific 
definitions used in the ACS versus the Decennial Census, comparisons across the datasets 
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should be made with caution.  In general, SACOG staff utilized guidance in doing so published 
by the U.S. Census Bureau (http://www.census.gov/acs/www/UseData/compACS2008.htm) 

In some cases, implied changes found in comparing across the datasets are shaded in tables, 
with notes related to the comparison provided. 

For both Decennial Census and ACS, estimates were aggregated from six county-level estimates 
provided in the datasets.  Decennial Census data are published without margins-of-error, so 
aggregation of the estimates was simple.  The ACS data is published with margins-of-error, and 
the MOE estimates were aggregated along with the variables.  The process of aggregating 
MOE’s was:  1) converting MOE to standard error (divide by 1.65); 2) aggregating squared error 
across the counties or categories involved; 3) converting back to standard error for the 
aggregated data (taking square root of the result of step 2); and converting to 90th percentile 
MOE (multiply result of step 3 by 1.65). 
 

http://www.census.gov/acs/www/UseData/compACS2008.htm


 
 

 Item #13-9-7D 
Government  Relat ions &  Public A f f airs Commit t ee Inf ormat ion 

September 3, 2013 
 
2016 MTP/SCS Update:  Approach to Growth Projections for 2016 MTP/SCS Update 
 
Issue:  What are the preliminary growth projections for the 2016 MTP/SCS update? 
 
Recommendation:  None, this item is for information. 
 
Discussion:  Staff will forward preliminary ideas on how to approach the growth projections issue prior 
to the committee meeting. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:gg 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 347-6247 
 Gordon Garry, Director of Research and Analysis, (916) 340-6230    
 Kacey Lizon, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6212 1400604 



 

 I t em # 13-9-8 
Government  Relat ions &  Public Af f airs Commit t ee   Informat ion  

September 3, 2013 
 
SACOG Salutes Annual Awards Program   
 
Issue:  SACOG’s Annual Awards program, SACOG Salutes, online nominations will open on October 1.  
    
Recommendation:  None, this is for information only.  
 
Discussion:  SACOG Salutes began in 1999 in an effort to recognize innovative land use, transportation and 
air quality planning, programs, and activism throughout the six-county SACOG region.  Awards are selected 
within eight categories:  
 

• The Bill Hughes Elected Official Award 
• Blueprint Excellence Award 
• Regional Organization of the Year 
• Regional Project of the Year 
• Regional Business of the Year 
• Employee of the Year 
• Citizen of the Year 
• Mary Brill Youth Excellence.  

 
A full description of the award categories and selection criteria is in Attachment A.  
 
Announcement of the nomination period will be sent electronically to SACOG’s special notifications list, 
Regional Planning Partnership, Planner’s Committee, Transit Coordination Committee, Transportation Demand 
Management Task Force, Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, and Twitter, in addition to direct 
electronic notification to community and agency partners throughout the region.  The nomination information 
will also be a feature item on SACOG’s homepage.  Staff requests board members share the nomination 
information with their staff and stakeholders to ensure that nominations are representative of the entire region.   
 
Online nominations will open on October 1 and close on October 31.  Nominations are accepted online only 
through the SACOG website.  Supplemental material such as maps, photos, or letters of support may be 
provided via U.S. mail, e-mail, fax or hand delivery to the SACOG offices.  
 
The awards presentation will take place on Thursday, December 12, during the SACOG Board meeting. A 
breakfast reception for the winners and board members will precede the presentation. 
  
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:MH:ef 
Attachment 
Key Staff:  Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
  Monica Hernández, Public Information Coordinator, (916) 340-6237  
  Rochelle Tilton, Board Clerk, (916) 340-6208  



Attachment A 
 

2013 SACOG Salutes Categories & Selection Criteria 
 
The Bill Hughes Elected Official Award 
Bill Hughes was the driving force in the expansion of the SACOG Board, bringing voices from 
all of the region's cities and counties to the table. He was a tremendous supporter of the Blueprint 
project and was chair of the SACOG Board at the time of his sudden passing in 2003. This 
category recognizes leadership excellence by an elected official who has made a significant 
contribution to transportation, air quality, or land-use planning in the Sacramento region at the 
local, state, regional, or federal level. 
Selection Criteria: 

• Comprehensive description of activities that promoted regional cooperation in the 
Sacramento region 

• Significant accomplishments and actions throughout tenure 
• Consensus building and public service 
• Civic engagement activities,  public education, policy recommendations and/or 

leadership that enhances smart growth, economic development, job creation, and social 
equity 

 
Blueprint Excellence Award 
The Blueprint project is a multi-year study to optimize our transportation system through 
integrated land-use planning. This category recognizes a project implemented or completed in 
calendar year 2012 or 2013, organization, or business for unique approaches to smart growth. 
The nomination can be for a general plan, complete project, or program that addresses at least 
four of the following selection criteria and promotes the increased integration of transportation 
and land-use planning. 
Selection Criteria: 

• Provides a variety of transportation choices 
• Offers housing choices and opportunities 
• Takes advantage of compact development 
• Uses existing assets 
• Mixes land uses 
• Conserves open space, farmland, and natural beauty through natural resources planning 
• Encourages distinctive, attractive communities with quality design 
• Enhances economic development, smart growth,  and local/regional connectivity 

 
Regional Organization of the Year 
This category is for not-for-profit organizations or government agencies that have achieved 
overall excellence and made a significant effort to address, inform, and/or educate the public 
about transportation, air quality, or smart-growth issues. 
Selection Criteria: 

• Stellar public involvement campaigns 
• Innovative transportation, air quality, and/or smart-growth plans or programs 
• Integration of new technology applications in practices, education and/or in informing 

decision making processes at the local, regional, state or federal level 
 
 



Attachment A 
 

Regional Project of the Year 
This category recognizes a project completed or implemented in calendar year 2012 or 2013 that 
has made a significant contribution to the region in transportation, air quality, and/or smart 
growth. 
Selection Criteria: 

• Positive regional and local impacts 
• Significant public input 
• Environmental compatibility 
• Quality design 

 
Regional Business of the Year 
This category recognizes private businesses that have made significant contributions to the 
region in transportation, air quality, and/or smart growth. 
Selection Criteria: 

• Innovative projects, programs, or events held by the nominee to educate, promote, or 
acknowledge programs in transportation, air quality, and/or smart growth externally or 
internally within the business 

 
Employee of the Year 
This category recognizes an individual employee of an organization or business who has made a 
significant contribution in the region in transportation, air quality, and/or smart growth. 
Selection Criteria: 

• Contributions to the region through professional involvement 
 
Citizen of the Year 
This category recognizes a private citizen who participates and demonstrates leadership in public 
involvement activities of transportation, air quality, and/or land-use planning activities. 
Selection Criteria: 

• Contributions to the region through civic involvement and outreach and education to 
others in the community 

 
Mary Brill Youth Excellence  
This category recognizes an individual or group of individuals in grades kindergarten through 12 
who have made significant efforts on a project or campaign to promote peer education, 
engagement and behavior change in transportation, land use, air quality or climate change.  
Selection Criteria: 

• Engagement and education of peers in land use, transportation, air quality or climate 
change 

• Program or campaign that educates or encourages peers to become active in land use, 
transportation, air quality or climate change programs or supports behavior change 

• Longevity of program and ability for other youth in the region to participate or replicate 
 
 
 
For questions, contact Monica Hernández at (916) 340-6237 or mhernandez@sacog.org  
 

mailto:mhernandez@sacog.org


 

   
 Item #13-9-9 
Government  Relat ions &  Public Af f airs Commit t ee   Informat ion 
 
September 3, 2013 
 
State Advocacy Update  

Issue: Update on state advocacy. 

Recommendation: None; this item is informational only. 

Discussion: The Legislature has until September 13 to forward bills to the Governor. During these busy weeks, 
the status of legislation will change daily. Attached is the current list of key bills staff is tracking. Staff will 
provide an oral update at the committee meeting.  
 
Approved by: 

 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
Attachments 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 

Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 
 

1400104 
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Issue Bill Author Title Location Summary Position
Air Quality AB 8 Perea (D) Alternative Fuel: 

Vehicle Technologies: 
Funding Program

Senate Appropriations Suspense File Extends air quality fee programs that are set to sunset: Carl Moyer/AB 923 (diesel risk 
reduction) and AB 118 (alternative and renewable fuel and vehicles).

Support

Air Quality SB 11 Pavley (D) Alternative Fuel: 
Vehicle Technologies: 
Funding Program

Assembly Appropriations Suspense 
File

Extends air quality fee programs that are set to sunset: Carl Moyer/AB 923 (diesel risk 
reduction) and AB 118 (alternative and renewable fuel and vehicles).

Support

CEQA SB 359 Corbett (D) Environment: CEQA 
Exemption: Housing 
Projects

Assembly Floor Amends provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act which exempt from the 
Act's requirements residential infill projects meeting specified criteria. Exempts as 
residential a use consisting of residential units and neighborhood-serving goods, services, 
or retail uses that do not exceed a specified percent of the total building square footage 
of the project.

CEQA SB 731 Steinberg (D) Environment: California 
Environmental Quality 
Act

Assembly Appropriations Suspense 
File

Relates to the state environmental quality act. Provides that aesthetic impacts of a 
residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project within a transit priority 
area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment. Requires guidelines 
for thresholds of significance and the transportation and parking impacts to be made 
available to the public. Requires preparation of environmental impact reports. Extends 
tolling agreements for judicial actions and mitigation measures.

Economic 
development

AB 229 Perez J (D) Infrastructure and 
Revitalization Financing 
Districts

Assembly Floor (concurrence) Authorizes the creation of an infrastructure and revitalization financing district and the 
issuance of debt with voter approval. Authorizes the creation of a district for up to 40 
years and the issuance of debt with a final maturity date of up to 30 years. Authorizes a 
district to finance projects in redevelopment project areas and former redevelopment 
project areas and former military bases.

Economic 
development

AB 243 Dickinson (D) Local Government: 
Infrastructure Financing 
Districts

Senate Floor Reintroduction of AB 2144 (2012). Authorizes the creation of an infrastructure and 
revitalization financing district and the issuance of debt with 55% voter approval. 
Authorizes a district to finance projects in redevelopment project areas and former 
redevelopment project areas and former military bases if special conditions are met. 
Authorizes a district to fund various projects, including watershed land used for the 
collection and treatment of water for urban uses, flood management, open space, 
habitat restoration and development purposes.

Support

Economic 
development

AB 1080 Alejo (D) Community 
Revitalization & 
Investment Authorities

Senate Appropriations Suspense File Authorizes certain public entities of a community revitalization and investment area to 
form a community revitalization plan within a community revitalization and investment 
authority to carry out the Community Redevelopment Law in a specified manner. 
Requires the authority to adopt a community revitalization plan for a community 
revitalization and investment area and authorizes the authority to include in that plan a 
provision for the receipt of tax increment funds.
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Issue Bill Author Title Location Summary Position
Economic 
development

SB 1 Steinberg (D) Sustainable 
Communities 
Investment Authority

Assembly Appropriations Suspense 
File

Reintroduction of SB 1156 (2012). Authorizes certain public entities of a Sustainable 
Communities Investment Area to form a Sustainable Communities Investment Authority 
to carry out the Community Redevelopment Law. Provides for tax increment funding 
receipt under certain economic development and planning criteria. Establishes 
prequalification requirements for receipt of funding. Requires monitoring and 
enforcement of prevailing wage requirements within the area.

Support

Economic 
development

SB 33 Wolk (D) Infrastructure Financing 
Districts: Voter 
Approval

Assembly Floor Reintroduction of SB 214 (2012). Revises provisions governing infrastructure financing 
districts. Eliminates the requirement of voter approval for creation of districts and for 
bond issuance, and authorizes the legislative body to create the district subject to 
specified procedures. Authorizes a district to finance specified actions and projects. 
Prohibits the district from providing financial assistance to a vehicle dealer or big box 
retailer.

Support

Economic 
development

SB 142 DeSaulnier (D) Public Transit Assembly Floor Repeals existing law providing for creation of one or more special benefit districts within 
a transit or rapid transit district regarding issuance of bonds to be repaid through special 
assessments levied on property within the special benefit district. Amends district areas. 
Enacts provisions authorizing a transit district, municipal operator, other other public 
agency operating or contracting for the operation of transit, commuter rail, or intercity 
rail service to create one or more special districts.

Economic 
development

SB 628 Beall (D) Infrastructure 
Financing: Transit 
Priority Projects

Senate Inactive file Eliminates the requirement of voter approval for the adoption of an infrastructure 
financing plan, the creation of an infrastructure financing district, and the issuance of 
bonds with respect to a transit priority project. Requires a specified percentage of the 
revenue for increasing, improving, and preserving the supply of lower and moderate-
income housing. Requires a low-income housing replacement ordinance.

Financing/ 
Revenue

AB 716 Quirk-Silva (D) Infrastructure: State 
Planning and Funding

Senate Appropriations Suspense File Amends the Infrastructure Planning Act. Requires the plan to set out priorities for 
coordination of investment and to include an analysis of investment coordination 
opportunities for capital outlay related to infill and transit-oriented development. 
Expands the definition of infrastructure to include housing. Requires the Governor to 
submit the plan with the assistance of the Strategic Growth Council. Requires specified 
planning.

Natural 
resources

AB 551 Ting (D) Local Government: 
Urban Agriculture 
Incentive Zones

Senate Appropriations Suspense File Enacts the Urban Agriculture Incentive Zones Act. Authorizes, under specified 
conditions, a county or a city and county and a landowner to enter into a contract to 
enforceably restrict the use of vacant, unimproved or otherwise blighted lands for small-
scale production of agricultural crops. Require the county assessor to consider, when 
valuing real property for property taxation purposes, property that is enforceably 
restricted by a contract entered into pursuant to the act.

Transportation 
planning

AB 14 Lowenthal B 
(D)

State Freight Plan To Governor Requires the Transportation Agency to prepare a state freight plan with specified 
elements to govern the immediate and long-range planning activities and capital 
investments of the state with respect to the movement of freight. Requires the agency 
to establish a freight advisory committee.

Support
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Issue Bill Author Title Location Summary Position
Transportation 
planning

AB 179 Bocanegra (D) Electronic Transit Fare 
Collection Systems

Senate Floor Makes provisions of existing law regarding the prohibition of a transportation agency 
selling or providing personally identifiable information from an electronic toll collection 
system or use of toll facility using such system applicable to an agency that employs an 
electronic transit fare system. Allows a person's consent to share that information with a 
third party to be written or oral. Exempts photographic or video footage from the 
definition of such information, unless it was used for assessing a fare.

Transportation 
planning

AB 453 Mullin (D) Sustainable 
Communities

Senate Appropriations Suspense File Amends existing law establishing the Strategic Growth Council to manage and award 
grants and loans to a council of governments, metropolitan planning organizations, 
regional transportation planning agencies, city, county, or joint powers authorities for 
the purpose of developing, adopting and implementing a regional plan or other planning 
instrument to support the planning and development of sustainable communities. Makes 
a local agency formation commission eligible for the award of financial assistance.

Transportation 
planning

AB 1290 Perez J (D) Transportation Planning Senate Appropriations Suspense File Provides for 2 additional voting members of the State Transportation Commission to be 
appointed by the Legislature. Provides for the Secretary of the Transportation Agency, 
the Chairperson of the State Air Resources Board, and the Director of Housing and 
Community Development to serve as ex officio members without a vote. Requires the 
Governor to make sure the transportation community is represented on the board with 
future appointments.

Water AB 1331 Water, Parks 
and Wildlife 
Cmt

Water Resources: 
Assessments of Public 
Funding

Senate Natural Resources and Water 
Committee

Requires the Department of Water Resources to provide an analysis that assesses 
currently available public funding and estimates the additional public investment needed 
to ensure the state meets priority needs related to infrastructure, integrated water 
management, water supply reliability, water recycling, flood management, and 
watershed and aquatic ecosystem conservations and protection and for access to safe 
drinking water. Requires an assessment of needed funds to implement the Delta Plan.



 

   
 Item #13-9-10 
Government  Relat ions &  Public Af f airs Commit t ee Inf ormat ion 
 
September 3, 2013 
 
Federal Advocacy Update  

Issue: Update on state advocacy. 

Recommendation: None; this item is informational only. 

Discussion: Congress is on break until September 9. Item 5, FTA Funding and State Pension Reform, 
discusses the current top federal issue for SACOG and its partner agencies. Staff will provide an oral update at 
the committee meeting if there are other federal issues.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
Key Staff: Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
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