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Government Relat ions & Publ ic Affairs Committee  

Monday, March 5, 2012 at 10:00 a.m.   

Roll Call:  Directors Allard, Ashby, Hanley, Hill, Knight, McBride (non-voting), 
Roberts, Serna, Stallard, Vice Chair Saylor, and Chair Miklos 

Members of the public may comment on any item on the agenda at the time that it is 
taken up by the Board. We ask that members of the public come forward to be 
recognized by the Chair and keep their remarks brief. 

1. Minutes of February 6, 2012 Meeting◄ 

2. Review and Accept the Annual SACOG Financial Reports ◄ (Mr. Ghiorso) 

3. Draft Budgets for Fiscal Year 2012/13◄ (Mr. Trost/Mr. Ghiorso) 

4. Draft Overall Work Program for Fiscal Year 2012/13◄(Mr. Carpenter) 

5. State Advocacy Update ◄ (Mr. Johnson) 

6. Federal Flood Policy Issues ◄ (Mr. Johnson) 

7. Federal Advocacy Principles for 2012◄ (Ms. Sloan) 

8. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Clean Cities Community Readiness and 
Planning for Plug-in Electric Vehicles and Charging Infrastructure Grant Online 
Permitting◄ (Mr. Porter) 

9. Amendment to Start Time for SACOG Board of Directors Meetings◄ (Ms. Tilton) 

10. Approve the State Transit Assistance Allocation for Fiscal Year 2012-13◄ (Mr. 
Coviello) 

11. North State Water Alliance Update (Mr. Johnson) 

12. Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Responses to 
Comments, Draft Final Plan, and Final Environmental Impact Report (Ms. Lizon) 

13. Other Matters 

14. Adjournment 

◄ Indicates Action 

Prepared by:      Approved by: 

 
Mike McKeever     Steve Miklos 
Chief Executive Officer    Chair 
 
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 #12-3-1 

Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee         Action 
 
February 27, 2012 
 
Minutes of February 6, 2012 Meeting 
  
Issue: The Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee met on February 6, 2012. 
     
Recommendation: Approve the minutes of the meeting as submitted. 
 
Discussion: Attached are the minutes of the February 6, 2012 Government Relations & Public 
Affairs Committee meeting for approval. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:RS:ef 
 
Attachment 
           
Key Staff: Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224 
 
 
s:\sacog\board\gov't. relations & public affairs comm\2012\march\1-minutes.doc1202001 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS & PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

 
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES 

 
 
The SACOG Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee met on February 6, 2012 
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 10:04 a.m. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present: Directors Allard, Hill, McBride, Serna, Vice Chair Saylor, and  
   Chair Miklos 
 
 Absent: Directors Ashby, Hanley, Knight, and Roberts 
 
1. Minutes of February 6, Meeting 
 

Upon motion by Director Allard, seconded by Director Hill, and passed by majority vote, 
(Director Serna abstained), the minutes of the February 6, 2012 Government Relations & 
Public Affairs Committee meeting were approved without any changes. 
 

2.  Temporary Appointment Extension 
 
  Upon motion by Chair Miklos, seconded by Director Serna, and carried unanimously, the 

Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommended that the Board approve 
the extension of a temporary appointment through December 31, 2012.   

 
3.  Fiscal Year 2011-12 Overall Work Program Amendment #2 
 
  Upon motion by Chair Miklos, seconded by Vice Chair Saylor, and carried unanimously, 

the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommended that the Board 
approve fiscal year 2011-12 OWP Amendment #2. 

 
4.  Local Transportation Fund Findings of Apportionment for Fiscal Year 2012/13 and 

Revised Sacramento County Findings of Apportionment for Fiscal Year 2011/12 
 
  Upon motion by Vice Chair Saylor, seconded by Director Serna and carried 

unanimously, the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommended that 
the SACOG Board approve the Findings of Apportionment for Local Transportation 
funds for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties for Fiscal Year 2012/13 and the 
revised Sacramento County Findings of Apportionment for Fiscal Year 2011/12. 
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5.  State Advocacy Update 
 
  Upon motion by Vice Chair Saylor, seconded by Director Serna and carried 

unanimously, the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommended that 
the Board of Directors adopt the state advocacy principles and 2012 priorities. 

 
6.  Federal Advocacy Update 
 
   The committee received and discussed this report. 
 
7.  Water Coalition Update 
 
  The committee received and discussed this report. 

 
8.  Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Draft Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 
 
  The committee received and discussed this report. 
   
9. Other Matters 
 
 No other matters were discussed. 
 
10. Adjournment 
 
This meeting adjourned at 11:17 a.m. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

        Item #12-3-2 

Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee               Action 
 
February 27, 2012 
 
Review and Accept the Annual SACOG Financial Reports 
 
Issue:  Receive and accept the annual financial audits of SACOG and the accompanying reports to management. 
 
Recommendation:  That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee accept the audits of SACOG 
and the reports to management and forward them to the Board as informational items. 
 
Discussion:  SACOG must annually undergo a financial audit by an independent financial auditor and issue a 
report on the financial position of SACOG at June 30 of each year.  The Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
(CAFR) is for the period ending June 30, 2011.  As usual, SACOG received an unqualified opinion for all of its 
audits. 
 
The SACOG CAFR (Attachment A) is broken into several sections: 
 Introductory – this section includes a letter of transmittal which is an executive summary introducing the 

financial statements along with other required information. 
 Financial Section – this section has the independent auditor’s report from Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP; 

the Management Discussion and Analysis which is the management overview of the financial position; a 
description of how the budget is adopted and managed; identification of any major issues and projections for 
the future; and the actual financial statements. 

 Statistical Section – this section contains various unaudited demographic and financial information for the 
SACOG region. 

 Single Audit Section – this section is a requirement for agencies that have federal grants in excess of 
$500,000 and includes the auditor’s report on their findings and any questioned costs, as it relates to federal 
grant programs. SACOG had no questioned costs findings but did have five significant deficiencies related to 
subrecipient monitoring and reporting compliance issues; however, none are deemed to be a material 
weakness.  SACOG has already taken steps to rectify those issues. 

 
Attachment A is the SACOG FY 2010-11 CAFR. Attachment B is the required SAS 114 letter for the SACOG 
audit, which addresses any audit findings, difficulties encountered in performing the audit, corrected and 
uncorrected misstatements, and any disagreements with management. Attachment C is the Report to the Board of 
Directors, and it includes recommendations for other improvements. Attachment D contains the four LTF Audit 
and Reports to Management. Attachment E is the State Transit Assistance Fund Audit. Attachment F is the SAS 
114 letter that covers the four LTF audits and the State Transit Assistance Fund audit. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:DG:ef 
Attachments 
Key Staff: Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/Legal Counsel, (916) 340-6210 
  David Ghiorso, Finance Manager, (916) 340-6258 
s:\sacog\board\gov't. relations & public affairs comm\2012\march\2-financial reports.doc1202000 
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sACog mission
Delivering transportation 
projects; providing public 
information and serving as a 
dynamic forum for regional 
planning and collaboration 
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January 30, 2012 
 
   

Sacramento Area Council of Governments  
      Board of Directors 
Capitol Valley Regional Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways 
     Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments Financing Corporation 
      Board of Directors 
 
 At the close of each fiscal year, a complete set of financial statements 
presented in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles 
(GAAP) and audited in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards and Government Auditing Standards by a firm of licensed certified 
public accountants is required.  Pursuant to that requirement, we are pleased 
to submit to you the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) of the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 2011.   
 
 This report consists of management’s representations concerning the 
finances of SACOG. Consequently, responsibility for both the accuracy of 
the data and the completeness and fairness of the presentation, including all 
disclosures, rests with the management of SACOG. To the best of our 
knowledge and belief, the enclosed data is accurate in all material respects, 
and is reported in a manner designed to present fairly the financial position 
and changes in the financial position of the various funds of SACOG, and all 
disclosures necessary to enable the reader to gain an understanding of 
SACOG’s financial activities have been included. To provide a reasonable 
basis for making these representations, management of SACOG has 
established a comprehensive internal control framework that is designed both 
to protect SACOG’s assets from loss, theft, or misuse and to compile 
sufficient reliable information for the preparation of SACOG’s financial 
statements in conformity with GAAP. Because the cost of internal controls 
should not outweigh their benefits, SACOG’s comprehensive framework of 
internal controls has been designed to provide reasonable rather than 
absolute assurance that the financial statements will be free from material 
misstatement. As management, we assert that, to the best of our knowledge 
and belief, this financial report is complete and accurate in all material 
respects 
 
 The firm of Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP, a licensed certified public 
accounting firm, has audited the basic financial statements.  The goal of the 
independent audit was to provide reasonable assurance that the financial 
statements of SACOG for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, are free of 
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material misstatement.  The independent audit involved examining, on a test basis, evidence 
supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements; assessing the accounting 
principles used and significant estimates made by management; and evaluating the overall financial 
statement presentation.  Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP issued their unqualified (clean) opinion 
that the basic financial statements of SACOG for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, are fairly 
presented in accordance with GAAP.  Their report is presented as the first component of the 
financial section of this CAFR. 

Profile of SACOG 

 This comprehensive annual financial report includes all of the funds of the following entities: 
 
 Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
 Sacramento Area Council of Governments Financing Corporation 
 Capitol Valley Regional Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways (Capitol Valley 

SAFE) 
 Glenn County Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways (Glenn County SAFE) 

 
 SACOG is a joint powers authority of local governments formed by six counties and 22 cities in 
the region.  Member governments are the counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, 
and Yuba and the cities of Auburn, Citrus Heights, Colfax, Davis, Elk Grove, Folsom, Galt, Isleton, 
Lincoln, Live Oak, Loomis, Marysville, Placerville, Rocklin, Rancho Cordova, Roseville, Sacramento, 
West Sacramento, Wheatland, Winters, Woodland, and Yuba City. SACOG’s primary responsibility 
is the transportation planning for the region; however, some land use planning, as reflected in the 
Blueprint project and the Sustainable Communities Strategy to be adopted in 2012, provides the 
framework for designing transportation needs. 
 
 SACOG has a 31-member Board of Directors comprised of elected officials from each of the 
member agencies, plus one ex-officio member from Caltrans. These members sit on three 
committees:  Government Relations & Public Affairs; Land Use & Air Quality; and Transportation. 
The SACOG Board of Directors also meets as the Board of Directors for Capitol Valley SAFE, and 
the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee as the Board of Directors for the Financing 
Corporation. 
 
 SACOG provides transportation planning and funding for the region and serves as a forum for 
the study and resolution of regional issues. In addition to preparing the region’s long-range 
transportation plan and assisting member agencies in delivery of the projects within that plan, 
SACOG approves the distribution of affordable housing in the region and assists in planning for 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian networks, clean air, and airport land uses. 
 
 The annual budget serves as the foundation for SACOG’s financial planning and control.  The 
budget is prepared in two segments: the Overall Work Program (OWP), which is subject to approval 
by the federal funding partners and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans); and the 
non-OWP that contains the costs related to the Board of Directors and Advocacy, equipment 
purchases, and similar expenditures outside the purview of Caltrans. The budget process begins in 
December-January with the SACOG management and staff identifying projects for the subsequent 
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year as well as grant projects that are not expected to be completed by the end of the current fiscal 
year. For the next several months, SACOG management and staff, the Board of Directors, Caltrans 
and federal funding partners, regional transportation partners, citizens, and others are involved in 
defining the goals and objectives, as well as the projects, to be included in the OWP. In April, a 
public meeting is held where all interested parties are invited to comment on the OWP with final 
Board of Director approval occurring in May or June. Within the Overall Work Program budget 
(OWP) the level of budgetary control is at the element level. Costs for the projects, as well as 
classification of costs, can be modified as long as the element total remains the same. Board 
approval is needed if costs are expected to exceed the element total, or if new projects are added to 
the element. Throughout the year, budget adjustments are proposed by staff for new grant funding 
and/or a realignment of project priority, and approved by the Board of Directors, federal funding 
partners and Caltrans. 
 
 The Capitol Valley SAFE budget is prepared by staff based on the expected contractual 
agreements for operating the call box system and maintenance of the call box equipment. The 
budget is heard 30 days prior to final adoption by the SAFE Board of Directors.  
 
 Budget-to-actual comparisons are provided in this financial statement for the governmental 
funds for which an appropriated annual budget is adopted. 

Factors Affecting Financial Condition 

 The information presented in the financial statements is perhaps best understood when it is 
considered from the broader perspective of the specific environment within which SACOG 
operates. 
 
 SACOG is located in Sacramento, California. The SACOG region, if a separate state, would rank 
46th in acreage, ahead of Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Delaware, and 37th in size for population. 
Unlike its member agencies, SACOG is primarily dependent upon formula revenues and planning 
grants from the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and the State of 
California. These funds are passed through Caltrans. The primary source of local revenue is Local 
Transportation Fund (LTF) revenues received from the ¼ cent sales tax on gasoline from four 
counties (Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba) upon which SACOG receives an administrative fee 
and a transportation planning fee. In the last part of calendar 2008, the regional, state and national 
economies took a drastic turn downward and the worst recession in decades began. However, signs 
of a recovery began to appear during the year.  There was an increase in sales tax revenues, for the 
four counties, in 2011 compared to 2010. The average increase amounted to 9 percent, which is 
encouraging as it appears the local economy is rebounding. SACOG also has agreements with the 
transportation planning agencies in El Dorado County and Placer County to designate a portion of 
their LTF revenues in return for the transportation planning SACOG performs on their behalf. 
Revenues from those agencies are also on the increase. 
 
 Funds from the federal agencies are determined by formula and subject to Congressional 
appropriation.  On August 10, 2005, President George W. Bush signed into law – federal highway 
and transit programs legislation: the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A 
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).  SAFETEA-LU authorized the federal surface transportation 
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programs for highways, highway safety, and transit for the five-year period 2005-2009.  SAFETEA-
LU expired on September 30, 2009, and has been operating on a series of short-term extensions 
since, the most recent lasting through March 2012. As part of that legislation, $19.6 billion in general 
funds were transferred to the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) to provide solvency through early to late 
2011. Congress is currently working on a replacement bill for the next period, though it may fund as 
few as two years, which is a departure from the typical longer-term authorization bills. 
 
 SACOG’s updated assessment of California’s economy and revenues indicates that State 
General Fund revenues and transfers in 2011-12 will be $3.7 billion below the level assumed in the 
June 2011 budget package. This revenue shortfall would translate into $2 billion of potential “trigger 
cuts” to various state programs—including all of the “Tier 1” trigger cuts and three-fourths of the 
“Tier 2” trigger cuts.  A most recent Legislative Analyst Office (LAO) forecast is that the state will 
end 2011-12 with a $3 billion deficit, including the effects of the trigger cuts that could result from 
the new revenue forecast. In 2012-13, the state is expected to face increased costs due to the 
expiration of a number of temporary budget measures, a significant increase in Proposition 98 
school costs under current law, the required repayment of a $2 billion Proposition 1A property tax 
loan used to help balance the budget in 2009, and other factors. These factors contribute to a 
projected $10 billion operating shortfall (the difference between annual General Fund revenues and 
expenditures) in 2012-13. The $3 billion “carry-in” deficit from 2011-12, and the projected $10 
billion operating deficit in 2012-13, mean that the Legislature and the Governor will need to address 
an approximately $13 billion budget problem between now and the time that the state adopts a 
2012-13 budget plan. 
 
 These state budget pressures may continue to threaten revenues that would normally pass to 
cities and counties. Our member agencies are especially hard pressed to balance their budgets, and 
many have already implemented severe costs cutting measures, including staff layoffs and decreased 
public services as ways to attempt to balance their budgets. 
 
 Federal funds flowing through the state are secure from the ongoing state budget challenges as 
they are segregated from other state funding sources. However, the release of those funds to 
SACOG can be delayed if the state budget is not approved in a timely manner. Each year, SACOG 
monitors cash flow issues that could result from state budget delays. 
  
 According to the 3rd quarter 2011 update of the Sacramento Region Business Forecast, sustained 
positive job growth will return to the six-county Sacramento region by the end of the fourth quarter 
of 2011.  Annual job growth throughout the first three quarters of 2012 will range between 0.6 
percent and 1.4 percent, which reflects a considerable improvement over the negative growth posted 
during the same period of 2011. On average, over the 12-month forecast period (October 2011 to 
September 2012), the Sacramento region will see job growth of around 0.8 percent, equating to a 
gain of roughly 6,400 jobs. Regional job growth has demonstrated a general upward pattern since 
the low point in the recession of -7.0 percent in September 2009. Improvements stalled briefly for a 
period in late 2010 and early 2011 before picking back up again at the end of the second quarter.  
After a one-month jump into positive territory, the region dropped back down with the most recent 
job growth showing an annual job loss of -0.3 percent (September 2011).  Sacramento’s job growth 
remains well behind the state and nation, which both began posting positive and generally increasing 
job growth in the fourth quarter of 2010. Several forecasts suggest that job growth at the state and 
national level will remain stable through the rest of 2011 and increase somewhat in 2012. This 
continued upward momentum should have a positive effect on economic conditions regionally; 
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however, recovery in the region will likely continue to lag other markets as a result of relatively high 
unemployment that has just begun to turn around, concentration in the unstable government sector, 
and slightly negative business sentiment (as reflected in the Sacramento Region Business Confidence 
Index).  It is important to note that, among other dynamics, two variables that cannot be fully 
accounted for in the forecast could substantially affect the economic outlook—government revenue 
shortfalls and downturns in global markets.  

Major Initiatives during the Year 

 There were a number of focus areas during the fiscal year.   
 
 The most highly visible and far-reaching work for SACOG was the ongoing development of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) for 2035, which is 
planned to culminate in April 2012, with the SACOG Board of Directors approving a new long-
term plan for the six-county region. There were four projects that directly supported the 
development of the new MTP/SCS, which included scenario development, education and outreach, 
a regional environmental impact report, and related planning activities. 
   
 An MTP is a required project for Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) every four years.  
The last MTP was adopted by the Board of Directors in March 2008, and it was recognized by state 
and national organizations as an innovative and unique document to be held as a standard for others 
to follow. Since the adoption of the 2008 plan, California enacted the Sustainable Communities and 
Climate Protection Act, also known as Senate Bill 375, which requires MPOs to include a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) element in their MTP updates to further integrate 
transportation planning, land use planning, state affordable housing processes, and California 
Environmental Quality Act reform. The MTP/SCS is an important document that, among other 
things, outlines the region’s transportation needs, sets principles and policies, proposes specific 
strategies to coordinate and manage future transportation improvements in the region, considers 
resource areas and farmland in the region, identifies areas in the region to house the projected 
population of the region in light of state housing goals, and, to the extent feasible, forecasts a 
development pattern for the region that will meet the regional target for greenhouse gas emission 
reductions. During the year, staff performed technical analysis of land use and travel demand models 
to test the various components of the draft plan and to apply the range of performance measures to 
them. SACOG engaged in extensive public outreach and education to coincide with the technical 
research and planning.  Staff also began to work on the program-level Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the MTP/SCS in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
 
 SACOG received $1.5 million from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
for Sustainable Communities Regional Planning. In 2010-11, the grant funded a new Sacramento 
Regional Consortium made up of regional partners and stakeholders to accelerate transit-oriented 
development.  A Regional Plan for Sustainable Development will be the outcome of collaborative 
work with local governments, community and advocacy groups, and the public.  The focus is on 
improving quality of life through creating more complete communities and reducing overall cost of 
living.  The bulk of the work will be completed in the 2011-12 budget year. The grant work 
complements the MTP/SCS and funded a portion of the environmental review work that will 
benefit transit priority areas under SB 375. 
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 Staff continued work on the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS), now in its fourth year 
of development.  RUCS is designed to study the challenges and opportunities in the rural areas, with 
an eye toward the economic sustainability of rural areas, as well as the transportation needs in rural 
areas, where agricultural vehicles often compete with commuters who bypass congested main roads 
for rural roads.  SACOG received a $750,000 grant from the California Strategic Growth Council, a 
partnership between state agencies, to address social equity, economic development, environmental 
protection, and safety and health in the RUCS project. 
 
 Another focus area is a continuing project called the Connect Card Implementation (formerly 
called the Universal Transit Fare Card Study), which involves the implementation planning, 
procurement, and deployment of a regional universal transit fare card system. The new system is 
expected to simplify and integrate transit operations, improve system connectivity, contribute to 
regional air quality goals, and increase the attractiveness of transit to new patrons. During the year, 
the project was proceeding in Phase II.  Phase III will involve full system deployment and testing.  
Full project implementation and acceptance is anticipated by February 2014. 
 
 Another focus area this year was the Phase II work on the 511/STARNET Capital 
Improvement project, which is the communication platform that will be used by the operators of 
the transportation facilities and emergency responders in the Sacramento region. The project will 
enable real-time sharing of data and live video, and the refinement of joint procedures for operations 
of roadways and public transportation safety activities. The project also will provide more timely and 
accurate information for travelers via the region’s 511 website and interactive phone services.  Phase 
II work will continue into fiscal year 2011-12. 
 
 During the year, SACOG also continued to support the Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and 
Transportation (SECAT) program with the CMAQ funding.  The program finances the retrofitting 
of diesel engines with cleaner, fuel-efficient engines for traveling with the SACOG region. 
 
 In July 2010, SACOG launched the Agricultural Worker Transportation Program to provide safe 
and affordable transportation for agricultural workers in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba 
counties.  In August 2010, SACOG released the Complete Streets Resources toolkit. 
 
 While these are by no means the only work accomplished by SACOG this year, many other 
agency projects support the principles of efficient and diverse regional transportation, integrated 
with smart, mixed-use, compact development, that preserves the dynamic heritage of the region.   

Financial Information 

 The Planning and Administration Fund is where the majority of SACOG’s activities are 
recorded.  While the original budget projected a $1.042 million deficit, SACOG ended up under 
budget for the year, with a $642,260 increase in fund balance.  This was due to various factors 
including the receipt of additional federal funds, additional sales tax revenue, project cost savings 
and deferral of some costs into future years, collection of funds previously expensed via the indirect 
cost plan (in prior years), and over-absorption of indirect expenses in the current year.  The Planning 
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and Administration Fund activities encompass the myriad of projects and programs for which 
SACOG is responsible.  
 
 The SACOG Financing Corporation had small increase due to interest income; however, it 
remained essentially the same as last year.  The Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, 
and Service Enhancement Account (PTMISEA) Special Revenue Fund, in its third year, had a net 
decrease in fund balance of $701,634, as it received less state funds and had fewer payments out to 
grantees. The State Transit Assistance (STA) Special Revenue Fund’s cash balance decreased by $9.5 
million due to the payment of fiscal year 2010-11 claimant requests.  SACOG did not receive new 
STA funds during the year, as the $14.7 million it received in June 2010 was to cover both 2009-10 
and 2010-11 program years. 
 
 The four Local Transportation Funds (LTFs) had increased sales tax revenue as compared to 
last year, which is encouraging.  The combined assets for the four LTF funds decreased $1.9 million, 
which is primarily attributable to Sutter County activity.  Last year SACOG discovered that 
$2,085,929 of Sutter County sales tax revenues, from three prior fiscal years, had been inadvertently 
recorded in another fund at the County of Sutter. The money was returned to the Sutter LTF fund 
in June 2010, thereby increasing the cash balance significantly at June 30, 2010.The additional funds 
were then apportioned out this year and were released through the normal LTF claimant process, 
thus causing the Sutter County LTF asset balance to decline dramatically compared to last year. 
Liabilities for the four LTF funds (apportionment claims) decreased by $4.3 million primarily 
because there were less reimbursement claims awaiting disbursement at the Sacramento County LTF 
compared to the previous year. 
 
 The SACOG Managed Special Revenue Fund was integrated into the SACOG Planning and 
Administration Fund due to the reporting requirements of GASB 54.  However, SACOG will 
continue to track the activity for this fund separately for internal record keeping purposes. 
 
 Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transportation Program (SECAT) Special Revenue Fund, 
supported by TCRP funding,  is designed to fund inefficient engine replacements in order to reduce 
the nitrogen oxide emissions in the area.  In July 2010, the fund returned to Caltrans accumulated 
interest that was being held on behalf of the fund.  Program funds were essentially exhausted in the 
current year, leaving a small fund balance at year-end, due to some refunds that were received during 
the year.  Those funds are expected to be returned to Caltrans in the next fiscal year. 
 
 The Capitol Valley SAFE remains a fiscally strong fund with a reliable stream of revenue.  Some 
projected expenditures did not materialize in fiscal year2010-11, so the fund balance increased by 
$334,739. 

Other Information 

I N D E P E N D E N T  A U D I T  

 SACOG is required to undergo an annual Single Audit in conformity with the provisions of the 
Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996 and the United States Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-133, Audits of States, Local Governments and Non-Profit Organizations.  The Schedule of 
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Expenditures of Federal Awards can be found in the Single Audit section, along with the auditor 
reports on Internal Controls and Compliance.  The reports of Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP, are 
included in this report.   
 
 GAAP requires that management provide a narrative introduction, overview, and analysis to 
accompany the basic financial statements in the form of Management’s Discussion and Analysis 
(MD&A).  This letter of transmittal is designed to complement the MD&A and should be read in 
conjunction with it.  SACOG’s MD&A can be found immediately following the report of the 
independent auditors. 

A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S  

 The preparation of this report could not be accomplished without the efficient and dedicated 
services of the entire staff of the Finance Department and Communications and Administrative 
staff.  Their dedication to professional excellence is reflected in this comprehensive annual financial 
report.  We would also like to commend SACOG’s Board of Directors for their interest in, and 
support of, this substantial effort, as well as a shared commitment to assuring the financial viability 
of SACOG, which remains progressively committed to meeting the transportation planning needs of 
the region. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
MIKE McKEEVER                                                                    DAVID GHIORSO 
Chief Executive Officer                                                             Finance Manager 
 
 
Special acknowledgement goes to: 
 
Daphne Chavarria, Accountant III 
Stacy Niccum, Accountant III 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITORS’ REPORT 
 
 
 
To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 
 
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities and each major fund of the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, which 
collectively comprise SACOG’s basic financial statements as listed in the table of contents.  These financial 
statements are the responsibility of SACOG's management.  Our responsibility is to express opinions on these 
financial statements based on our audit.  We did not audit the fund financial statements of the County of 
Sacramento Local Transportation Special Revenue Fund, the County of Yuba Local Transportation Special 
Revenue Fund, the County of Sutter Local Transportation Special Revenue Fund, the County of Yolo Local 
Transportation Fund and the State Transit Assistance Special Revenue Fund, which are major funds and 
collectively represent 36 percent, 31 percent and 72 percent, respectively, of the assets, net assets, and revenues of 
the governmental activities.  Those financial statements were audited by other auditors whose reports thereon 
have been furnished to us, and our opinion, insofar as it relates to the amounts included for those entities, is based 
on the reports of the other auditors. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.  An audit includes 
consideration of internal control over financial reporting as a basis for designing audit procedures that are 
appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the 
SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting.  Accordingly, we express no such opinion.  An audit also 
includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements, 
assessing the accounting principles used and the significant estimates made by management, as well as evaluating 
the overall financial statement presentation.  We believe that our audit and the reports of other auditors provide a 
reasonable basis for our opinions. 
 
In our opinion, based on our audit and the reports of other auditors, the financial statements referred to above 
present fairly, in all material respects, the respective financial position of the governmental activities and each 
major fund of SACOG as of June 30, 2011, and the respective changes in financial position thereof and the 
respective budgetary comparison for the Planning and Administrative General Fund and Capitol Valley Regional 
SAFE Special Revenue Fund, for the year then ended in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted 
in the United States of America. 
 
As described in Note A to the financial statements, SACOG has adopted the provisions of Governmental 
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 54, Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type 
Definitions and GASB Statement No. 59, Financial Instruments Omnibus, effective July 1, 2010.  As a result, 
SACOG has restated the beginning fund balance of the Planning and Administrative Fund.   
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In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated January 30, 2012, on 
our consideration of SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting and on our tests of its compliance with 
certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters.  The purpose of that 
report is to describe the scope of our testing of internal control over financial reporting and compliance and the 
results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the internal control over financial reporting or on 
compliance.  That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with Government Auditing 
Standards and should be considered in assessing the results of our audit. 
 
The management's discussion and analysis and schedule of funding progress as listed in the table of contents is 
not a required part of the basic financial statements but are supplementary information required by accounting 
principles generally accepted in the United States of America.  We and the other auditors have applied certain 
limited procedures, which consisted principally of inquiries of management regarding the methods of 
measurement and presentation of the required supplementary information.  However, we did not audit the 
information and express no opinion on it. 
 
Our audit was conducted for the purpose of forming opinions on the financial statements that collectively 
comprise SACOG’s basic financial statements.  The introductory section, supplemental information, and 
statistical section as listed in the table of contents and the schedule of expenditures of federal awards, as required 
by U.S. Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133, Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit 
Organizations, are presented for purposes of additional analysis and are not a required part of the basic financial 
statements.  The supplemental information and schedule of expenditures of federal awards have been subjected to 
the auditing procedures applied in the audit of the basic financial statements and, in our opinion, based on our 
audit and the reports of other auditors, are fairly stated in all material respects in relation to the basic financial 
statements taken as a whole.  The introductory section and statistical section have not been subjected to the 
auditing procedures applied by us and the other auditors in the audit of the basic financial statements and, 
accordingly, we express no opinion on them. 

 
 
 

Sacramento, California 
January 30, 2012 
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 This section of the annual financial report presents a discussion of the financial position and 
changes in financial position for the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and its 
related component units for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011.   This discussion and analysis is 
intended to be used in conjunction with the financial statements and the notes to the financial 
statements, which follow this section. 

Overview 

 The 2010-11 fiscal year was a year focused on the development of an updated Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) for the Sacramento region, which includes the development of the 
region’s first Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) to meet the requirements of the Sustainable 
Communities and Climate Protection Act, also known as Senate Bill 375, implementation of the 
HUD Regional Sustainable Communities Planning Grant, the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy 
(RUCS), continuation of the Connect Card project, and the Phase II work of the 511/STARNET 
Capital Improvement project, as well as the ongoing support for the SECAT program, now 
primarily funded through CMAQ funds.  
 
 As the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the region, SACOG is federally 
mandated to update its MTP every four years.  The Board of Directors adopted the last MTP in 
March 2008.  SACOG continues to implement the 2008 plan, a 28-year plan for transportation 
improvements in the SACOG region based on projections for growth in population, housing, and 
jobs identified in the Preferred Blueprint Scenario.  
 
 The MTP is required to conform to air quality goals for the region, satisfy fiscal constraints such 
that all proposed projects can be reasonably funded, and undergo careful environmental analysis and 
review.  Regardless of city- or county-designated transportation projects, local improvements must 
be included in the regional MTP to receive state and federal funding.  
 
 SACOG is now preparing the MTP/SCS for 2035. Technical work and public outreach was 
ongoing throughout fiscal year 2010-11. A major component of the MTP/SCS is meeting the 
requirements of SB 375, which sets standards and targets for greenhouse gas emissions for cars and 
light duty truck trips from the regional land use and transportation systems.  SB 375 integrates and 
aligns planning for housing, land use, transportation, and greenhouse gas emissions reduction for the 
18 metropolitan planning regions throughout the state and encourages Blueprint-style land use plans 
in order to achieve the emissions reduction goals of AB 32. 
 
 During October 2010, the public gave input on three scenarios for the MTP/SCS at nine 
workshops throughout the region. Each scenario included a different land use pattern paired with a 
transportation system. The development of the MTP/SCS, which continues through April 2012, will 
reflect changes in projected population, employment and housing growth; fewer transportation 
funds; and SB 375 requirements. October 2010 also brought $1.5 million to the region for 
community planning.  The new Sacramento Regional Consortium is meeting throughout 2011 and 
2012 to plan for housing and employment centers in high-frequency transit areas. The consortium’s 
work complements the development of the MTP/SCS. 
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 RUCS is an economic and environmental sustainability strategy for rural areas of our region, 
which builds on the Blueprint. The RUCS work will broaden the region’s understanding of how land 
use and transportation investments affect rural areas. During the year, working groups continued to 
study the challenges, opportunities, innovations and implementation strategies for issues such as 
land use, transportation, local markets, agritourism, and regulation. Some water-related issues also 
arose during the year. In December 2010, SACOG hosted the Regional Forum: Rural-Urban 
Connections Strategy, focusing on meeting the needs for local food, rural jobs, and rural 
infrastructure. The Forum presented to elected officials, city and county representatives, and the 
general public, the findings of the RUCS work and a plan for implementation of those findings in 
the form of a “toolkit.” 
 
 SACOG closed out work on Phase 2 of the Connect Card project (formally known as Universal 
Transit Fare Card System). The SACOG Board of Directors made a conditional award of the 
procurement contract to Innovations in Transportation, Inc. (INIT) on June 16, 2011. Pending final, 
successful contract negotiations, a Notice to Proceed will be issued, and this will begin Phase 3 of 
the project. Phase 3 will involve the design, procurement, deployment, and testing of the regional 
transit smart card system, and will be executed over 2 1/2 years. 
 
 Work on the STARNET/Capital project continued throughout this fiscal year. The gathering of 
additional data for automated importation into the STARNET/CARS application and improving 
the Traveler Information (TI) features received the focus of the effort. Data sources included in this 
phase included signal data, real-time vehicle location information from transit vehicles (Yolo 
Transit), and development of a universal closed circuit television camera (CCTV) position controller.  
Additional considerations are being planned for incorporation of chain restriction data and 
Sacramento Police CAD feeds early in the next fiscal year. 
 
 The TI activities centered on the development of a modified telephone menu for 
implementation of the improved Verizon integrated voice recognition (IVR) platform. This new 
platform will allow users to use a full voice recognition menu set with the options for either direct 
information or call transfer. Another important planned improvement is the incorporation of user 
specific profile data. This will allow users to create an account where they can store personalized 
routes and then select automatic notifications associated with those routes.   
 
 Also during the year, SACOG administered its many discretionary transit and planning grants 
that were either new or ongoing from last fiscal year, some of which relate to “pass through” 
agreements with partner agencies.  
 
 The adopted Overall Work Program (OWP) for next fiscal year will include work related to 
MTP/SCS planning and implementation, as well as ongoing Blueprint work, culmination of the 
RUCS project, continuation of work on the HUD and SGC grants, implementation of the 
Intelligent Transportation System and Connect Card, and the other grant projects not completed 
this year. 
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Financial Highlights 

 The overall net assets of SACOG are $52,709,572, an increase of $1,947,397 from last year.  
 
SACOG’s Planning and Administration Fund balance increased by $642,260 from last year.  The 
original Planning and Administration budget projected a $1,041,828 deficit; however the budget was 
amended during the year to close out at a $581,162 deficit number. The fund balance increase would 
have been $987,395; however it decreased by $345,135 because of the inclusion of the SACOG 
Managed Fund  activity, to arrive at $642,260.  The SACOG Managed Fund was combined into the 
Planning and Administration Fund as a result of the implementation of GASB 54.  
 
 The SACOG Financing Corporation increased its fund balance by $19,669 due to investment 
earnings in the Sacramento County investment pool. The cash and investments in the fund are the 
result of two building sales transactions in prior years. These resources were designated to fund 
SACOG’s liability for its “Other Post-Employment Health Benefits.” However, there was Board 
action in May 2011 and May 2010, to further assign a portion of the resources to cover SACOG’s 
FY 2010-11 operating costs, should that be necessary. 
 
 The Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account 
(PTMISEA) fund accounts for the activities related to a portion of the bond proceeds from the 
State of California’s Proposition 1B to fund transportation projects. This is the third year of 
operations. This year the fund only received $800,000 in advance funds compared to $15.3 million 
last year. Reimbursements to the local transit operators for approved and completed projects were 
lower than last year, as not as many projects were completed by year-end. 
 
The four Local Transportation Funds (LTFs) had increased sales tax revenue as compared to last 
year, which is encouraging. The combined four county average increase being 9%. Yuba County had 
the highest percentage increase of 12.38 %.  The combined assets for the four funds decreased $1.9 
million, primarily because of certain Sutter County activity.  Last year SACOG discovered that 
$2,085,929 of Sutter County sales tax revenues, from three prior fiscal years, had been inadvertently 
recorded in another fund at the County of Sutter. The money was transferred to the Sutter LTF 
fund in June 2010, thereby increasing the cash balance significantly at June 30, 2010. The additional 
funds were then apportioned out this year and were released through the normal LTF claimants 
request process, thus causing the Sutter County LTF asset balance to decline dramatically compared 
to last year. Corresponding liabilities for four LTF funds (apportionment claims) decreased by $4.3 
million primarily due to less reimbursement claims awaiting disbursement at the Sacramento County 
LTF compared to the previous year. The liability balances can fluctuate from year to year depending 
when the jurisdictions submit their claims requests. 
   
 The SACOG Managed Fund activity included interest income and expenditures to jurisdictions 
who participate in the Community Design program.  This activity was integrated into the SACOG 
Planning and Administration Fund because of the reporting requirements of GASB 54. 
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 The SECAT fund (TCRP state money) expenses declined by $2.5 million, as this Special 
Revenue fund is almost closed out. The SECAT program will continue with CMAQ federal funds, 
and be processed and accounted for in the Planning and Administration Fund. 
 
 Increases in fund balance for the Capitol Valley Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways 
(Capitol Valley SAFE) and Glenn County Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways (Glenn 
County SAFE) reflect normal operations. Some significant costs for Capitol Valley SAFE did not 
occur as planned. As a result, fund balance increased by $334,739.  

Overview of the Financial Statements 

 This discussion and analysis is intended to serve as an introduction to SACOG’s basic financial 
statements. The basic financial statements are comprised of the government-wide financial 
statements, the fund financial statements, and the notes to the basic financial statements.  This 
report also contains required supplementary information to further enhance the reader’s 
understanding of SACOG’s financial position, as well as statistical and other information. 

G O V E R N M E N T - W I D E  F I N A N C I A L  S T A T E M E N T S  

 The government-wide financial statements are designed to provide readers with a broad 
overview of SACOG’s financial performance in a manner similar to the financial reports provided to 
stockholders of private sector companies. 
 
 The statement of net assets presents information on all of SACOG’s assets and liabilities, 
including its component units, with the difference reported as net assets. Over time, increases or 
decreases in net assets may serve as a useful indicator of whether the financial position of SACOG 
as a whole is improving or deteriorating. The statement of activities presents information showing 
how SACOG’s net assets have changed during the fiscal year. Revenues and expenses are reported 
when the underlying event giving rise to the transaction occurs, regardless of when the cash is 
received or paid. 

F U N D  F I N A N C I A L  S T A T E M E N T S  

 SACOG has eleven governmental funds used to account for the activities supported by grants, 
sales taxes, intergovernmental revenues, member assessments, charges for services, and other similar 
types of revenue sources. These funds focus on the near-term annual inflows and outflows of 
resources, rather than the longer-term focus of governmental activities as seen in the government-
wide financial statements. The governmental funds balance sheet and the governmental funds 
statement of revenues, expenditures and changes in fund balances provide a reconciliation to 
facilitate the comparison of the governmental funds to the government-wide statements. 
 
 The Board of Directors adopts an annual budget for the Planning and Administration Fund.  
Much of this budget is formulated through the OWP in order to comply with state and federal grant 
budgeting requirements. The OWP identifies the revenue sources and planned program 
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expenditures for each of the project elements. The California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans), Federal Highway Administration, and Federal Transit Administration also review and 
approve the OWP.  The Board of Directors also adopts a separate budget for expenditures not 
related to the OWP, i.e., capital equipment expenditures, Board of Directors and Advocacy, and 
other program expenditures not eligible for grant funding. 
 
 The SECAT program and the PTMISEA do not have annual budgets since they are grant 
funded and used only for their ongoing specific program. The STA fund and LTF funds also do not 
have annual budgets, but are funded and governed by California state statutes and California Code 
of Regulation requirements for each program. Capitol Valley Regional SAFE has an annual budget 
separately adopted by its Board of Directors, which is also the SACOG Board of Directors. The 
Glenn County SAFE fund does not have an annually adopted budget but is used to account for the 
activities of SACOG and Capitol Valley SAFE on its behalf as identified in the agreement between 
the agencies. 

N O T E S  T O  T H E  F I N A N C I A L  S T A T E M E N T S  

 The notes to the basic financial statements provide additional information that is essential for a 
full understanding of the data provided in the government-wide financial statements and the fund 
financial statements. The notes can be found on pages A-29 through A-54 of this report. 

Government-Wide Financial Analysis 

 Overall, SACOG’s net assets increased $1,947,397, as shown in the following table.  
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S T A T E M E N T  O F  N E T  A S S E T S  
For Years Ended June 30, 2011 and 2010 

 
 

Increase

2011 2010* (Decrease)
ASSETS

 Current and other assets 61,600,535$       77,606,709$    (16,006,174)$      
 Capital assets 769,096              1,282,726        (513,630)             

     Total Assets 62,369,631         78,889,435      (16,519,804)        

LIABILITIES
Other Liabilities 8,481,040           27,152,179      (18,671,139)$      

Long Term Liabilities 1,179,019           975,081           203,938              

   Total Liabilities 9,660,059           28,127,260      (18,467,201)        

NET ASSETS:
Invested in capital assets 769,096              1,282,726        (513,630)             
Restricted:
  Transportation Claimants 34,088,672         32,079,360      2,009,312           
Unrestricted 17,851,804         17,400,089      451,715              
     Total net assets 52,709,572$       50,762,175$    1,947,397$         

*Certain amounts have been restated from amounts previously reported.

Governmental Activities

 
 

 Total current and other assets declined by $16 million as a result of the following significant 
activity that occurred in each of SACOG’s major funds: 
 
 The STA fund assets decreased by $9.5 million, as expected, to pay fiscal year  2010-11 STA 

claims, as funding for FY 2010-11 was  a received in June 2010. SACOG did not receive any 
other STA funds during the year.  

 The combined assets of the four Local Transportation Funds declined by $1.9 million, 
primarily from Sutter County. Last year it was discovered that $2.1 million of Sutter County 
sales tax revenues, from three prior fiscal years, had been inadvertently recorded in another 
fund at the County of Sutter. The money was returned to the Sutter LTF fund in June 2010, 
thereby increasing the cash balance significantly.  The additional funds were apportioned out 
in the current year and released through the normal claimant process. 

 The PTMISEA fund assets declined by $1.3 million. PTMISEA only received $800,000 in 
fiscal year 2010-11, and cash disbursements from the cash account to pay current year and 
prior year program claims totaled $2.1 million.  

 The SACOG Planning and Administration assets decreased by $2.6. The primary reason for 
the decrease is that the fund transferred $2.3 million back to the SECAT Fund so that the 
SECAT fund could disburse a similar amount back to Caltrans.  The money was for 
accumulated interest collected by the fund over the past six years, on behalf of the SECAT 
program. 

 Capitol Valley SAFE’s assets were higher by $319,880, as projected expenditures did not 
occur as anticipated. 
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 The SECAT assets decreased by $900,000 as a result of program expenditures for the engine 
replacement program.  The TCRP funding source for these expenditures is now close to 
zero, with the remaining amount of cash on hand to be returned to the State.   

 
 Total capital assets decreased by $513,630 because of an increase to accumulated depreciation 
resulting from depreciation expense.   
 
 Total liabilities decreased by $18.5 million as a result of the following significant activity: 
 
 The STA fund liabilities decreased by $9.5 million, as expected, to pay fiscal year 2010-11 

STA claimant requests.  
 Liabilities in the four Local Transportation Funds decreased by $4.3 million, because of 

fewer claimant requests outstanding at year-end. Of the total, $4.2 million of the decrease 
was attributable to Sacramento County LTF. Sutter County LTF liabilities decreased by 
$409,000, Yolo County LTF liabilities increased by $552,000, and Yuba County liabilities 
decreased by $163,000. Liabilities can fluctuate if jurisdictions do not file timely claims to 
receive their LTF monies. The Sacramento County decrease was due to the fact that the 
County had far fewer outstanding claims at year-end compared to previous year. 

  Lliabilities decreased by $820,000 for the SACOG Planning and Administration Fund, as 
there were less Account Payable invoices outstanding this year compared to last year. This 
can fluctuate from year to year based on work performed by outside consultants and 
vendors. 

 SECAT fund liabilities decreased by $913,000. 
 PTMISEA fund liabilities decreased by $607,000. There was only $74,000 in payables to 

transit agencies at year-end.   
 
 Net Assets increased by $1.9 million as result of: 
 
 Invested in Capital Assets declined by $513,630 due to depreciation expense. 
  
 Restricted Net Assets increased by $2 million.  The three largest factors were Sacramento County 
LTF restricted assets increasing by $3.2 million, Yolo County LTF restricted assets increasing by 
$1.3 million, offset by Sutter County LTF restricted assets decreasing by $2.3 million. For both 
Sacramento and Yolo counties, actual sales tax revenues came in higher than the apportionment 
amount, which help increase net assets. In both cases, the extra funds can now be apportioned out 
in either FY 2011-12, as an amendment (revision), or added to the FY 2012-13 apportionment 
process.  
 
 The Sutter County decrease of $2.3 million was due to one primary factor.  Last year SACOG 
discovered that $2,085,929 of Sutter County sales tax revenues, from three prior fiscal years, had 
been inadvertently recorded in another fund at the County of Sutter. The money was returned to the 
Sutter LTF fund in June 2010, thereby increasing the cash balance significantly, and thus increasing 
the fund balance at June 30, 2010. The additional funds were then apportioned out this year and 
were released through the normal LTF claimants request process, thus causing the Sutter County 
LTF asset balance and fund balance to decline dramatically compared to last year. 
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S T A T E M E N T  O F  A C T I V I T I E S  
For Years Ended June 30, 2011 and 2010 

 
 

2011 2010 (Decrease)

REVENUES:

Program revenues:
2,691,010$           2,605,040$            85,970$                 

18,171,115           29,473,010            (11,301,895)           

General revenues:

State shared revenue - sales and use taxes 55,894,683           66,132,449            (10,237,766)           

Investment earnings 261,290                529,002                 (267,712)                

Other 995,918                749,805                 246,113                 

     Total Revenues 78,014,016           99,489,306            (21,475,290)           

EXPENSES:

Planning and administration 20,668,754           18,351,279            2,317,475              

Transportation claimants 51,508,069           62,176,903            (10,668,834)           

SECAT 1,313                    2,494,831              (2,493,518)             

PTMISEA 1,579,144             4,742,226              (3,163,082)             

Capitol Valley Regional SAFE 2,293,278             2,431,941              (138,663)                

Glenn County SAFE 16,061                  33,236                   (17,175)                  

     Total Expenses 76,066,619           90,230,416            (14,163,797)           

Net Assets—Beginning 50,762,175           41,503,285            9,258,890              

Net Assets—Ending 52,709,572$         50,762,175$          1,947,397$            

 Charges for services 

 Operating grants and contributions 

  
 Total revenues decreased by $21.5 million as a result of the following significant activity:  
 
 Operating Grants and Contributions decreased by $11.3 million primarily due to a decrease 

of $14.5 million in revenue for PTMISEA. State funding to PTMISEA was only $800,000 
this year compared to $15.3 million last year. PTMISEA funding to SACOG is dependent 
on state bond sales, which can vary from year to year, depending on the state’s financial 
circumstances. The SACOG Planning and Administrative Fund revenue decreased by $3.2 
million as a result of less reimbursable expenditures.  

 State Shared Revenue – Sales and Use Tax (which includes STA and the four LTF Funds) - 
decreased by $10.2 million. The decrease is primarily due to a $14.7 million decrease in STA 
funds.  The STA fund received $14.7 million the final week of last year. SACOG directed the 
STA fund to allocate the entire amount as fiscal year 2009-10 monies, as the language from 
the state was not clear and the funds were described as covering FY 2009-10 and FY 2010-
11.  No STA revenue (or funds) were received this year. The  Sacramento County LTF sales 
tax revenue  increased by $3.4 million,  Yolo County LTF sales tax revenue increased by 
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$750,000, Sutter County LTF sales tax revenue increased by $138,000, and Yuba County 
LTF sales tax revenue increased by $127,000.  

Total expenses decreased by $14.2 million based on the following significant activity: 

 Transportation claimant’s expenditures for STA and the four LTF funds decreased by $10.7 
million primarily because of the way STA expenditures and revenue had to be recorded in 
the prior year.  STA expenditures decreased $14.7 from last year.  Last year the STA 
recorded $14.7 in revenue and expenditures (allocated), that encompassed both fiscal year 
2009-10 and 2010-11, because the language from the state was not clear in defining how 
much was for each year.  STA was able to distribute $5.2 million by June 30, 2010, leaving a 
fund balance liability approximating $10.5 million at June 30, 2011, There are no 
expenditures for STA for this fiscal year, as they were essentially allocated (recorded) last 
year.  

 Sutter County LTF expenditures increased by $3.1 million partially due to the extra $2 
million added to the fund in June 2010 due to the Sutter County error of recording sales tax 
in the wrong Sutter County account for three years. The original Sutter County 
apportionment for FY 2010-11 was amended (increased) in October 2011 by $2.2 million. 
Sacramento County LTF expenditures increased by $2.1 million, Sacramento County LTF 
expenditures also increased by $2.1 million due to a February 2011 apportionment 
amendment increase, resulting from adding unapportioned fund balance from the June 30, 
2010, balance to be apportioned out in FY 2010-11. . Both the Yuba County and Yolo 
County LTF’s showed expenditure decreases.  

 PTMISEA expenses decreased by $3.2 million in 2011, as fewer reimbursement requests 
were submitted this year. Reimbursement requests are dependent on when the grantees incur 
approved costs for their various projects and submit them to SACOG. This activity 
fluctuates from year to year. 

 The SECAT program (TCRP state money) expenditures declined by $2.5 million as the fund 
was almost closed out.  

 Planning and Administration expenditures increased by $2.3 million over last year, This can 
fluctuate from year to year depending on the Overall Work program goals and the amount 
of consultant and pass-through costs that SACOG incurs in carrying out program activities. 
Community Design grantees had fewer reimbursement requests by $678,000 compared to 
last year.  

Fund Financial Statement Analysis 

 As noted earlier, SACOG uses fund accounting to ensure and demonstrate compliance with 
financial-related legal requirements. 



Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Management’s Discussion and Analysis (Continued) 
For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 

For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2011 A-12 

P L A N N I N G  A N D  A D M I N I S T R A T I O N  

 The Planning and Administration’s fund balance increased by $642,260 from last year.  The fund 
balance  would have increased by $987,395; however, it was reduced because of  the SACOG 
Managed Fund revenue and expenditures (which netted to $345,135 figure), causing the increase to 
be $642,260.  The SACOG Managed Fund balances and activity were combined into the Planning 
and Administration Fund, as a result of the implementation of GASB 54.  
    
 SACOG's operations are primarily reimbursement based due to its funding structure. 
Expenditures drive the offsetting revenues, which in most cases results in a net zero effect, 
depending on whether SACOG’s  annual primary source of local funds (TDA funds for planning 
and administration) is fully utilized, either as a match for our federal grants and/or used to 
overmatch project costs, if deemed necessary to meet the project deliverables. A deficit can occur 
when SACOG uses more than their annual stream of TDA funding, and dips into its cash reserves 
to cover operating costs.   

S A C O G  F I N A N C I N G  C O R P O R A T I O N  

 The SACOG Financing Corporation, a legally separate entity, was created to purchase the 
Meridian Plaza complex with a local developer.  During 2004-05, the Meridian Plaza complex was 
sold, resulting in a net gain to the Financing Corporation of $1.2 million for the initial investment of 
$2 million. Since then, the proceeds have been invested in the Sacramento County investment pool 
and have accumulated interest earnings, bringing the total cash and investments in the fund to 
$3,847,516. The only activity for the year was investment earnings of $19,669.   
 
 In 2006, the Board of Directors designated the amounts in the SACOG Financing Corporation 
for the potential funding of retiree health benefits, which are now being accounted for in the 
CalPERS Employer Retiree Benefit Trust (CERBT). At the time, the Board noted that its action was 
a policy only and, if at some future date it is determined there is a better use for these funds, the 
policy could be modified or reversed. In May 2010, the Board authorized the use of up to 
$1,042,000 of the funds to support the FY 2010-11 Planning and Administration Fund should that 
be necessary. In May 2011, the Board continued that authorization for use in FY 2011-12, should 
that be necessary. In accordance with the new GASB 54 fund balance reporting requirements, the 
$3,847,516 is now categorized as Assigned, with $2,805,516 for Post-Employment Benefits and 
$1,042,000 for the Planning and Administration Fund. 

S A C R A M E N T O  E M E R G E N C Y  C L E A N  A I R  A N D  
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  P R O G R A M  ( S E C A T )  

 SECAT is in the 11th year of operation as a separate special revenue fund.  The fund was 
originally advance-funded $66 million from the California Governor’s Traffic Congestion Relief 
Program (TCRP).  The goal of the program was to reduce nitrous oxide (NOx) emissions in the 
region. Financial activity included clearing out the Due to and from Other Governments amounts 
from June 30, 2010.  This involved the Planning and Administration Fund transferring $2.3 million 
back to the SECAT fund, and then the SECAT fund disbursed a similar amount back to Caltrans, 
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for accumulated interest, collected by the fund over the past six years. Any remaining liabilities will 
be liquidated in fiscal year 2011-12.  The remaining cash balance of $12,000, which resulted from the 
receipt of program refunds, will be returned to the State of California, as SACOG intends to close 
the fund out. In accordance with the new GASB 54 fund balance reporting requirements, the fund 
balance amount of $11,959 is now categorized as Restricted. 

P U B L I C  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  M O D E R N I Z A T I O N  
I M P R O V E M E N T  &  S E R V I C E  E N H A N C E M E N T  A C C O U N T  
( P T M I S E A )  

 The amount awarded to the PTMISEA program, now in its third year, was $800,000.  This was 
considerably less than last year, when SACOG received $15.3 million.  Payments to approved 
grantees amounted to $1.6 million in 2011 vs. $4.7 million in 2010. Ending cash balance at year-end 
is $14.2 million. 
 
 Payments out include disbursements for Capital Service Enhancements, Commuter Bus Fleet 
replacements, CNG Fueling Facility, Light rail Crossing Enhancements, vehicles for the Agriculture 
Worker Program, and more. More detail on this can be found in the Note O section of the Notes to 
Basic Financial Statements. The SACOG Board of Directors approves all projects that receive 
PTMISEA funds. In accordance with the new GASB 54 fund balance reporting requirements, the 
fund balance amount of $14,151,893 is now categorized as Restricted. 

S T A T E  T R A N S I T  A S S I S T A N C E  F U N D S  ( S T A )   

 The STA Special Revenue Fund’s cash balance dropped from $10.5 million to $1 million, as 
SACOG distributed approximately 90 percent of the funds to the various transit agencies and 
jurisdictions. The fund did not receive any other STA funds during year; however, more funds are 
expected from the state for fiscal year 2011-12.  In accordance with the new GASB 54 fund balance 
reporting requirements, the ending fund balance amount of $113,418 is now categorized as 
Restricted. This balance represents funds not yet allocated to the transit agencies or jurisdictions. 

L O C A L  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  F U N D S  ( L T F )  

 The four LTF special revenue funds are administered by SACOG on behalf of various county 
jurisdictions throughout the Sacramento region and used to fund various transportation-related 
activities as authorized by California law, under the Transportation Development Act. Actual sales 
tax receipts affect the revenue for these funds.  Sales tax receipts rebounded from the previous 
year’s decline. Sacramento County LTF sales tax revenues increased by $3.4 million (8.5 percent), 
Yolo County LTF increased by $750,000 (10.7 percent), Yuba County LTF increased by $126,000 
(12.3 percent), and Sutter County LTF increased by $138,000 (4.6 percent).  These sales tax increases 
will increase fund balance, as these funds wait to be apportioned out in a future year. 
  
 The combined assets of the four Local Transportation Funds declined by $1.9 million,  primarily 
from Sutter County. Last year it was discovered that $2 million of Sutter County sales tax revenues, 
from three prior fiscal years, had been inadvertently recorded in another fund at the County of 
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Sutter. The money was returned to the Sutter LTF fund in June 2010, thereby increasing the cash 
balance.  The additional funds were apportioned out in the current year and released through the 
normal claimant process 
 
Offsetting liabilities (future apportionment claims) also decreased by $4.3 million. This decrease is 
primarily because Sacramento County LTF had $4.3 million fewer reimbursement claims awaiting 
disbursement to the appropriate agencies. Certain agencies did a better job this year than last in 
submitting their reimbursement claims to the County by the end of year. Final liability balances were 
$1.7 million for Sacramento County LTF and $3.4 million for Yolo County LTF, totaling $5.1 
million. Liabilities are based on the final annual apportionments and can further fluctuate if 
jurisdictions do not file timely claims to receive their LTF monies. 
 
 Fund balance can increase when actual sales tax revenues exceed what the final apportioned 
amount is for the year. Both Sacramento and Sutter LTF had revised (increased) apportionments 
during the year, based on unapportioned fund balance from the June 30, 2010 audited numbers.  
Sacramento County LTF ending fund balance increased by $3.1 million to $13 million, Yolo County 
LTF fund balance increased by $1.3 million to $2.2 million, Yuba County LTF fund balance 
increased by $184,000 to $389,000, and the Sutter County LTF fund balance decreased by $2.3 
million to $574,000.  Last year SACOG discovered that $2,085,929 of Sutter County sales tax 
revenues, from three prior fiscal years, had been inadvertently recorded in another fund at the 
County of Sutter. The money was returned to the Sutter LTF fund in June 2010, thereby increasing 
cash and the fund balance significantly. The additional funds were then apportioned out this year 
and were released through the normal LTF claimants request process, thus causing the Sutter 
County LTF fund balance to decline dramatically compared to last year. The fund balances are now 
reflected as Restricted. 

C A P I T O L  V A L L E Y  R E G I O N A L  S E R V I C E  A U T H O R I T Y  F O R  
F R E E W A Y S  A N D  E X P R E S S W A Y S  ( S A F E )  

 The Capitol Valley Regional SAFE program fund balance increased by $334,739. Actual 
revenues compared to budgeted revenue decreased by $37,573. Actual costs ended up lower than 
budget by $376,544, primarily because certain costs related to the 511/STARNET Capital 
Improvement project and the 511/STARNET Operations program did not materialize as planned. 
As a result, the fund balance increased accordingly. In accordance with the new GASB 54 fund 
balance reporting requirements, the ending fund balance amount of $3,573,321 is now categorized as 
Restricted. This fund balance is also limited by SAFE Board action in 2008, whereby a minimum 
fund balance of $1,000,000 was established to cover unexpected operating costs and to save for 
unplanned capital improvements.  

G L E N N  C O U N T Y  S A F E  

 The Glenn County SAFE fund balance increased $10,850 over last year. The increase this year 
was very comparable to last year, as revenues were down by $1,047.  Approximately one half of the 
decrease was due to lower investment income; the remaining decrease resulted from slightly lower 
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vehicle registration fees. Expenses were lower by $1,702 than last year as less SAFE services were 
needed.  

Budget 

 Annually, the SACOG Board of Directors approves the budget in two phases.  One phase is the 
OWP budget, which is the plan for the transportation-related projects.  The OWP is funded largely 
by federal and state grants with matching funds from local sources.  The projects are comprised of 
functions related to the responsibilities of a Metropolitan Planning Organization and Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency and centered on transportation and land use planning and project 
delivery to fulfill those plans.  The OWP is available for public comment for a 30-day period during 
which the grantor agencies, both federal and state, various public organizations including member 
agencies, regional transit authorities, and the general public review the projects planned for the 
budget year and make comments.  During the public comment period, the Intermodal Planning 
Group, a group formed of Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), California Department of Transportation and other parties impacted by the 
OWP, will meet and discuss the OWP within the broader goals and guidelines of the region.  At the 
close of the public comment period, the SACOG Board of Directors adopts the OWP as it has been 
amended from the review period.  Final adoption of the OWP occurs in May or June of each year.  
After adoption by the Board of Directors, Caltrans, FHWA and FTA approve the OWP.  
Throughout the year, amendments to the OWP budget occur for grants that are received, a 
realignment of priorities for projects or other occurrences that require a budget adjustment, and 
increases or decreases in federal or state funding allocations. 
 
 The second phase of the budget process is the adoption of the operating budget for SACOG.  
This includes the administrative budget related to the OWP, office equipment expenditures, the 
Board of Directors and Advocacy, and other related functions not associated with the OWP.  This 
second phase is adopted no later than June for the following fiscal year. 
 
 SACOG’s Planning and Administration original budget  projected a deficit of $1.04 million for 
the year. The budget was later amended to a deficit estimate of $581,162.  The actual change in Fund 
Balance was an increase of $987,395, which was reduced to $642,260 after the inclusion of the 
SACOG Managed Fund revenue and expenditure activity of $345,145. 

Capital Assets 

 Total investment in capital assets at June 30, 2011, net of accumulated depreciation, was 
$769,096, a decrease of $513,630 from the prior year.  The primary reason for the decrease was 
depreciation expense.  Capital additions were $16,816 for the year.  Planning and Administration 
assets are primarily computers and other office equipment.  SAFE assets are fixed Call box capital 
costs. 
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Planning and 
Administration

Capitol Valley 
Regional SAFE

Glenn County 
SAFE

Total - 
Gorvernmental 

Activities

Equipment, Furniture, Phones, 
computers, and software 1,085,448$            $                           - - 1,085,448$         
SAFE Equipment 5,202,240              195,659         5,397,899           

   Less Accumulated Depreciation (1,005,062)            (4,534,342)             (174,847)        (5,714,251)         

Capital Assets, Net 80,386$                667,898$               20,812$         769,096$            

  
 Additional information regarding capital assets can be found in the Note E to the Basic 
Financial Statements. 

Economic Factors and Next Year’s Budget 

 SACOG is not immune to the unstable local, state, and national economic conditions. While 
many of the revenues SACOG receives are based on formula planning funds or discretionary grant 
awards, the requirement to match those funds with non-federal and/or non-state dollars can be a 
challenge. The primary source of those matching dollars is the ¼ cents sales tax collected within 
each county for transportation. As the housing market, unemployment, and retail business either 
remain flat or show a small improvement, local tax revenue is impacted. On a positive note for fiscal 
year 2010-11, SACOG did see an increase in the local sales tax for the six counties. 
 
 SACOG is fortunate to have benefitted from a fiscally-sound labor MOU that the Board 
approved five years ago, and continues to benefit from a strong relationship with the SACOG 
Employees Association (SEA), which has greatly supported SACOG’s cost reduction and 
containment strategies. SACOG’s future budget for fiscal 2011-12, includes no cost of living 
adjustment, which is expected to save $60,000 of salary and benefit savings, as well as savings 
resulting from an SEA agreement to absorb a greater share of retirement contribution costs. 
SACOG will also establish a new retirement tier in fiscal year 2011-12. 
 
 In the long term, we expect funding levels to increase as the economy improves. However, there 
is a possibility that Congress may change the overall funding level for transportation, collapse and 
reorganize funding programs, modify planning funding, and set performance criteria. Congress is 
currently working on a reauthorization bill. The number of discretionary grants which SACOG 
typically receives each year for various transportation and transit planning functions are also subject 
to change. SACOG has continued to attempt to position itself to adapt successfully to the 
developments through cost containment and operating efficiencies, a strong relationship with the 
SEA, and program and project excellence, which has helped SACOG compete well for grant 
revenues. 
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 The State of California is still having financial issues. A most recent Legislative Analyst Office 
(LAO) forecast is that the state will end 2011-12 with a $3 billion deficit, including the effects of the 
trigger cuts that could result from lower revenue forecast.  This has the trickle-down effect on local 
agencies as the state seeks to divert all available funds to shore up its own budget.  For SACOG, this 
can mean a downturn in federal and state funds passed through or from the state to SACOG for 
transportation planning work.  Federal funds flowing through the state are secure from the state 
budget annual challenges, are they are segregated from other state funding sources. However, the 
release of those funds to SACOG can be delayed if the state budget is not approved in a timely 
manner. Each year, SACOG monitors cash flow issues that could result from state budget delays. 
  
 The SACOG Board of Directors adopted a budget of $48,274,254 to fund the transportation 
planning projects in fiscal year 2011-12, of which a significant portion was for rollover grant funding 
or pass-through to other agencies.  The primary focus for next year is completion of the Rural-
Urban Connections Strategy, technical work for the expected approval of the MTP/SCS in April 
2012, and the certification of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the MTP/SCS. Continuing 
projects include the next phase implementation of the Connect Card and the Intelligent 
Transportation Systems’ STARNET project.  Not included in SACOG’s year-end fund balance are 
the amounts remaining in various grants and earmarks.  The remaining unused “grant balance” 
amounts will be used to fund future expenditures in fiscal year 2011-12. 
  
 SACOG and its component units remain fiscally stable, although it is projecting to use some 
reserve funds for its fiscal year 2011-12 operations. Management and the Board of Directors remain 
conservative in their financial policies and have not budgeted for revenues that are not quantified; 
expenditures are managed carefully and adjustments made as conditions require.  While much of the 
budget relies on funding from the federal and state governments, there continues to be a steady 
flow, albeit reduced, of money from those programs that fund transportation.  There is no 
expectation of increases in federal funding until the federal government passes the transportation 
funding legislation; current revenues are based on continuing resolutions. As additional funding is 
received, projects will be assessed to determine their priority within the SACOG Strategic Plan, 
planning goals for the year, and the availability of staff to work on the project. If funding is received 
that requires local matching funds, and no matching funds are available, management may decide to 
postpone the related project to a future year in order to be able to preserve the limited matching 
funds available. Despite the financial challenges, SACOG is committed to assisting our member 
agencies with their land use and transportation planning in order to create a more livable and 
transportation friendly region. 

Requests for Information 

 This financial report is designed to provide the reader with a general overview of SACOG’s 
finances and to demonstrate SACOG’s accountability for the resources it receives.  If you have 
questions about this report or need additional financial information, please contact the Finance 
Department, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 
95814. 
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Statement of Net Assets 
June 30 ,  2011  

 
 
 

Governmental 
Activities

ASSETS
Current assets:
  Cash and investments 44,653,815$          
  Receivables 16,885,340            
  Other assets 60,877                   
Non-current assets:
  Capital assets, net 769,096                 

Total assets 62,369,128            

LIABILITIES
Current liabilities:
  Payables 8,416,108              
  Long term liabilities - Due within one year 14,039                   
  Compensated absences - Due within one year 50,390                   
     Subtotal 8,480,537              

Non-current Liabilities
   Long term liabilities 101,736                 
   Compensated absences benefit 957,418                 
   Net other post employment liability 119,865                 
     Subtotal 1,179,019              

Total liabilities 9,659,556              

NET ASSETS
  Invested in capital assets 769,096                 
  Restricted for Transportation Claimants 34,088,672            
  Unrestricted 17,851,804            

Total net assets 52,709,572$          

 
 
 
 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 

 

  

Functions/Programs Expenses

Charges for 
Services

Operating Grants 
and 

Contributions

Primary Government:

Governmental Activities:   
Planning and administration 20,278,444$      581,041$             17,371,115$        (2,326,288)$          
Transportation claimants 51,508,069        -                           (51,508,069)          
Sacramento Emergency Clean Air
  and Transportation Program 1,313                 -                           -                          (1,313)                   
Community Design Grants 390,310             -                          (390,310)               
PTMISEA 1,579,144          800,000               (779,144)               
Capitol Valley Regional SAFE 2,293,278          2,081,247            (212,031)               
Glenn County SAFE 16,061               28,722                 12,661                   

Total Governmental Activities 76,066,619$      2,691,010$          18,171,115$        (55,204,494)          

 

 General revenues:

State shared revenue - sales and use tax 55,894,683            
Investment earnings 261,290                 
 In-kind Revenue 649,531                 
Other 346,387                 

Total general revenue 57,151,891            
Change in net assets 1,947,397              
Net assets - beginning 50,762,175            

 Net assets - ending 52,709,572$          

Net (Expense) 
Revenue and 

Changes in Net 
Assets

Program Revenues

 
 
 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Balance Sheet 
 

GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 
June 30 ,  2011  

 

Public
Transportation

Sacramento Modernization,
Emergency Improvement &

SACOG Clean Air and Service State
Planning and Financing Transportation Enhancement Transit

Administration Corporation Program Account Assistance
Assets

Cash and investments 9,837,471$            3,844,738$         12,503$                   14,215,650$              1,002,454$       
Accounts receivable - -                         -                               -                                -                       
Miscellaneous receivable 262,914                -                         -                               -                                -                       
Due from other funds 503                       -                         -                               - -
Due from other governments 7,113,181             -                         -                               -                                -
Interest receivable 7,459                    2,778                 -                               10,757                      629                  
Prepaid items 58,725                  -                         -                               -                                -                       

Total assets 17,280,253$          3,847,516$         12,503$                   14,226,407$              1,003,083$       

Liabilities and Fund Balances
Liabilities:

Accounts payable 1,840,089$            -$                        -$                              -                                -$                      
Accrued liabilities 148,038                -                         -                               -                                -                       
Due to other funds - - 503                          - -
Due to other governments 46,542                  -                         41                            74,514                      889,665           

Total liabilities 2,034,669             -                         544                          74,514                      889,665           

Fund Balances:
Nonspendable:

Prepaid Items 58,725                  -                         -                               -                                -                       
Restricted:

SECAT Program -                            -                         11,959                    -                                -                       
PTMISEA Funds -                            -                         -                               14,151,893                -                       
State Transit Assistance Funds -                            -                         -                               -                                113,418           
Local Transportation Funds - Sacramento County -                            -                         -                               -                                -                       
Local Transportation Funds - Yuba County -                            -                         -                               -                                -                       
Local Transportation Funds - Sutter County -                            -                         -                               -                                -                       
Local Transportation Funds - Yolo County -                            -                         -                               -                                -                       
Capitol Valley Regional SAFE -                            -                         -                               -                                -                       
Glenn County SAFE -                            -                         -                               -                                -                       

Committed:
Board & Advocacy 109,539                -                         -                               -                                -                       
Community Design Grantees 1,412,071             -                         -                               -                                -                       

Assigned:
Legal Defense 500,000                -                         -                               -                                -                       
Self Insurance 200,000                -                         -                               -                                -                       
Project Specific Carryover Funds 194,065                -                         -                               -                                -                       
GIS Recipients 62,397                  -                         -                               -                                -                       
Post Employment Benefits (OPEB) -                            2,805,516          -                               -                                -                       
Planning and Administration Fund -                            1,042,000          -                               -                                -                       

Unassigned:
Unasigned Fund Balance 12,708,787           -                         -                               - -

Total fund balances 15,245,584           3,847,516          11,959                    14,151,893                113,418           

Total liabilities and fund balances 17,280,253$          3,847,516$         12,503$                   14,226,407$              1,003,083$       

Special Revenue

 
 
 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Balance Sheet 
 

GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS 
June 30 ,  2011  

 

Capitol
Valley Glenn Total

Sacramento Yuba Sutter Yolo Regional County Governmental 
County County County County SAFE SAFE Funds

7,670,344$            184,817$      34,254$         4,238,790$    3,505,131$         107,663$          44,653,815$             
-                             -                    -                    -                   296,296             3,925               300,221                    
-                             -                    -                    -                   - - 262,914                    
- - - - - - 503                           

7,110,800              204,459        539,400         1,325,100     -                        - 16,292,940               
4,449                     412               -                    -                   2,699                 82                    29,265                      

-                             -                    -                    -                   2,152                 -                       60,877                      

14,785,593$          389,688$      573,654$       5,563,890$    3,806,278$         111,670$          61,600,535$             

-$                           -$                  -$                  -$                  232,957$            6,974$              2,080,020$               
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       148,038                    
- - - - - - 503                           

1,768,131              - 3,409,157     -                        -                       6,188,050                 

1,768,131              -                    -                    3,409,157     232,957             6,974               8,416,611                 

-                             -                    -                    -                   2,152                 -                       60,877                      

-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       11,959                      
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       14,151,893               
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       113,418                    

13,017,462            -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       13,017,462               
-                             389,688        -                    -                   -                        -                       389,688                    
-                             -                    573,654         -                   -                        -                       573,654                    
-                             -                    -                    2,154,733     -                        -                       2,154,733                 
-                             -                    -                    -                   3,571,169          -                       3,571,169                 
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        104,696           104,696                    

-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       109,539                    
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       1,412,071                 

-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       500,000                    
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       200,000                    
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       194,065                    
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       62,397                      
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       2,805,516                 
-                             -                    -                    -                   -                        -                       1,042,000                 

- - - - - - 12,708,787               

13,017,462            389,688        573,654         2,154,733     3,573,321          104,696           53,183,924               

14,785,593$          389,688$      573,654$       5,563,890$    3,806,278$         111,670$          61,600,535$             

RECONCILIATION OF THE BALANCE SHEET - GOVERNMENTAL FUNDS
    TO THE STATEMENT OF NET ASSETS:

Fund balances - total governmental funds 53,183,924$             

Amounts reported for governmental activities in the statement of net assets are different because:
Net OPEB Obligation for FY 2010-11 (119,865)
 Long term liability, not due and payble in the current period, therefore, not reported in the funds. (115,775)

769,096                    
(1,007,808)               

Net assets of governmental activities 52,709,572$             

Compensated absences not due and payable in the current period, and not reported in the funds.

Capital assets used in government activities are not financial resources, and are not reported in the 
funds.

Local Transportation Funds

Special Revenue

 
The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes 
In Fund Balances – Governmental Funds 

For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  
 

Public
Transportation

Sacramento Modernization,
Emergency Improvement &

SACOG Clean Air and Service State
Planning and Financing Transportation Enhancement Transit
Administration Corporation Program Account Assistance

Revenues:
Sales and use taxes -$                           -$                         -$                        800,000$                 
Vehicle registration fees and traffic fines -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Intergovernmental:

Federal 13,637,674           -                          -                         -                              -                        
State  3,088,223             -                          -                        
Local 645,220                -                          -                         -                              -                        

Charges for services 296,771                -                          -                         -                              -                        
Member assessments 284,270                -                          -                         -                              -                        
Investment earnings 56,532 19,669                80                      77,510                     22,560              
In-kind 649,531                -                          -                         -                              -                        
Other 288,978                -                          13,192              -                              -                        

Total revenues 18,947,199           19,669                13,272              877,510                   22,560              
Expenditures:

Current:
Transportation Claimaints

City of Elk Grove -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Citrus Heights -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Davis -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Folsom -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Galt -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Isleton -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Live Oak -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Sacramento -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of West Sacramento -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Rancho Cordova -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Wheatland -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Winters -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Woodland -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
City of Yuba City -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
County of Sacramento -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
County of Sutter -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
County of Yolo -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
County of Yuba -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Sacramento Regional Transit District -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Paratransit, Inc -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        

SAFE services -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Freeway service patrol -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Equipment and maintenance -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Insurance and DMV fees -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        
Planning and administration 20,022,388           -                          -                         -                              -                        

-                              -                            -                          1,579,144                 -                          
Community Design Grants 390,310                -                          -                         -                              -                        
SECAT grants -                            -                          1,313                -                              -                        

Capital outlay 16,816                  -                          -                         -                              -                        
Total expenditures 20,429,514           -                          1,313                1,579,144                 -                        

Excess (deficiency) of revenues 
over (under) expenditures (1,482,315)            19,669                11,959              (701,634)                 22,560              

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in 2,124,575             -                          -                         -                              -                        
Transfers out -                            -                          -                         -                              -                        

Total other financing sources (uses) 2,124,575             -                          -                         -                              -                        
     Net change in fund balances 642,260                19,669                11,959              (701,634)                 22,560              

Fund balances - beginning (as restated) 14,603,324           3,827,847           -                         14,853,527               90,858              
Fund balances - ending 15,245,584$          3,847,516$          11,959$             14,151,893$             113,418$           

Public Transportation Modernization Improvement & 
Service Enhancement 

Special Revenue

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  
 

Capitol
Valley Glenn Total 

Sacramento Yuba Sutter Yolo Regional County Governmental
County County County County SAFE SAFE Funds

43,846,700$        1,149,234$          3,145,189$        7,753,560$            -$                              -$                                  56,694,683$           
-                           -                          -                        -                            2,081,247                 28,722                         2,109,969              

-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   13,637,674            
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   3,088,223              
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   645,220                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   296,771                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   284,270                 

36,145                 3,322                   5,246                 24,087                  15,621                      518                              261,290                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   649,531                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            44,217                      -                                   346,387                 

43,882,845          1,152,556            3,150,435          7,777,647             2,141,085                 29,240                         78,014,018            

3,855,576            -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   3,855,576              
2,387,142            -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   2,387,142              

-                           -                          -                        2,054,718             -                               -                                   2,054,718              
1,936,048            -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   1,936,048              

657,899               -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   657,899                 
22,299                 -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   22,299                   

-                           -                          464,676             -                            -                               -                                   464,676                 
270,420               -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   270,420                 

-                          -                        1,487,468             -                               -                                   1,487,468              
34,747                 -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   34,747                   

-                           45,266                 -                        -                            -                               -                                   45,266                   
-                           -                          -                        219,278                -                               -                                   219,278                 
-                           -                          -                        1,755,475             -                               -                                   1,755,475              
-                           -                          2,787,330          -                               -                                   2,787,330              

1,051,691            -                          -                               -                                   1,051,691              
-                           -                          1,232,138          -                               -                                   1,232,138              
-                           -                          -                        735,302                -                               -                                   735,302                 
-                           374,072               -                        -                            -                               -                                   374,072                 

27,382,646          -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   27,382,646            
-                           510,898               753,802             -                            -                               -                                   1,264,700              

1,489,178            -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   1,489,178              
-                           -                          -                        -                            368,818                    15,335                         384,153                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            834,494                    834,494                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            450,983                    -                                   450,983                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            21,116                      139                              21,255                   
-                           -                          -                        -                            130,935                    2,916                           20,156,239            

-                           -                          -                         -                              -                                 -                                    1,579,144                
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   390,310                 
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   1,313                     
-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               16,816                   

39,087,646          930,236               5,237,946          6,252,241             1,806,346                 18,390                         75,342,776            

4,795,199            222,320               (2,087,511)         1,525,406             334,739                    10,850                         2,671,242              

-                           -                          -                        -                            -                               -                                   2,124,575              
(1,612,354)           (38,358)               (216,054)            (257,809)               -                               -                                   (2,124,575)             

(1,612,354)           (38,358)               (216,054)            (257,809)               -                               -                                   -                             
3,182,845            183,962               (2,303,565)         1,267,597             334,739                    10,850                         2,671,242              
9,834,617            205,726               2,877,219          887,136                3,238,582                 93,846                         50,512,682            

13,017,462$        389,688$             573,654$           2,154,733$            3,573,321$                104,696$                      53,183,924$           

Local Transportation Funds

Special Revenue

 The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Reconciliation of the Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, 
and Changes in Fund Balances of Governmental Funds to 

the Statement of Activities 
For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 
 
 

Net change in fund balances - total governmental funds (page A-23) 2,671,242$       

Amounts reported for governmental activities in the statement of activities are different 
because:

Governmental funds report capital outlays as expenditures. However, in the 
statement of activities the cost of those assets is allocated over their estimated 
useful lives and reported as depreciation expense. 

Capital outlay for Planning and Adminstrative Fund 16,816              
Depreciation expense for Planning & Administrative Fund, Capitol Valley SAFE  and 
Glenn SAFE

(530,445)           

Net Other Post Employment Benefit Obligation (119,865)           

Some expenses reported in the statement of activities do not require the use of 
current financial resources and, therefore, are not reported as expenditures in 
governmental funds.

Long Term Debt 14,038              
Compensated absences for Planning & Adminstrative Fund (104,389)           

Change in net assets of governmental activities (page A-19) 1,947,397$       

 
 
 

The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and  
Changes in Fund Balances 

 

B U D G E T  A N D  A C T U A L  –  
P L A N N I N G  A N D  A D M I N I S T R A T I O N   

Fo r  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 

Variance with

Original Final  Actual Amounts

Final Budget 
Positive 

(Negative)

Revenues:

Intergovernmental:

Federal 28,997,471$       38,467,267$        13,637,674$          (24,829,593)$        

State  5,113,781           14,083,264          3,088,223              (10,995,041)          

Local 926,575              1,012,523            645,220                 (367,303)               

Charges for services 209,380              677,402               296,771                 (380,631)               

Member assessments 284,270              284,270               284,270                 -                            

Investment earnings 64,000                64,000                 56,532                   (7,468)                   

In-kind 1,074,957           1,317,910            649,531                 (668,379)               

Other 329,247               288,978                 (40,269)                 

Total revenues 36,670,434         56,235,883          18,947,199            (37,288,684)          

Expenditures:

Current:

Planning and administration 39,304,887         58,803,311          20,022,388            38,780,923           

Community Design Grantees 390,310                 (390,310)               

Capital outlay 100,000              80,000                 16,816                   63,184                  

Total expenditures 39,404,887         58,883,311          20,429,514            38,453,797           

Deficiency of revenues
 under expenditures (2,734,453)         (2,647,428)           (1,482,315)             1,165,113             

Other Financing Sources:
Transfers in 1,692,625           2,066,266            2,124,575              58,309                  

Total Other Financing Uses 1,692,625$         2,066,266$          2,124,575$            58,309$                

Change in fund balances (1,041,828)$        (581,162)$            642,260                 1,223,422$           

Fund balance - beginning (as restated) 14,603,324            

Fund balance - ending 15,245,584$          

Budgeted Amounts

 
The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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B U D G E T  A N D  A C T U A L  –  
C A P I T O L  V A L L E Y  R E G I O N A L  S A F E  S P E C I A L  R E V E N U E  F U N D  

For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 

Actual Variance with

Original Final Amounts

Final Budget 
Postive 

(Negative)

Revenues:
Vehicle registration fees 2,095,158$    2,095,158$    2,081,247$  (13,911)$         
Investment earnings 60,000           60,000           15,621         (44,379)           
Other 23,500           23,500           44,217         20,717            

Total revenues 2,178,658      2,178,658      2,141,085    (37,573)           

Expenditures:
Current:
SAFE services 660,707         660,707         368,818       291,889          
Freeway Service Patrol 895,785         901,272         834,494       66,778            
Equipment and maintenance 469,373         469,373         450,983       18,390            
Insurance and DMV fees 19,401           19,401           21,116         (1,715)             
Planning and administration 132,137         132,137         130,935       1,202              

Total expenditures 2,177,403      2,182,890      1,806,346    376,544          

Excess of  revenues over expenditures 1,255$           (4,232)$          334,739       338,971$        

Fund balance - beginning 3,238,582    

Fund balance - ending 3,573,321$  

Budgeted Amounts

 
The notes to the financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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NOTE A — Summary of Significant Accounting Policies 

I .  R E P O R T I N G  E N T I T Y  

 In January 1965, the Sacramento Regional Area Planning Commission (SRAPC) was organized 
under the State Planning Law to provide a forum for elected officials to address multi-county 
problems, issues, and needs. In January 1981, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) succeeded SRAPC under a new Joint Powers Agreement pursuant to Section 6500 of the 
California Government Code. 
 
 SACOG is an association of local governments formed by 6 counties and 22 cities. SACOG’s 
member governments are the counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba, 
and the cities of Auburn, Citrus Heights, Colfax, Davis, Elk Grove, Folsom, Galt, Isleton, Lincoln, 
Live Oak, Loomis, Marysville, Placerville, Rocklin, Rancho Cordova, Roseville, Sacramento, West 
Sacramento, Wheatland, Winters, Woodland, and Yuba City. 
 
 SACOG is governed by a 31-member Board of Directors composed of elected officials 
representing the member governments. The Board of Directors maintains budgetary controls over 
SACOG’s accounts. 
 
SACOG’s various designations and certifications include: 
 
Designations as: 
 Regional Transportation Planning Agency for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties 

by the California State Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing Agency. 

 Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) by the Governor and the U.S. Department of 
Transportation for the Sacramento, Yuba City, and Davis Urbanized Areas. 

 Metropolitan Planning Organization in the Sacramento Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) 
by the California State Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing Agency. 

 Airport Land Use Commission for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties. 

 Service Authority for Freeway and Expressways for Sacramento, San Joaquin, Yolo, Yuba, 
Sutter, and El Dorado counties. 

 Area Wide Clearinghouse for the counties of Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba and the 
cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville by the State of California Procedures of 
Intergovernmental Review of Federal Financial Assistance and Direct Development 
Activities. 

 Designated recipient for the Sacramento large urbanized area for FTA Section 5316 Job 
Access Reverse Commute (JARC) and FTA Section 5317 New Freedom Programs. 
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NOTE A, Continued 

 Joint Certification as: 
 Sacramento Area Metropolitan Planning Process by the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 

 The governmental reporting entity consists of SACOG and its component units.  Component 
units are legally separate organization for which the Board is financially responsible or other 
organizations whose nature and significant relationship with SACOG are such that exclusion would 
cause SACOG’s financial statements to be misleading or incomplete.  Financial accountability is 
defined as the appointment of a voting majority of the component unit’s board, and (1) either 
SACOG’s ability to impose its will on the organization or (ii) the potential for the organization to 
provide a financial benefit to or impose a financial burden on SACOG. 
 
Blended Component Units: 
 The Sacramento Area Council of Governments Financing Corporation (Corporation) was 
established on April 9, 2002 and is governed by SACOG’s Board of Directors Government 
Relations and Public Affairs Committee. Although it is legally separate from SACOG, the 
Corporation is reported as if it were part of the primary government because its sole purpose was to 
purchase, own, lease, encumber and dispose of all or any interest in certain real property located at 
14th and L Streets and 15th and K Streets in Sacramento, California.  After the property was sold, it 
was legally determined that the Corporation should continue to exist in order to manage the 
proceeds from the sale of the property, until another use is determined. 
  
 The Sacramento Area Council of Governments Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies, also 
known as the Capitol Valley Regional Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways (Capitol 
Valley SAFE), is a legally constituted public entity created and established pursuant to the provisions 
of Chapter 14 of Division 3 of the Street and Highways Code of the State of California (the 
“Freeway Act”) to serve as the service authority for freeway emergencies in the counties of El 
Dorado, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba. Under the Freeway Act, Capitol Valley 
SAFE is authorized to impose a fee on vehicles registered in the six counties for the 
implementation, maintenance and operation of the motorist aid system of call boxes. Capitol Valley 
SAFE is administered by a governing board consisting of members of SACOG’s Board of Directors 
plus one member representing San Joaquin County and one member representing the cities of San 
Joaquin County. SACOG provides administrative services for Capitol Valley SAFE.  Capitol Valley 
SAFE is included in SACOG’s reporting entity because of the significance of its financial or 
operational relationship and its mutual governing board.  
 
 The financial statements of SACOG have been prepared in conformity with accounting 
principles generally accepted in the United States of America as applied to governmental units.  The 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) is the accepted standard-setting body for 
establishing governmental accounting and financial reporting principles. The following is a summary 
of significant policies:  
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NOTE A, Continued 

I I .  G O V E R N M E N T - W I D E  F I N A N C I A L  S T A T E M E N T S  

 The statement of net assets and statement of activities report information on all of the activities 
of SACOG.  SACOG is only engaged in governmental activities, which are normally supported by 
taxes and intergovernmental revenues.   
 
 The statement of activities presents a comparison between direct expenses and program 
revenues for each function of SACOG’s governmental activities.  Direct expenses are those that are 
specifically associated with a program or function and, therefore, are clearly identifiable to a specific 
function.  Program revenues include (i) charges paid by the recipients of the goods or services 
offered by the programs and (ii) grants and contributions that are restricted for meeting the 
operational requirements of  
 
 SACOG’s activities:  Sales and use taxes, investment earnings and other revenues not properly 
included among program revenues are reported instead as general revenues. 

I I I .  M E A S U R E M E N T  F O C U S ,  B A S I S  O F  A C C O U N T I N G  A N D   
  F I N A N C I A L  S T A T E M E N T  P R E S E N T A T I O N  

 The government-wide financial statements are reported using the economic resources measurement 
focus and the accrual basis of accounting.  Revenues are recorded when earned and expenses are recorded 
when a liability is incurred, regardless of the timing of the related cash flows.  Grants and similar 
items are recognized as revenue as soon as all eligibility requirements imposed by the provider have 
been met. 
 
 Governmental fund financial statements are reported using the current financial resources measurement 
focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting.   Revenues are recognized as soon as they are both 
measurable and available.  Revenues are considered to be available if they are collectible within the 
current period or soon enough thereafter to pay liabilities of the current period.  For this purpose, 
SACOG considers revenues to be available if they are collected within six months from the end of 
the current fiscal period.  SACOG uses a six-month availability period because of the 
reimbursement timeline associated with most of its funding sources.  Revenues considered 
susceptible to accrual primarily include sales tax revenues, federal, state and local funds, as well as 
investment earnings. Expenditures generally are recorded when a liability is incurred, as under 
accrual accounting.  However, expenditures related to compensated absences, are recorded only 
when payment is due. 
 
 Major sources of revenue are federal, state and local planning grants and sales tax revenues. 
Grant revenue is recognized as soon as all eligibility requirements imposed by the provider have 
been met. When such funds are received in advance, they are recorded as deferred revenue until 
SACOG has satisfied the grantor’s eligibility requirements.  Such funding is subject to review by the 
funding agency and may result in disallowance in subsequent periods.  Sales taxes collected and held 
by the state at year-end on behalf of SACOG are recognized as revenue. 
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NOTE A, Continued 

SACOG Reports the Following General Fund: 
 
Planning and Administration Fund  
 Used to account for SACOG’s transportation planning and administration activities funded 
from various federal, state and local sources. 
 
SACOG Reports the Following Major Special Revenue Funds: 
 
SACOG Financing Corporation Fund  
 Used to account for the proceeds received from the sale of the Meridian Plaza building and for 
annual interest earned on the funds.  
 
Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transportation Program Fund  (SECAT) 

Accounts for the revenues and expenditures associated with SACOG’s administration of the  
Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), funded by the State of California.   
 
Public Transportation, Modernization, Improvement & Service Enhancement Account        
 Used to account for restricted funds from Public Transportation, Improvement & Service 
Enhancement Account (PTMISEA) Regional Funds.  SACOG is the grant recipient for these funds 
and will pass the funding to transit agencies for approved transit projects.  SACOG Board approval 
is required for the subrecipient funding Agreements. 
 
State Transit Assistance Fund   
 Created pursuant to the Transportation Development Act (TDA) to account for the allocations 
received from the State restricted for transportation planning and mass transportation purposes.  
Funds are derived from the statewide sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel. 
 
Local Transportation Funds   
 Created pursuant to the TDA to account for the proceeds received from the State Board of 
Equalization of the ¼ cent of the State’s 7-1/2 percent retail sales tax collected within the following 
counties. These restricted funds are administered by SACOG on behalf of each County and used to 
fund various transportation related activities as authorized by California Law, under the 
Transportation Development Act. 

 Sacramento County 
 Yuba County  
 Sutter County  
 Yolo County 

 
Capitol Valley Regional SAFE Fund   
 Used to account for SACOG’s administrative activities for implementing, operating and 
maintaining the motorist aid system of call boxes and 511 operations within the counties of El 
Dorado, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba.  Revenues are derived from the vehicle  
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NOTE A, Continued 

registration fee imposed pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 14 of Division 3 of the Streets and 
Highways Code. 
 
Glenn County SAFE Fund   
 Used to account for activities in accordance with the contract with the County of Glenn for 
implementing, operating and maintaining the motorist aid system of call boxes within the County of 
Glenn pursuant to Street and Highways Code section 2553. Revenues are derived from the vehicle 
registration fee imposed pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 14 of Division 3 of the Streets and 
Highways Code. 

I V .  A S S E T S ,  L I A B I L I T I E S  A N D  N E T  A S S E T S  O R  F U N D  
B A L A N C E  

Investments 
 Investments are recorded at fair value, which is the quoted market price. 
 
Accounts Receivable/Payable 
 These amounts represent receivables/payables with other agencies, vendors, employees and 
other miscellaneous transactions due at June 30, 2011. 
 
Due from/to Other Funds 
 These represent the current portion of inter-fund loans due at June 30, 2011. 
 
Due from/to Other Governments 
 These amounts represent receivables/payables with other federal, state and local governments. 
 

Interest Receivable 
 Investment income available but not yet received at June 30, 2011.  
 
Prepaid Items 
 Payments for services that will benefit periods beyond June 30, 2011, are recorded as prepaid 
items.  
 
Capital Assets (including Intangible Assets) 
 Capital and intangible assets are recorded at historical cost or at estimated historical cost if actual 
historical cost is not available.  Donated capital assets are valued at their estimated fair market value 
on the Sacramento Area Council of Governments date of donation.  Capital and intangible assets are 
defined by SACOG, as assets with an initial, individual cost of more than $5,000 and an estimated 
useful life in excess of two years.  Capital and intangible assets used in operations are 
depreciated/amortized using the straight-line method over their estimated useful lives in the 
government-wide statements of net assets.  The estimated useful lives for furniture and equipment 
are 3 to 15 years.  
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NOTE A, Continued 
 
Compensated Absences 
 It is SACOG’s policy to permit employees to accumulate earned but unused paid time off (PTO) 
leave benefits.  Employees are entitled to PTO depending on the length of service and other factors.  
SACOG has recognized a liability in the government-wide financial statements for unused PTO 
leave in which employees have a vested right and which is attributable to employee services already 
performed.  A current liability for this amount is reported in the governmental funds only if the 
PTO has matured, for example, as a result of employee resignations and retirements.  The Planning 
and Administration Special Revenue Fund is used to liquidate the compensated absences liability. 
 
Interfund Transfers 
 Interfund transfers typically report the amounts provided to SACOG for planning and 
administrative services performed by the four Local Transportation Funds.   
 
Use of Estimates 
 The preparation of financial statements in conformity with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States of America required management to make estimates and assumptions 
that affect certain reported amounts and disclosures.  Accordingly, actual results could differ from 
those estimates. 
 
Fund Balance Policy 
 The Fund Balance Policy establishes the procedures for reporting fund balance in SACOG’s 
financial statements for its various government funds.  Certain commitments and assignments of 
fund balance will help ensure that there are adequate financial resources to protect the agency 
against unforeseen circumstances and events such as revenue shortfalls and unanticipated 
expenditures.  The policy also authorizes and directs management to prepare financial reports which 
accurately categorize fund balance as per Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 
Statement No. 54, Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions. 
 
 The general policies applicable to all SACOG funds are as follows: 
 

1. Maintaining adequate fund balance reserves is an essential part of sound financial 
management.  SACOG realizes the importance of reserves in providing reliable service to its 
members, financing its operations, and funding emergencies should the need arise. 

2. For committed fund balances, the highest level of decision-making authority is the Board of 
Directors; a Board resolution or motion is required to formally establish, modify, or rescind 
a fund balance commitment. 
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NOTE A, Continued 

3. The Board delegates to the Chief Executive Officer and/or the Chief Operations Officer 
authority to assign, change, and manage unassigned fund balance transactions going in and 
out of the funds where SACOG’s intent is for those amounts to be used for specific 
purposes.  This delegation of authority is for the sole purpose of reporting these amounts in 
the annual financial statements.   

4. It is the policy of SACOG that when an expenditure is incurred, and both restricted and 
unrestricted fund balance is available for the expenditure, that the expenditure reduces the 
restricted balance first and the unrestricted balance second. 

5. It is the policy of SACOG that when an expenditure is incurred, and committed, assigned, or 
unassigned fund balance is available for the expenditure, that the expenditure reduces the 
committed balance first, the assigned fund balance second, and the unassigned fund balance 
last.   

6. SACOG’s Fund Balance Policy will be reviewed as a part of the annual budget process.   
 
Fund Balance 
 Nonspendable  – This category represents amounts that cannot be spent because they are either (a) 
not in a spendable form, such as prepaid items, inventories of supplies, or loans receivable; or (b) 
legally or contractually required to be maintained intact, such as the principal portion of endowment.  
This category was traditionally reported as a “reserved” fund balance under the old standard.  
 
 Restricted Fund Balance  – This category represents external restrictions imposed by creditors, 
grantors, contributors, or laws or regulations of other governments and restrictions imposed by law 
through constitutional provisions or enabling legislation.    
 
 Committed – This category represents amounts that can only be used for specific purposes 
pursuant to constraints imposed by formal action of the government’s highest level of decision-
making authority and remain binding unless removed in the same manner.  This category was 
traditionally reported as “designated” fund balance under the old standard. 
 
 Board and Advocacy – represents a portion of fund balance segregated for that portion of 

discretionary revenue available to support activities of the Board of Directors. 
 Community Design Grantees – represents a portion of the SACOG Managed Fund balance 

segregated for grantee commitments that are contracted for, but services have not yet been 
acted on by the grantee.  

 
 Assigned – This category represents amounts that are constrained by the government’s intent to 
be used for specific purposes, but that are neither restricted nor committed.  Such intent need to be 
established at either the highest level of decision making or by an official designated for that 
purpose.  This category was traditionally reported as a “designated” fund balance under the previous 
standard. 
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NOTE A, Continued 
 
 Unassigned Fund Balance – This category includes amounts that do not fall into one of the above 
four categories.  The general fund is the only fund that should report this category of fund balance.  
This category was traditionally reported as an “undesignated” fund balance under the old standard.  
These funds are the amounts in the Planning and Administration Fund not classified as 
nonspendable, restricted, committed, or assigned. 
 

The unassigned fund balance also includes funds previously reported in the SACOG Managed 
Fund. The SACOG Managed Fund has been used to accumulate funds from local agencies for 
reimbursement of projects originally expected to have been completed with local funds, but were 
instead funded with available Federal Funds.  Through these reimbursement arrangements, SACOG 
has been able to accumulate flexible local funds, without the burden of state and federal restrictions 
and processes. The SACOG Managed Fund has been used to provide financing and cash flow to 
benefit local agency projects.  Historically, the Fund has been treated as a separate special revenue 
fund and was consolidated with the Planning and Administration Fund in accordance with GASB 
54. 
 
Current Year Restatements 
 
This is restatement of the SACOG Planning and Administration Fund due to the new reporting 
requirement of GASB 54.  
 

Planning & 
Administrative 

Fund 
 
Beginning Fund balance, as of June 30, 2010, as 
previously reported   $ 3,473,395  
 
Consolidated SACOG Managed Fund into the Planning 
and Administration Fund in accordance with GASB 54 

   
11,129,929  

Beginning Fund Balance,  as of July 1, 2010, as 
restated    $14,603,324  
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NOTE A, Continued 
 
New Accounting Pronouncements Adopted in Current Year 

Statement No. 54, Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions, was issued in 
February 2009.  This Statement establishes fund balance classifications that comprise a hierarchy 
based primarily on the extent to which a government is bound to observe constraints imposed upon 
the use of the resources reported in governmental funds.  GASB Statement No. 54 improves the 
financial reporting by providing fund balance categories and classifications that will be more easily 
understood.  The reserve component of fund balance will be eliminated and replaced with a 
restricted classification to enhance the consistency between information reported in the 
government-wide and the governmental fund financial statements to avoid confusion about the 
relationship between reserved fund balance and restricted net assets.  The fund balance disclosures 
will give users information necessary to understand the processes under which constraints are 
imposed upon the use of resources and how those constraints may be modified or eliminated.   

 
In June 2010, the GASB issued Statement No. 59, Financial Instruments Omnibus.  The objective of 

this Statement is to update and improve existing standards regarding financial reporting and 
disclosure requirements of certain financial instruments and external investment pools for which 
significant issues have been identified in practice.   

NOTE B — Budgetary Information 

The Board adopts an annual budget for the SACOG Planning and Administration and Capitol 
Valley SAFE Special Revenue funds based on anticipated projects at the beginning of the year.  

 
 SACOG reports its primary activities through the Planning and Administrative General Fund.  
The budget is approved in two phases. One phase is the Overall Work Program (OWP) budget 
which is the plan for transportation related projects which is a major portion of the Planning and 
Administration fund budget, is approved by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) after adoption 
by the Board of Directors.  The second phase of the budget process is the adoption of the operating 
budget. This includes the OWP, Board of Directors and Advocacy, capital assets, and can include 
other related functions not associated with the OWP. 
 
 The Annual budgets are adopted on a basis consistent with generally accepted accounting 
principles and are presented on the modified accrual basis of accounting. Within the Overall Work 
Program budget the level of budgetary control is at the element level. Board approval is needed if 
costs are expected to exceed the element total, or if new projects are added to the element. 
 
 No annual adopted budget is prepared for the remaining special revenue funds as they are 
special purpose funds whose ending fund balance at June 30 becomes the amount available for the 
next fiscal year. 
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NOTE B, Continued 

 Because of SACOG’s dependency on federal, state, and local budgetary decisions, revenue 
estimates are based upon the best available information as to potential sources of funding. 
SACOG’s annual budget differs from that of a local government in two respects:  1) the uncertain 
nature of grant awards from other entities, and 2) conversion of grant budgets to a fiscal year basis. 

NOTE C — Cash and Investments 

A U T H O R I Z E D  I N V E S T M E N T S  

 The table below identifies the investments types that are authorized by the California 
Government Code Section 53601, which constitutes SACOG’s investment policy, for funds held 
with the Sacramento County Pooled Investment Fund. The following articles, in order of 
supremacy, govern the Pooled Investment Fund 

1. California Government Code 

2. Annual Investment Policy of the Pooled Investment Fund 

3. Current Investment Guidelines 

 

Authorized Investment Type 
Maximum 
Maturities 

Maximum 
Concentrations 

Maximum 
Investment in 

One Issuer 
Minimum 

Rating 

U.S. Treasury Notes and Agency 
Obligations 

5 years 100% -- None 

Bonds Issued by Local Agencies 5 years 80% -- None 

Registered State Warrants and Municipal 
Notes 

5 years 80% -- None 

Bankers’ Acceptances 180 days 40% 10% None 

Commercial Paper 270 days 40% 10% A1/P1 

Negotiable Certificates of Deposit 180 days 30% 10% A 

CRA  Bank Deposits/Certificates of 
Deposit 

1 Year 20% -- AA 

Repurchase Agreements 1 year 30% 10% None 

Reverse Repurchase Agreements 92 days 20% 10% None 

Medium Term Corporate Notes 180 days 30% 10% None 

Shares of Money Market Mutual fund SEC regs 20% 10% None 

Collaterized Mortgage Obligations 180 days 20% 10% None 

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) --- Per state limit 10% None 
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NOTE C, Continued 
 
 The ultimate maximum maturity of any investment shall be five (5) years. The dollar-weighted 
average maturity of all securities shall be equal to or less than three (3) years. 
 
 No more than 80 percent of the portfolio may be invested in issues other than United States 
Treasuries and Government Agencies.  No more than 10 percent of the portfolio, except Treasuries 
and Agencies, may be invested in securities of a single issuer including its related entities. 

I N T E R E S T  R A T E  R I S K  

 Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair 
value of an investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, the greater the 
sensitivity of its fair value to changes in market interest rates.  SACOG manages its exposure to 
interest rate risk by investing a significant portion of its investments in investment pools not subject 
to such risk and by purchasing investments with maturity dates evenly distributed over time.  
SACOG’s investments and maturities are as follows:  
 

 Maturity
 No

Maturity 
0-5

Years 
Fair

Values 
Balance at 

June 30, 2011 

Petty cash $         300 $          -- $            300 

Deposits in banks 32,928 -- 32,928 

County of Sacramento investment pool -- 40,162,726 40,162,726 

County of Yuba investment pool -- 184,817 184,817 

County of Sutter investment pool -- 34,254 34,254 

County of Yolo investment pool    -- 4,238,790 4,238,790 

    Total cash and investments $    33,228   $  44,620,587 $  44,653,815 

C R E D I T  R I S K  

 Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the 
holder of the investment. This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized 
statistical rating organization.  SACOG’s investments in the County of Sacramento, County of 
Sutter, County of Yolo and County of Yuba’s investment pools are not rated.  

C U S T O D I A L  C R E D I T  R I S K  

Custodial credit risk for deposits is the risk that, in the event of the failure of a depository 
financial institution, a government will not be able to recover its deposits or will not be able to  
recover  collateral  securities  that  are  in  the  possession  of  an  outside party.  The custodial credit 
risk for investments is the risk that, in the event of the failure of the counterparty to a transaction, a  
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NOTE C, Continued 
 

government will not be able to recover the value of its investment or collateral securities that are in 
the possession of another party.  
 

SACOG has no exposure to custodial credit risk because it primarily invests in external 
investment pools. The California Government Code does not contain legal or policy requirements 
that would limit the exposure to custodial credit risk for deposits or investments, other than the  
following provision for deposits:  The California Government Code requires that a financial 
institution secure deposits made by state or local governmental units by pledging securities in an 
undivided collateral pool held by a depository regulated under state law.  The market value of the 
pledged securities in the collateral pool must equal at least 110 percent of the total amount deposited 
by the public agencies.  At year-end the carrying amount of SACOG’s cash deposits was $6,934 
which was fully insured and collateralized.  

C O N C E N T R A T I O N  O F  C R E D I T  R I S K  

 SACOG is not exposed to this risk as a majority of its investments are in external investment 
pools which are not limited to the amount that can be invested in any one issuer as stipulated by the 
California Government Code.   
 
 SACOG maintains specific cash deposits and voluntarily participates in the County of 
Sacramento, County of Sutter, County of Yolo and County of Yuba investment pools because, in 
accordance with California Government Code, SACOG is required to maintain its cash deposits 
related to its Local Transportation Funds and State Transit Assistance allocations with the County 
Treasuries.  The Counties are restricted by State code in the types of investments they can make.  
Further, the County Treasurers have written investment policies, approved by the Board of 
Supervisors, which are more restrictive than State code as to terms of maturity and types of 
investment.  Also, the Counties have investment committees, which perform regulatory oversight 
for their pools.  At June 30, 2011, SACOG’s investment in county investment pools is $44,620,587. 
The value of the pool shares in the counties, which may be withdrawn, is determined on an 
amortized cost basis, which is different than the fair value of SACOG’s position in the pools.   
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NOTE D — Receivables 

 Receivables as of June 30, 2011, for SACOG are as follows: 
 

 
Fund Name 

Accounts
Receivable 

Due from Other
Governments 

Interest 
Receivable 

 
Misc. A/R Total 

Planning and Administration  $          -- $  7,113,181 $   7,459 $ 262,914 $  7,383,554 

SACOG Financing 
Corporation 

-- -- 2,778 -- 2,778 

PTMISEA -- -- 10,757 -- 10,757 

State Transit Assistance -- -- 629 -- 629 

Sacramento County Local  

 Transportation Fund 

 

-- 

 

7,110,800 

 

4,449 

  

7,115,249 

Yuba County Local  

 Transportation Fund 

 

-- 

 

204,459 

 

412 

  

204,871 

Sutter County Local  

 Transportation Fund 

 

-- 

 

539,400 

 

-- 

  

539,400 

Yolo County Local  

 Transportation Fund 

 

-- 

 

1,325,100 

 

-- 

  

1,325,100 

Capitol Valley Regional SAFE 296,296 -- 2,699  298,995 

Glenn County SAFE 3,925 -- 82  4,007 

      

 Total Receivables – 
Governmental Activities 

$ 300,221 $  16,292,940 $  29,265 $ 262,914 $  16,885,340 
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NOTE E — Capital Assets 

 Capital asset activity for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011 was as follows: 
 

July 1, 2010 Additions Deletions June 30, 2011
SACOG
Computers 216,121           16,816        -                 232,937                
Furniture and Equipment 677,230           -                  677,230                
Phones 35,360             35,360                  
Intangible Assets  - Software 139,921           -                  139,921                
Total for SACOG 1,068,632$      16,816$      -$               1,085,448$           

Capitol Valley SAFE
SAFE Equipment 5,202,240        5,202,240             
Total for Capitol Valley SAFE 5,202,240$      -$                -$               5,202,240$           

Glenn County SAFE - SAFE Equipment 195,659$         195,659$              

Total Capital Assets 6,466,531$      16,816$      -$               6,483,347$           

Less Accumulated Depreciation/Amortization for:
SACOG
Computers 186,773$         18,552$      -$               205,325$              
Furniture and Equipment 618,712           19,074        637,786$              
Phones 35,360             -                  35,360$                
Intangible Assets  - Software 118,373           8,218          126,591$              
Total for SACOG 959,218$         45,844$      -$               1,005,062$           

Capitol Valley SAFE
SAFE Equipment 4,062,885$      471,457$    4,534,342$           
Total for Capitol Valley SAFE 4,062,885$      471,457$    -$               4,534,342$           

Glenn County SAFE - SAFE Equipment 161,702$         13,144$      174,847$              

Total Accumulated Depreciation/Amortization 5,183,805$      530,445$    -$               5,714,251$           

Net Book Value of Assets
SACOG
Computers 29,348             (1,736)         -                 27,612                  
Furniture and Equipment 58,518             (19,074)       -                 39,445                  
Phones 0                      -                  -                 0                           
Intangible Assets  - Software 21,548             (8,218)         -                 13,330                  
Total for SACOG 109,414$         (29,028)$     -$               80,386$                

Capitol Valley SAFE
SAFE Equipment 1,139,355        (471,457)     -                 667,898                
Total for Capitol Valley SAFE 1,139,355$      (471,457)$   -$               667,898$              

Glenn County SAFE - SAFE Equipment 33,956$           (13,144)$     -$               20,812$                

Total Net Book Value of Capital Assets 1,282,726$      (513,629)$   -$               769,096$              
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NOTE E, Continued 
 
Depreciation expense was charged to the governmental activities as follows:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note F — Payables 

 Payables as of June 30, 2011 for SACOG are as follows: 
 

 
Fund Name  

Accounts
Payable  

Accrued
Liabilities  

Due to Other 
Governments  

 
Total 

Planning and Administration $  1,840,089  $  148,038  46,039  $     2,034,166 

Sacramento Emergency Clean 

 Air and Transportation 
Program 

 
 

 
 

 

-- 
 

 

544 
 

 

544 

PTMISEA    --  74,514  74,514 

State Transit Assistance Fund  --  --  889,665  889,665 

Sacramento County Local  

 Transportation Fund 
 

 

-- 
 

 

-- 
 

 

1,768,131 

 

1,768,131 

Yolo County Local 

 Transportation Fund 
 

 

-- 
 

 

-- 
 

 

3,409,157 

 

3,409,157 

Capitol Valley Regional SAFE  232,957  --  -- 232,957 

Glenn County SAFE  6,974  --  -- 6,974 

Total Payables – Governmental 
 Activities $2,080,020  $  148,038  $  6,188,050  $8,416,108 

NOTE G — Operating Lease  

 In July 2002, SACOG entered into a lease agreement to lease office space in the Meridian Plaza 
office building.  SACOG moved into the building on August 18, 2003 and the lease commitment 
was for 10.5 years with early termination available after 7 years if the landlord sells the property 
within the first 5 years after completion. That lease was amended effective October 1, 2010.  The 
lease term was extended for ten years through September 30, 2019, with new lease rates. 
   
 Rental expenditures for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011 were $585,660. 
  

Planning and Administration  $        45,844 

Capitol Valley Regional SAFE  471,457 

Glenn County SAFE  13,145 

Total depreciation expense  $      530,445 
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NOTE G, Continued 

 As of June 30, 2011, SACOG minimum lease payments required under the lease are as follows: 
 
 

Year ending June 30 

2012  $    573,947 

2013  591,517 

2014  597,373 

2015  614,943 

2016  620,800 

Remaining  2,111,304 

Total  $ 5,109,884 

NOTE H — Compensated Absences 

 Compensated absences activity for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011, was as follows: 
 

 July 1, 
2010  Additions  Deletions  

June 30, 
2011  

Due within 
One year 

          
Compensated absences $903,419  $    658,412  $   (554,023)  $   1,007,808  $     50,390 

 
 A portion of the ending balance is expected to be paid out in the next fiscal year so is 
categorized as due within one year.  The Planning and Administration fund is used to liquidate the 
compensated absences liability. 

NOTE I — 401(a) Money Purchase Plans  

 The Board of Directors has established three defined contribution plans (IRC Section 401(a)) for 
the employees.  The plans are fully vested.  As a defined contribution plan, benefits are dependent 
solely on amounts contributed to the plan plus investment earnings. 
 
 The Special Pay Plan contains two plan features, one of which is the FICA-Alternative Plan.  This 
plan is for temporary employees and interns.  These employees are exempt from the Old Age and 
Survivors Disability portion of Social Security and contribute 7.5 percent of their gross pay to the plan. 
Total contributions to this plan were $16,313 for the year.  The other plan feature involves year-end 
PTO hours and employees who terminate employment, and is more fully explained in Note K. Total 
contributions to this plan were $118,036 for the year.  SACOG maintains two other money purchase  
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NOTE J — Contingent Liabilities, Commitments and Long Term 
Liabilities  

plans, where contributions are voluntary by employer contributions to either plan.  Total employee 
voluntary contributions to both plans were $101,338 for the year. 
 SACOG has received Federal and State grants for specific purposes that are subject to review 
and audit by the grantor agencies or their designee.  Such audits could lead to a request for 
reimbursement to the grantor agency for expenditures disallowed under terms of the grant.  Based 
on prior experience, SACOG believes such disallowance, if any, will be immaterial.   
 
 Commitments generally represent open consultant contracts, whereby the goods and services for 
which the contracts were set up, were not received or provided by the end of the year, and are 
expected to be liquidated in the following year(s).  In some cases, certain longer term consultant 
contract amounts (commitments) are shown at their total amount, even though the work to be 
performed will cover multiple future years’ activity.  
  
 Commitments were $4,551,087 for the Planning and Administration Fund and $7,638,984 for 
the PTMISEA Fund totaling $12,190,071. 
 
 In 2010 SACOG incurred a long term severance liability (in lieu of an OPEB benefit) of 
$129,814 (that is separate from the OPEB CERBT information found in Note N) as a result of an 
agreement with an employee who retired from SACOG.  Payments approximate $12,981 per year, 
over 10 years. The balance of this liability is $115,775 at June 30, 2011. 

NOTE K — Special Pay Plan 

 In December 2004, the Board of Directors established a Special Pay Plan (IRS Section 401(a) 
allowing the annual transfer of the cash value of accumulated sick leave and separation leave hours 
under certain conditions to SACOG’s Special Pay Plan, subject to IRS limitations.  Effective July 1, 
2006, the negotiated agreement with the SACOG Employee Association effected an amendment to 
the contract provisions such that the cash value of Paid Time Off (PTO) leave in excess of 592 
hours for those employees over age 50 is deposited to the Special Pay Plan.  In addition, any 
employee who separates from SACOG employment will have the cash value of accumulated PTO 
hours over 80 hours deposited to the Special Pay Plan, subject to IRS limitation.  In May 2010 the 
plan was amended to include contract employees under age 50 that have a leave balance over 592 
hours. 
 
 Total SACOG contributions to the Plan totaled $118,036 for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011. 
 
 A separate provision of the Special Pay Plan is that temporary and intermittent employees and 
student interns contribute 7.5 percent of their gross salary to the Special Pay Plan.  These funds are 
fully vested to the employee.  Under this program, neither SACOG nor the employee contributes to 
Social Security. 
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NOTE L — Risk Management 

 SACOG is exposed to various risks of loss related to torts; theft of, damage to and destruction 
of assets; errors and omissions; injuries to employees; and natural disasters.  SACOG reports its risk 
management activities in its Planning and Administration and Capitol Valley Regional SAFE Special 
Revenue Funds.  SACOG purchases commercial insurance through an insurance agent, who obtains 
the appropriate insurance coverage needed by SACOG from insurance companies. 
 
 SACOG’s deductibles and maximum coverage are as follows: 
 

    Maximum per 
Coverage  Deductible  Occurrence 

 
General liability, bodily injury and 
   property damage liability  $ 5,000 $ 5,000,000 
Personal injury 5,000 5,000,000 
Non-owned and hired automobile liability 5,000 5,000,000 
Owned automobile liability 5,000 5,000,000 
Public official errors and omissions 5,000 5,000,000 
Fire damage 5,000 1,000,000 
Uninsured motorist  5,000 1,000,000 
Employment practice liability 10,000 2,000,000 
Crime policy  2,500-25,000 1,000,000 
Products and Completed Operations 5,000 5,000,000 
Policy Property Limit 1,000 350,000 
Insured Property Limit 1,000 1,689746 
Maximum per occurrence, for all coverages combined  5,000,000 

  
 SACOG obtains insurance coverage relating to workers' compensation claims through 
Employers Compensation Insurance Company.  SACOG makes one annual payment toward the 
premium.  There is no deductible paid by SACOG regarding workers' compensation.  The Planning 
and Administration Fund is used to record any worker’s compensation claims. 
 
 To date, there have been no reductions in any of SACOG’s insurance coverage, and no 
settlement amounts have exceeded commercial insurance coverage for the last three years.    

NOTE M — Employee Retirement Plan 

P L A N  D E S C R I P T I O N  

 SACOG contributes to the California Public Employees Retirement System (CalPERS), a cost 
sharing multiple-employer public employee defined benefit pension plan.  CalPERS provides 
retirement and disability benefits, annual cost-of-living adjustments, and death benefits to plan 
members and beneficiaries.  CalPERS acts as a common investment and administrative agent for 
participating public entities within the State of California.  Benefit provisions and all other 
requirements are established by contract with CalPERS in accordance with the provisions of the  
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NOTE M, Continued 

Public Employees Retirement Law.  Copies of CalPERS’ annual financial report may be obtained 
from their Executive Office, 400 Q Street, P.O. Box 942701, Sacramento, California 94229. 

F U N D I N G  P O L I C Y  

 The contribution requirements of plan members and SACOG are established and may be 
amended by CalPERS.  SACOG’s employer rate is based on a CalPERS actuarially-determined rate  
and was 16.014 percent of covered payroll cost in fiscal year 2010-11.  The required member 
contribution is 8 percent of the employee’s annual covered salary and is determined by state statute.   

 
Miscellaneous Plan 
Employer Portion 

 

Fiscal 
Year Ended 

Required 
Contribution 

Percentage of 
Required 

Contribution Made 
   
6/30/09  $ 708,131 100% 

6/30/10  $ 668,449 100% 

6/30/11  $ 720,532 100% 

 

 SACOG contributes 6.848 percent of the employees’ contribution on their behalf and for their 
account; the employee contributes the remaining 1.152 percent.  SACOG’s required contribution in 
dollars and the percentage of that amount contributed for the current year and each of the two 
preceding years is as follows: 

Miscellaneous Plan 
Employee Portion Paid by SACOG 

 

Fiscal 
Year Ended 

Required 
Contribution 

Percentage of 
Required 

Contribution Made 
   

6/30/09  $ 313,266 100% 

6/30/10  $ 301,933 100% 

6/30/11  $ 306,542 100% 
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NOTE N — Other Post-Employment Health Benefits (OPEB) 

S A C O G  P O S T - R E T I R E M E N T  M E D I C A L  B E N E F I T  P L A N  

(A) Plan Description 
 SACOG provides three-tier post-retirement health insurance coverage, in accordance with the 
Public Employees’ Medical and Hospital Care Act (PEMHCA), Chapter One, Article 8 of the 
California Public Employees Retirement Law, to employees who retire under the Public Employee’s 
Retirement System on or after attaining the age of 50.   

 Tier I employees receive 100 percent of their health premiums up to the maximum amount 
of the Kaiser Bay Area/Sacramento Family rate, currently $1,363.73 per month.   

 Tier II employees, those hired after November 1, 2005 and before June 30, 2006, are funded 
based on the vesting schedule identified in Article 8 of the PEMHCA.  Employees who have 
five years of SACOG service and five years of other PERS service shall receive the premium 
value of 50 percent of the Kaiser Bay Area/Sacramento Family rate.  Tier II employees will 
also receive an additional 5 percent of the premium for each year up to 20 years of service 
which will entitle them to 100 percent of the Kaiser Bay Area/Sacramento Family rate.  

 Tier III employees, those hired on or after July 1, 2006, are subject to the same vesting 
schedule as Tier II employees, however, their benefit is limited to the Kaiser Bay 
Area/Sacramento Two-Party Basic premium, currently $1,049.02 per month 

 In addition, employees hired prior to July 1, 2006, may “opt out” of any retiree health benefits in 
exchange for monthly cash payments, net of OASDI and Medicare premiums, equal to the Kaiser 
Bay Area/Sacramento Two-Party Basic premium as of the retirement date, for ten years from the 
date of retirement.  As of June 30, 2011, 31 retirees and their spouses met the Tier I eligibility 
requirements; there are no Tier II or Tier III retirees. 
 
 SACOG provides post-retirement health benefits to spouses, surviving spouses and dependent 
children (up to age 26) of eligible retirees. 
  
 SACOG’s policy is to contribute the cost of retiree and dependent medical coverage based on 
the limits identified above.  Once the eligible retiree has reached the age of 65 the retiree is required 
to enroll in Medicare and the cost to SACOG decreases.  
  
 In an effort to further secure the future funding of the OPEB liability, in 2006 SACOG Board of 
Directors directed that the funds in the SACOG Financing Corporation fund be designated for the 
future costs of the employee post-retirement health benefits. At the time, the Board noted that its 
action was a policy only and, if at some future date is determined there is a better use for these funds, 
the policy could be modified or reversed.  At June 30, 2011, the amount available in the fund is 
$3,847,516.  Authority to establish and amend the benefit provisions of the plan resides with the 
SACOG Board of Directors.  This amount was reduced by $1,042,000 as a result of the Board  
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NOTE N, Continued 

conditionally assigning $1,042,000 of the total, to be available to fund the 2011-2012 Planning & 
Administration budget deficit, should it be necessary. 
 
 In July 2008, SACOG established an Other Post Employment Health Benefit (OPEB) 
irrevocable trust with the California Employer’s Retiree Benefit Trust Program (CERBT) 
administered by the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) as an agent 
multiple-employer plan.  This trust is used to accumulate resources to fund future benefits, however, 
it does not represent the activities of the plan.    Financial statements of CERBT are included in the 
CalPERS CAFR.  Copies of the CalPERS CAFR may be obtained from the CalPERS Executive 
Office – 400 P Street, Sacramento, CA  95814. 
  
(B) Funding Policy 
  The contribution rate is determined on an annual basis by an independent actuary and is 
authorized by the SACOG Board of Directors.  The contribution rate is based on the Annual 
Required Contribution (ARC), an amount that is actuarially determined in accordance with the 
parameters of GASB Statement No. 45.  The ARC represents a level of funding that, if paid on an 
ongoing basis, is projected to cover the normal cost each year and amortize any unfunded actuarial 
liabilities (for funding excess) over a period not to exceed thirty years.  The ARC for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 2011 was 8.35 percent of annual covered payroll. 
 
 (C) Annual OPEB Cost and Net OPEB Obligation 
 For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011 SACOG’s annual OPEB cost (expense) was $375,806, 
however only $255,941 was actually contributed based on the pay-as-you go method, leaving a Net 
OPEB Obligation of $119,865.This is the first year that SACOG has had a Net OPEB Obligation.  
   
 

Description  Amount 

Annual Required Contribution (ARC)  $375,806 

Interest on Net OPEB Obligation - 

Adjustment to Annual Required Contribution  - 

Annual OPEB Cost $375,806 

Contributions made  255,941 

Increase in Net OPEB  $119,865 

Net OPEB Obligation at beginning of year - 

Net OPEB Obligation at end of year $119,865 
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NOTE N, Continued 

 SACOG’s annual OPEB cost, the percentage of annual OPEB cost contributed to the plan and 
the net OPEB obligation for June 30, 2011, 2010, and 2009 was as follows: 
 
 

Fiscal 
Year Ended 

Annual OPEB 
Cost 

Percentage of 
Annual OPEB Cost 

Contributed 
Net OPEB 
Obligation 

    

2009 

2010  

$390,706 

$405,800 

100% 

100% 

- 

2011 $375,806 68% $119,865 

 
(D) Funded Status & Funding Progress 
 As of June 30, 2011, the plan was 47 percent funded.  The actuarial accrued liability (AAL) for 
benefits was $5,494,630 and the actuarial value of assets was $ 2,578,675, resulting in an Unfunded 
Actuarial Accrued Liability (UAAL) of $2,915,955.  The covered payroll (annual payroll of active 
employees covered by the plan) was $4,499,386 and the ratio of the UAAL to the covered payroll 
was 65 percent.  Actuarial valuations of an ongoing plan involve estimates of the value and reported 
amounts and assumptions about the probability of occurrence of events far into the future.  
Examples include assumptions about future employment, mortality and the health care cost trend.  
Amounts determined regarding the funded status of the plan and the annual required contributions 
of the employer are subject to continued revision as actual results are compared with past 
expectations and new estimates are made about the future. 
 
 The schedule of funding progress, presented as required supplementary information following 
the notes to the financial statements, presents multiyear trend information that shows whether the 
actuarial value of the plan assets is increasing or decreasing over time relative to the actuarial accrued 
liabilities for benefits.   

 
(E) Actuarial Methods and Economic Assumptions 

Projections of benefits for financial reporting purposes are based on the substantive plan (the 
plan as understood by SACOG and Plan members) and include the types of benefits provided at the 
time of each valuation and the historical pattern of sharing of benefit costs between SACOG and 
plan members to that point.  The actuarial methods and assumptions used include techniques that 
are designed to reduce short-term volatility in actuarial accrued liabilities and the actuarial value of 
assets, consistent with the long-term perspective of the calculations.  In the June 30, 2011 valuation, 
the entry age normal actuarial cost method was used. 

 
A discount rate is required to calculate the present value of future benefits payments which are 

used to determine financial statement expense. GASB Statement No. 45 specifies that the selected 
rate should be the “long term investment yield on investments that are expected to be used to 
finance the payments of benefits.”
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NOTE N, Continued 

 SACOG participates in the California Employers Retiree Benefit Trust (CERBT) and the 
SACOG Board of Directors in October 2011 approved using Asset Strategy #1.  The long term 
investment goal of Strategy No. 1 is a 7.61 percent annual rate of return and as a result this valuation 
is based on a 7.61 discount rate.  SACOG intends to continue with the pay-as-you go approach to 
funding the annual CERBT amount, which means that it will not fully fund the annual CERBT 
amount, but still pay a significant portion of it. Through June 30, 2011 SACOG has contributed to 
the CERBT substantially more than the cumulative ARC’s through that date, by several years of 
ARC. 
  
 The health care cost rate is projected to increase an average of 6.6 percent per year, for the next 
six years. The health care cost rate recognizes the following influences on health care:  pure medical 
inflation, utilization changes, technological changes, regulatory requirements, and Medicare cost 
shifting.  The actuarial assumptions also include demographic assumptions, estimates for retirement 
and withdrawal dates, and baseline premium health cost increases by SACOG. The valuation 
assumes a 3.25 percent annual rate of increase in the payroll. The UAAL is being amortized as a 
level percentage of payroll on an open basis.  This valuation assumes three years of amortization 
have occurred and 27 years remain.  

NOTE O — Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement and 
Service Enhancement Account (PTMISEA) 

 In November 2006, California voters passed a bond measure enacting the Highway Safety, Traffic 
reduction, Air Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006.  Of the $19.925 billion of state general 
obligation bonds authorized, $3.6 billion was set aside by the State as instructed by statute into the 
PTMISEA account.  These funds are available to the California Department of Transportation for 
intercity rail projects and to transit operators in California for rehabilitation, safety or modernization 
improvements, capital service enhancements or expansions, new capital projects, bus rapid transit 
improvements or for rolling stock procurement, rehabilitation or replacement.  PTMISEA activity for 
SACOG for the fiscal years ended June 30, 2010 and 2011 are as follows: 
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NOTE O, Continued 

 PTMISEA 

  

Cash Balance at July 1, 2009 $     4,060,255

  Receipts:  Interest                180,845

  Receipts:  PTMISEA Funding           15,319,020

  Expenses: Replace Paratransit vehicle                   (3,416)

  Expenses: CNG Bus Replacement           (1,612,245)

  Expenses: Light Rail Crossing &ADA Imp              (135,126)

  Expenses: Bus Replacement for Unitrans           (2,310,000)

Cash Balance at June 30, 2010      $ 15,499,333

 Receipts: Interest                    102,385  

 Receipts: PTMISEA Funding   800,000

 Expenses: Capital Service Enhancements (371,012)

 Expenses:  Commuter Bus Fleet Replacements (378,371)

 Expenses:  Universal Fare Care Implementation (84,338)

 Expenses:  Vehicles for Agriculture Worker Transportation (100,000)

 Expenses: ADA Transition Improvements (110,572)

 Expenses: Ahern 12st Street Improvements (38,744)

 Expenses: Light Rail Crossing Enhancement Program (298,492)

 Expenses:   CNG Fueling Facility (655,897)

 Expenses: Transit Operations Expansion (148,642)  

Cash Balance at June 30, 2011                                                                   $14,215,650

NOTE P — New Accounting Pronouncements  

 The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) has released the following new 
standards: 
 
 GASB Statement No. 60, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Service Concession Arrangements.  The 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) issued Statement No. 60, Accounting and 
Financial Reporting for Service Concession Arrangements. Statement 60 addresses how to account 
for and report service concession arrangements (SCAs), a type of public-private or public-public 
partnership that state and local governments are increasingly entering into. The requirements for 
Statement 60 are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after December 15, 2011. 
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NOTE P, Continued  

 GASB Statement No. 61, The Financial Reporting Entity: Omnibus—An amendment of GASB Statements 
No. 14 and No. 34. The objective of this Statement is to improve financial reporting for a 
governmental financial reporting entity. The requirements of Statement No. 14, The Financial 
Reporting Entity, and the related financial reporting requirements of Statement No. 34, Basic 
Financial Statements—and Management’s Discussion and Analysis—for State and Local 
Governments, were amended to better meet user needs and to address reporting entity issues that 
have arisen since the issuance of those Statements. This Statement modifies certain requirements for 
inclusion of component units in the financial reporting entity. The provisions of this Statement are 
effective for financial statements for periods beginning after June 15, 2012. Earlier application is 
encouraged. 
 
 GASB Statement No, 62, Codification of Accounting and Financial Reporting Guidance Contained in Pre-
November 30, 1989 FASB and AICPA Pronouncements. The objective of this Statement is to 
incorporate into the GASB’s authoritative literature certain accounting and financial reporting 
guidance that is included in the following pronouncements issued on or before November 30, 1989, 
which does not conflict with or contradict GASB pronouncements:  
 

1. Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) Statements and Interpretations  

2. Accounting Principles Board Opinions  

3. Accounting Research Bulletins of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ 
(AICPA) Committee on Accounting Procedure.  

 Hereinafter, these pronouncements collectively are referred to as the “FASB and AICPA 
pronouncements.” This Statement also supersedes Statement No. 20, Accounting and Financial 
Reporting for Proprietary Funds and Other Governmental Entities That Use Proprietary Fund Accounting, thereby 
eliminating the election provided in paragraph 7 of that Statement for enterprise funds and business-
type activities to apply post-November 30, 1989 FASB Statements and Interpretations that do not 
conflict with or contradict GASB pronouncements. However, those entities can continue to apply, 
as other accounting literature, post-November 30, 1989 FASB pronouncements that do not conflict 
with or contradict GASB pronouncements, including this Statement. The requirements of this 
Statement are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after December 15, 2011.   
Earlier application is encouraged.  
 
 GASB Statement No. 63 Financial Reporting of Deferred Outflows of Resources, Deferred Inflows of Resources, 
and Net Position. This Statement provides financial reporting guidance for deferred outflows of 
resources and deferred inflows of resources. Concepts Statement No. 4, Elements of Financial 
Statements, introduced and defined those elements as a consumption of net assets by the government 
that is applicable to a future reporting period, and an acquisition of net assets by the government 
that is applicable to a future reporting period, respectively. Previous financial reporting standards do 
not include guidance for reporting those financial statement elements, which are distinct from assets 
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NOTE P, Continued  

and liabilities. Concepts Statement 4 also identifies net position as the residual of all other elements 
presented in a statement of financial position. This Statement amends the net asset reporting  
requirements in Statement No. 34, Basic Financial Statements—and Management’s Discussion and 
Analysis—for State and Local Governments, and other pronouncements by incorporating deferred 
outflows of resources and deferred inflows of resources into the definitions of the required 
components of the residual measure and by renaming that measure as net position, rather than net 
assets. The provisions of this Statement are effective for financial statements for periods beginning 
after December 15, 2011. Earlier application is encouraged. 
 
 GASB Statement No. 64, Derivative Instruments: Application of Hedge Accounting Termination Provisions—
an amendment of GASB Statement No. 53. Some governments have entered into interest rate swap 
agreements and commodity swap agreements in which a swap counterparty, or the swap 
counterparty’s credit support provider, commits or experiences either an act of default or a 
termination event as both are described in the swap agreement. Many of those governments have 
replaced their swap counterparty, or swap counterparty’s credit support providers, either by 
amending existing swap agreements or by entering into new swap agreements. When these swap 
agreements have been reported as hedging instruments, questions have arisen regarding the 
application of the termination of hedge accounting provisions in Statement No. 53, Accounting and 
Financial Reporting for Derivative Instruments. Those provisions require a government to cease hedge 
accounting upon the termination of the hedging derivative instrument, resulting in the immediate 
recognition of the deferred outflows of resources or deferred inflows of resources as a component 
of investment income. 
 
 The objective of this Statement is to clarify whether an effective hedging relationship continues 
after the replacement of a swap counterparty or a swap counterparty’s credit support provider. This 
Statement sets forth criteria that establish when the effective hedging relationship continues and 
hedge accounting should continue to be applied. The provisions of this Statement are effective for 
financial statements for periods beginning after June 15, 2011. Earlier application is encouraged. 
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Required Supplementary Information –  
Schedule of Funding Progress 

For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  
 
 
 

OTHER POST-EMPLOYMENT BENEFIT PLAN 
 
 

   C D F
 A B (B-A) (A/B) E (C/E)

Actual 
Valuation 

Date 

Actual 
Value of 
Assets 

Actuarial 
Accrued 
Liability 

(AAL) Entry 
Age 

Unfunded 
AAL (UAAL) 

(B-A) 
Funded 
Ratio 

Covered 
Payroll 

UAAL as 
Percentage 
of Covered 

Payroll 

1/1/2008 $1,844,000 $5,051,163 $3,207,163 37% $4,503,505 71% 

7/1/2010 $2,066,438 $5,342,380 $3,275,942 39% $4,344,807 75% 

6/30/2011 $2,578,675 $5,494,630 $2,915,955 47% $4,499,386 65 % 
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures by Activity 
 

BUDGET AND ACTUAL –  
PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION FUND 

For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  
 
 
 

Work 
Element # Budget

FHWA - PL 
Grant FTA 5303 FTA 5304

FTA 
Discretionary 

Jarc/ New 
Freedom Grants

State Planning & 
Research 

Partnership/ Sp 
Studies

 HUD Grant 
Federal 

Earmarks
Revenues:

Intergovernmental:
   Federal 38,467,267$   2,986,249$    777,498$    250,364    1,707,548$         656,272$            1,338,425$   
   State 14,083,264    -                    -                -                         -                         -                   
   Local 1,012,523      -                    -                -                         -                         -                   
Charges for services 677,402         -                    -                -                         -                         -                   
Member assessments 284,270         -                    -                -                         -                         -                   
Investment earnings 64,000           
In-kind 1,317,910      -                    -                -                -                         -                         -                   
Other 329,247         

Total revenues 56,235,883    2,986,249     777,498     250,364    1,707,548          656,272              1,338,425    

Expenditures:

11-001 1,379,456        765,944          112,993       -                          -                          -                     
Long Range Transportation Planning 11-002 2,370,293        337,719          45,383         223,975               

11-003 2,740,003        41,715            26,477         6,613          

11-004 14,775,025    315,931        190,375     41,015               -                         
Land Use & Housing Planning 11-005 2,772,046        477,783          116,000       -                          -                          453,249         
Public Services 11-006 4,185,837        656,295          74,161         -                          -                          885,176         
Member & Agency Services 11-007 13,935,770      390,862          212,109       -                          17,074                 
Pass-Through to Other Agencies 11-008 1,484,692        -                      -                  243,751      415,223               -                     
Miscellaneous Other Funding 11-008 8,885,494        
FTA New Freedom & Jobs Access 11-012 5,742,094        -                      -                  1,666,533           -                     
Services to other Agencies 11-015 134,355           -                      -                  -                          -                          -                     
SAC  Count y GIS 11-016
Capital Assets 11-021 79,000             -                      -                  -                          -                     
Board of Director and Advocacy 11-023 399,246           -                      -                  -                          -                     
Community Design Grantees

-                      -                  -                          -                          -                     
-                      -                  -                          -                          -                     

Total expenditures 58,883,311    2,986,249     777,498     250,364    1,707,548          656,272              1,338,425    

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over (under) expenditures (2,647,428)     -                    -                -                -                         -                         -                   

Other Financing Sources (Uses):
Transfers in 2,066,266 -                  -                          -                          -                     

2,066,266 -                      -                  -                  -                          -                          -                     

Net change in fund balances (581,162)$        -$                    -$                -$                -$                        -$                        -$                   

Government Relations, Public Affairs & 
Administration

Actual - Funding Sources

Continuing Transportation Implementation

Studies

Non-cash expenditures (depreciation, 
compensated absences, etc.)
Non-cash expenditures  - indirect cost 
computation
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures by Activity 
 

BUDGET AND ACTUAL –  
PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION FUND 

For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  
 
 

 

CMAQ
STIP RIP 

PPM/ RSTP
Regional 
Blueprint

State/ Caltrans/ 
PTMISEA/Prop 
84 Grants/ PTA 

Acct

TDA 
Administration & 

Planning

Capitol Valley 
Regional SAFE 

and Glen County 
SAFE

Placer County 
Transportaiton 

Planning Agency & El 
Dorado Transportaiton 

Commission

Other 
Governmental 

Agencies SACOG Other Total

5,712,575$     206,622$    2,121$                -$                         -$                           -$                                 -$                          -$               -$               13,637,674$     
-                      1,062,995   1,999,992           -                          -                            -                                  25,236                  3,088,223        
-                      -                  -                  -                          161,812                323,595                      43,250                  116,563    645,220           
-                      -                  -                  -                          -                          141,086                -                                  155,685                -                 -                296,771           
-                      -                  -                  -                          -                          -                            -                                  284,270      -                284,270           

56,532       56,532             
-                      -                  -                  -                          -                          -                            -                                  -                           649,531    649,531           

27,500                  213,169      48,309      288,978           
5,712,575       1,062,995   206,622      2,002,113           -                          302,898                323,595                      251,671                553,971      814,403    18,947,199      

169,172          -                  -                  -                          143,834                 -                              308,595                        -                            2,873          1,503,411          
-                  142,622      115,916              162,335                 -                              -                                    25,236                   121,232      87,377        1,261,795          

62,665            1,689,230           35,636                   15,000                          -                  1,877,336          

436,762          471,410      93,160                214,267               -                            -                                  -                 1,762,920        
-                      -                          309,398                 -                              -                                    155,685                 190             16,500        1,528,805          

190,000          -                  64,000        685,671                 -                                    130             2,555,433          
4,853,976       591,585      564,447                 161,812                  -                                    43,250                   665,465      7,500,580          

-                      -                  -                  103,807              8,987                     -                              -                                    -                            45,061        816,829             

-                      -                  -                  -                          -                            -                              -                                    -                            -                  1,666,533          
-                      -                  -                  -                          -                            141,086                  -                                    -                            -                  141,086             

40,000                   554             40,554               
-                      -                  -                  -                          -                            -                              -                                    -                            16,816        -                  16,816               
-                      -                  -                  -                          -                            -                              -                                    337,531      337,531             

390,310      390,310             

-                      -                  -                  -                          -                            -                              -                                    -                            (620,843)     (620,843)            
-                      -                  -                  -                          -                            -                              -                                    -                            (349,582)     (349,582)            

5,712,575       1,062,995   206,622      2,002,113           2,124,575            302,898                323,595                      264,171                (100,789)     814,403    20,429,514      

-                      -                  -                  -                          (2,124,575)          -                            -                                  (12,500)                654,760      -                (1,482,315)       

-                      -                  -                  -                          2,124,575              -                              -                                    -                            -                  -                  2,124,575          

-                      -                  -                  -                          2,124,575              -                              -                                    -                            -                  -                  2,124,575          

-$                    -$                -$                -$                        -$                          -$                            -$                                  (12,500)$               654,760$    -$                642,260$           

Actual - Funding Sources
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Schedule of Revenues and Expenditures 
Board of Directors and Advocacy 

 
 

BUDGET AND ACTUAL 
For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 

Actual Variance with
Original Final Amounts Final Budget

Revenues:

Member assessments 284,270$ 284,270$ 284,270$ -$                    

Investment earnings 64,000     64,000     11,227     (52,773)           

Funds from Board and Advocacy Reserve 49,976     49,976     42,034     (7,942)             

Other 1,000       1,000       (1,000)             

Total revenues 399,246   399,246   337,531   (61,715)           

Expenditures:

Current:

Meetings 30,500     30,500     38,742     (8,242)             

Directors Fees 75,000     75,000     57,152     17,848             

Consultant 173,796   173,796   163,922   9,874               

Other 2,000       2,000       7,341       (5,341)             

Memberships 51,450     51,450     23,797     27,653             

Vehicle parking reimbursement 2,000       2,000       2,000               

Awards 500          500          500                  

Salaries and Benefits 64,000     64,000     46,577     17,423             

Total expenditures 399,246   399,246   337,531   61,715             

Excess of revenues over expenditures -$            -$            -$             -$                   

Budgeted Amounts
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Schedule of Indirect Service Costs 
For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 

DIRECT COSTS:

Salaries and benefits 5,768,505$     

INDIRECT COSTS:

   Allocated Indirect Costs (61.8%):

Service costs 3,564,936       

   Actual Indirect Costs: 

Building expenses 582,991

Career Development Program 46,247

Consultants 45,655

Depreciation 45,844

Insurance 68,376

Legal 245,404

Office Equipment 4,520

Office Equipment Maintenance 6,762

Meetings 8,737

Memberships 28,795

Miscellaneous 4,660

Mileage 13,749

Parking 10,200

Postage 10,462

Publications/Periodicals 2,686

Salaries and benefits 1,475,280

Computer Software and Maintenance 86,315

Supplies 56,512

Accounting Services 12,943

Telecommunications 40,350

Unemployment costs 4,279

Temporary labor services 403

Printing costs (18,297)

Total indirect costs 2,782,873

Over-absorbed indirect costs 782,063$        
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Statistical Section 
For  the  F isca l  Year  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 

 
 The Statistical section contains comprehensive statistical data which relates to physical, 
economic, social and political characteristics of SACOG’s ongoing operations and impact within the 
six-county region in which it serves.  It is intended to provide users with a broad and more complete 
understanding of SACOG and its financial affairs than is possible from the financial statements and 
supporting schedules. 
 
 In this section, readers will find comparative information related to SACOG’s revenue sources, 
expenditures, and demographics.  
 
 In addition, this section provides information related to demographic data encompassing the six-
county region that SACOG serves, and other miscellaneous statistics pertaining to services provided 
by SACOG. 
 
 In contrast to the financial section, the statistical section information is not subject to 
independent audit. 
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Net Assets by Component 
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 
 

2004 2005 2006 2007

GOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITIES:

Invested in capital assets, net of related debt 2,988,957$     2,484,597$         2,005,015$        1,508,043$         

Restricted for Transportation Claimants 8,720,699       11,247,159         12,214,496        5,197,396           

Unrestricted 8,636,370       9,274,954           9,812,898          11,573,273         

   Total governmental activities net assets 20,346,026$   23,006,710$       24,032,409$      18,278,712$       

 
Note:  For SACOG, government activities are the same as the Primary Government activities. 
Therefore, the Primary Government Activities section is not shown. 
 
2001-2003 information was not available at the time the report was prepared. 
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Net Assets by Component 
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 
 

2008            2009* 2010 2011

2,624,670$      2,062,372$         1,282,726$         769,096$           

7,119,396        11,681,253         13,895,556         34,088,672        

13,203,519      27,759,660         35,583,893         17,851,804        

22,947,585$    41,503,285$       50,762,175$       52,709,572$      
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Statement of Activities & Changes in Net Assets  
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 
 

2004 2005 2006 2007

EXP EN SES

Transportation Claimants 58,475,601$                    62,623,327$                  72,411,224$                     92,928,882$                   
P lanning and Administration 9,201,031                          9,882,280                        11,794,482                        14,015,459                        
Sacramento Emergency Clean Air & 
Transportation Program 8,973,934                        2,345,417                         5,889,595                        12,250,196                        
SACOG M anaged Fund N/A
PTM ISEA N/A
Capito l Valley SAFE 2,141,184                           2,665,920                        2,125,367                         2,274,985                        
Glenn County SAFE 39,494                              39,111                                 21,705                               35,230                              
   T o tal Expenses 78,831,244$          77,556,055$         92,242,373$         121,504,752$        

P R OGR A M  R EVEN UES

Operating Grants and Contributions: 13,952,654$                    
  P lanning and Administration 6,371,323$                      7,499,794$                     10,313,252$                     
  Sacramento Emergency Clean Air & 

Transportation Program 2,345,417$                      5,889,595$                     12,250,196$                     
   PTM ISEA
Charges for Services: 2,605,097                        
  P lanning and Administration 479,474                           1,088,718                          1,156,341                           
SACOG M anaged Fund
PTM ISEA
Capito l Valley SAFE 2,166,838                         2,194,802                         2,215,115                           
Glenn County SAFE 28,977                              30,086                              30,515                               
   Total Program Revenues 16,557,751                        11,392,029                       16,702,995                       25,965,419                       

N et Expense (62,273,493)$        (66,164,026)$        (75,539,378)$        (95,539,333)$        

General R evenues and Other C hanges in N et A ssets

State Shared Revenue - Sales and Use Taxes 62,316,677$                    67,078,282$                  75,218,223$                    87,759,141$                     
Investment Earnings 259,479                            441,575                            911,839                              1,640,450                         
In-Kind Revenue -                                          -                                          -                                          -                                          
Other 241,407                             192,557                            435,015                             489,765                            
Special Item - Sale o f M eridian Plaza -                                          1,112,296                           -                                          -                                          
Loss on Disposal of Capital Assets -                                          -                                          -                                          (103,720)                           
    T o tal General R evenues 62,817,563$          68,824,710$         76,565,077$         89,785,636$         

Change in Net Assets 544,070                            2,660,684                        1,025,699                         (5,753,697)                       

Net Assets - Beginning 19,801,956                        20,346,026                     23,006,710                       24,032,409                      

Net Assets - Ending 20,346,026$         23,006,710$         24,032,409$         18,278,712$          

*2009 numbers have been restated

1.  There were prior period adjustments to  the Local Transportation Funds.  See Note XX on page XX.

2001-2003 information was not available at the time the report was prepared.

Note; For SACOG, governmental activities are the same as the Primary Government Activities. Therefore, the Primary Government
Activities section is not shown.

**2011. The SACOG M anaged Fund activity was transferred into  the SACOG Planning and Administration Fund due to  GASB 54 reporting requirements.
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Statement of Activities & Changes in Net Assets  
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 
 

2008 2009* 2010 2011**

71,889,819$                     62,570,554$                   62,176,903$                    51,508,069$                    
11,103,987                         14,959,542                       17,283,003                       20,668,754                      

5,926,133                         8,984,793                        2,494,831                         1,313                                   
1,941,314                           1,068,276                         n/a

68,584                              4,742,226                        1,579,144                          
5,431,978                         2,302,480                        2,431,941                          2,293,278                        

101,897                              30,311                                33,236                              16,061                                
94,453,814$          90,857,578$         90,230,416$          76,066,619$          

12,260,257$                    16,900,076 14,153,990 17,371,115

5,926,133$                      11,437,452 0
4,060,255 15,319,020 800,000

1,237,811                           1,190,472 430,347 581,041
3,051,000

2,208,656                        2,195,851 2,145,307 2,081,247
30,876                              30,243 29,386 28,722

21,663,733                       38,865,349                      32,078,050                      20,862,125                       

(72,790,081)$        (51,992,229)$        (58,152,366)$        (55,204,494)$        

75,580,640$                   63,210,973$                    66,132,449$                    55,894,683$                   
1,168,227                          766,571                             529,002                            261,290                             

-                                          -                                          627,948                            649,531                             
710,086                             653,710                             121,857                              346,387                            

-                                          -                                          -                                          -                                          

77,458,953$         64,631,254$          67,411,256$          57,151,891$           

4,668,872                        12,639,025                       9,258,890                        1,947,397                         

18,278,712                        28,864,260                      41,503,285                       50,762,175                       

22,947,584$         41,503,285$          50,762,175$          52,709,572$         
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Planning and Administration Fund 
Changes in Fund Balance 

For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  
 
 
 

2004 2005 2006 2007
R EVEN UES

Federal 3,035,594$       4,207,117$         4,839,847$       7,552,527$       
State 463,309              437,559              1,162,528            137,739               
Local 1,246,816            1,726,647           1,157,419             1,278,986           
Charges for Services 226,891               227,724              793,758              841,255               
M ember Assessments 246,559              251,750               294,960              315,086               
Investment Earnings 61,631                  64,346                90,589                176,007               
In-Kind
Other 191,702                127,945               342,912               449,382              
Total Revenues 5,472,502          7,043,088          8,682,013           10,750,982         

EXP EN D IT UR ES
Planning and Administration 7,793,808          8,578,040          10,284,677         11,693,873          
Community Design Grants -                            -                            -                            
P lanning Grants 1,144,781             1,313,135             900,201               1,121,115               
Capital Outlay 612,880               55,671                 47,506                45,758                
Total Expenditures 9,551,469           9,946,846          11,232,384          12,860,746         

Deficiency of Revenues under Expenditures (4,078,967)         (2,903,758)         (2,550,371)          (2,109,764)          

OT H ER  F IN A N C IN G SOUR C ES
  Transfers in 2,038,333          2,150,443           2,372,141            2,918,782           
  Transfers out

Change in Fund Balance (2,040,634)         (753,315)             (178,230)             809,018               

F und B alance -  B eginning 5,765,495   3 ,724,861    2 ,971,546    2 ,793,316    

F und B alance -  Ending 3,724,861$  2,971,546$  2,793,316$  3,602,334$  

R ESER VA T ION S OF  F UN D  B A LA N C E
Reserved for Prepaid Items 15,159$               65,492$             66,488$             69,377$             
Reserved for Unrecovered indirect costs 180,716                -                            -                            -                            
Unreserved, Designated for:
  Contingencies 700,000              700,000              700,000              700,000              
  Land Use Blueprint 339,614               -                            -                            -                            
Operating Cash Reserve -                            -                            -                            

  Encumbrances -                            -                            1,187,915             1,553,754           
F und B alance C atego ries under GA SB  54

N o nspendable -  prepaid Items -                            -                            129,903               129,903               
R estricted:
C o mmitted:
    Board and Advocacy
    Community Design Grantees
A ssigned:
   Legal Defense
   Self Insurance
   Project Specific Carryover Funds
   GIS Receipients
Unassigned:
   Unassigned Fund Balance 2,489,372          2,206,054          709,010               1,149,300            

T o tal Ending F und B alance 3,724,861$  2,971,546$  2,793,316$  3,602,334$  

*2009 was restated by $71,320
2001-2003 information was not available at the time the report was prepared

**2011 Beginning Fund Balance was restated as the SACOG  M anaged Fund  was transferred into  the Planning and Administration, in 
accordance with the new GASB 54 Reporting requirements.
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Planning and Administration Fund 
Changes in Fund Balance 

For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
 

2008 2009* 2010 2011**

6,240,742$       7,463,171$         12,157,504$       13,637,674$         
841,536               1,406,497           1,204,156            3,088,223              

1,072,500           1,012,580            743,493              645,220                 
922,725              840,987              146,077               296,771                  
315,086               349,485              284,270              284,270                 
109,952               80,243                12,696                 56,532                    

625,448              649,531                  
614,434               622,954              86,467                288,978                 

10,116,975           11,775,917           15,260,111            18,947,199             

11,219,835           13,155,044          16,981,392          20,022,388           
-                            390,310                  

1,343,608           1,188,305            
77,311                  48,806                42,278                16,816                      

12,640,754         14,392,155          17,023,670         20,429,514            

(2,523,779)         (2,616,238)          (1,763,559)          (1,482,315)              

2,468,402          2,301,584           2,033,399          2,124,575               
(28,748)               

(84,125)                (314,654)             269,840              642,260                 

3,602,334   3,518,209    3 ,203,555   14,603,324    

3,518,209$  3,203,555$  3,473,395$  15,245,584$   

70,833$             118,876$             68,505$             
-                            -                            -                            -                                

700,000              700,000              700,000              -                                
-                            -                            -                            -                                
-                            1,500,000           1,500,000           -                                

1,513,569            

168,856               212,056               151,573                58,725                    
-                                

109,539                  
1,412,071                 

500,000                 
200,000                 

194,065               194,065                  
75,451                 62,397                    

1,064,951            672,623              783,801               12,708,787            
3,518,209$  3,203,555$  3,473,395$  15,245,584$   
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Fund Balances – Governmental Funds 
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
2004 2005 2006 2007

R EV EN U ES
Sales and Use Taxes 62,316,677$       67,078,282$          75,218,223$           87,759,141$            
Vehicle registrat ion fees and t raff ic f ines 2,131,647            2,195,815                 2,224,888              2,245,630             
Intergovernmental:
   Federal 3,035,594          4,207,117                 4,839,847              7,552,527               
   State 9,437,244          2,782,976               7,052,123                12,387,935            
   Local 1,246,816           1,726,647                1,497,419                2,622,986             
Charges for services 226,891              227,724                  793,758                   841,255                  
M ember assessments 246,559              251,750                    294,960                 315,086                  
Investment earnings 259,479              441,575                    911,839                   1,640,450              
In-Kind
Other 241,407              192,557                    435,015                   489,765                 
Total Revenues 79 ,14 2 ,3 14  79 ,10 4 ,4 4 3    9 3 ,2 6 8 ,0 72    115,8 54 ,775    

EX PEN D ITU R ES
City of Elk Grove 2,978,696          3,831,141                 4,632,607              6,083,245             
City of Citrus Heights 3,198,260          3,360,116                3,687,554               4,355,157                
City of Davis 2,223,713           2,292,909              3,019,992               4,031,515                
City of Folsom 2,231,525           2,466,249              2,793,722               3,417,484              
City of Galt 779,673              847,737                   938,840                 1,141,920                
City of Isleton 30,725                32,348                    35,204                    40,834                   
City of Live Oak 260,718              273,466                  230,696                 306,102                 
City of M arysville 37,015                 -                                -                                8,856                      
City of Sacramento 307,672              327,543                  358,463                  384,147                  
City of West Sacramento 1,192,595            1,277,508                1,731,037                 2,381,012               
City of Rancho Cordova -                           54,242                    60,604                    46,767                    
City of Wheatland 42,984               42,386                    72,235                     113,644                  
City of Winters 217,781                230,686                 313,194                   413,239                 
City of Woodland 1,742,224           1,782,559                2,391,065               3,161,298               
City of Yuba City 1,303,315            1,372,310                756,991                   1,116,305                
County of Sacramento 1,050,351            1,500,333               1,608,953               1,489,561               
County of Sutter 975,378              885,085                  610,546                   729,615                  
County of Yolo 758,313               803,658                  1,033,415                1,353,669              
County of Yuba 477,513               299,254                  405,905                  699,670                 
Sacramento Regional Transit  District 35,517,690         37,375,999             43,195,816              56,002,015            
Yolo County Transportat ion District 32,833               28,997                    61,544                     171,433                   
Yuba-Sutter Transit  Authority 1,346,774           1,669,312                2,435,831               3,338,658             
Paratransit , Inc 1,767,003           1,866,539               2,037,010               2,142,736              
SAFE services 685,549              964,254                  837,072                  408,988                
Freeway service patrol 645,000             645,000                  635,000                  665,000                 
Equipment and maintenance 461,417               657,208                  654,137                   726,099                 
Insurance and DM V fees 11,300                 62,641                     20,513                     20,567                    
Planning and Administrat ion (includes planning 
grants) 8,943,734          9,894,343              11,185,228               13,923,774            
SACOG M anaged Fund

 Public Transportat ion M oderizat ion 
Improvement & Service Enhancement -                                -                                -                               

Community Design Grants

SECAT grants 8,973,934          2,345,417                5,889,595               12,250,196             
Capital out lay 651,715                55,671                      47,506                     45,758                    

T ot al  Exp end it ures 78,845,400        77,244,911              91,680,275             120,969,264         
Excess of Revenues over Expenditures 296,914              1,859,532                1,587,797                 (5,114,489)              

OTHER  F IN A N C IN G U SES
  Transfers in 2,038,333         2,150,443               2,372,141                2,918,782              
  Transfers out (2,038,333)        (2,150,443)              (2,372,141)               (2,918,782)             
Total other f inancing uses -                           -                                -                                -                               
Special Item -                           3,112,296                -                                -                               
Net Change in Fund Balances 296,914              4,971,828               1,587,797                 (5,114,489)              
Fund Balance  - Beginning 15,618,264         15,915,178                20,887,006            22,474,803           

F und  B alance  -  End ing 15,9 15,178$  $2 3 ,9 9 9 ,3 0 2 2 2 ,4 74 ,8 0 3$  17,3 6 0 ,3 14$   

*2009 was restated.

2001-2003 information was not available at the time the report was prepared

Source: Individual internal fund statements
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Fund Balances – Governmental Funds 
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
2008 2009* 2010 2011

75,580,640$          63,210,973$          66,132,449$         56,694,683$         
2,239,532             2,226,094             2,174,693              2,109,969              

6,240,742             7,463,171                12,157,504              13,637,674            
6,768,648             20,445,532           16,523,176             3,088,223             
5,410,000              7,540,080              792,331                  645,220                 

922,725                 840,987                 146,077                  296,771                  
315,086                  349,485                 284,270                 284,270                 

1,168,227               766,571                   529,002                 261,290                 
524,413                  627,948                 649,531                  

710,086                  129,297                  121,857                   346,387                 

9 9 ,3 55,6 8 6   10 3 ,4 9 6 ,6 0 3 9 9 ,4 8 9 ,3 0 7   78 ,0 14 ,0 18    

4,961,671               4,816,070              4,453,961              3,855,576               
3,261,077               3,030,674             2,718,195                2,387,142              

3,060,636             2,742,094             2,875,410               2,054,718               
2,611,488               2,469,833             2,342,024             1,936,048              

863,102                 817,643                  745,182                  657,899                 
31,365                    29,461                    25,426                   22,299                   

364,421                 128,846                 236,516                  464,676                 
48,781                    39,846                   67,049                   -                               
517,112                    314,308                 253,973                 270,420                 

1,970,250               1,850,226              1,952,997               1,487,468              
38,710                    39,750                    32,551                     34,747                    

109,987                  57,047                    73,562                    45,266                   
313,752                  283,631                 292,099                219,278                  

2,416,275               2,226,637             2,317,034              1,755,475                
1,634,398              135,202                  508,249                 2,787,330              

974,665                 1,145,801                1,109,664               1,051,691                
906,757                  232,880                538,880                 1,232,138               

1,041,769               953,893                 969,937                 735,302                 
895,991                  311,142                   549,293                 374,072                 

41,280,919            37,381,148             36,298,222          27,382,646           
95,753                    67,986                   143,020                 -                               

2,764,093             1,765,555                2,268,254             1,264,700              
1,726,847               1,730,882              1,405,405               1,489,178               

368,075                 348,682                403,004                384,153                  
697,525                  791,631                   814,681                  834,494                
517,207                   573,455                  443,720                 450,983                 

19,719                     19,666                    17,365                     21,255                     

13,605,568            14,912,347             17,118,422              20,156,239            
1,941,314                1,068,276              

-                               68,584                   4,742,226             1,579,144                

390,310                 

5,926,133              8,984,793             2,494,831              1,313                       
2,500,319              48,806                   42,278                   16,816                     

95,524,365            90,259,833           89,321,706            75,342,776            
3,831,321               13,236,770            10,167,601              2,671,242              

2,497,150               2,301,584              2,033,399             2,124,575               
(2,497,150)             (2,301,584)             (2,033,399)           (2,124,575)              

-                               -                               -                               -                               
-                               -                               -                               -                               

3,831,321               13,236,770            10,167,601              2,671,242              
17,360,315             27,108,311              40,345,081            50,512,682            

2 1,19 1,6 3 6$   4 0 ,3 4 5,0 8 1$  50 ,512 ,6 8 2$  53 ,18 3 ,9 2 4$  
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Changes in Fund Balances 
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
2004 2005 2006 2007

MAJOR FUNDS
210,502$          79,663$               76,893$                71,523$              

Unreserved, designated for:
    Contingencies 1,099,614         700,000               760,000                760,000              

Operating Cash Reserve -                           -                            -                          
Encumbrances -                           1,187,915             1,553,754           
Glenn County SAFE
Board and Advocacy -                           129,903                129,903              
Project Specific Carryover Funds
Community Design Grantees
Reserved for GIS receipients
Post Retirement Health Benefits -                           -                            3,543,559           
Total unreserved, designated 1,099,614         700,000               2,077,818             5,987,216           

14,605,062       20,107,343          20,320,092           11,301,575         

Fund Balance Categories under GASB 54
   Reserved for prepaid items
Restricted:

SECAT Program
PTMISEA Funds
State Transit Assistance Funds
Local Transportation Funds - Sacramento County
Local Transportation Funds - Yuba County
Local Transportation Funds - Sutter County
Local Transportation Funds - Yolo County
Capitol Valley Regional SAFE
Glenn County SAFE

Committed:
   Board and Advocacy
   Community Design Grantees
Assigned:
   Legal Defense
   Self Insurance
   Project Specific Carryover Funds
   GIS Receipients

Post Employment Benefits (OPEB)
Planning and Administration Fund

Assigned:
   Unassigned Fund Balance

Total Fund Balance 15,915,178$    20,887,006$       22,474,803$        17,360,314$      

   Unassigned Fund Balance

* 2009 was restated.
2001-2003 information was not available at the time the report was prepared.
Format conforms with GASB 54 guidelines.

Source: Agency Annual Reports

Unreserved, undesignated

Reserved
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Changes in Fund Balances 
For  the  E igh t  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011  

 
2008 2009* 2010 2011

73,143$              121,026$             70,656$               

760,000              760,000               700,000               
-                          1,500,000            2,542,000            

1,513,569           

168,856              212,056               151,573               
194,065               

1,660,260            
75,451                 

3,699,737           3,789,940            2,785,847            
6,142,162           6,261,996            8,109,196            -                           

14,976,331         33,999,177          42,332,830          

60,877                 

11,959                 
14,151,893          

113,418               
13,017,462          

389,688               
573,654               

2,154,733            
3,571,169            

104,696               

109,539               
1,412,071            

500,000               
200,000               
194,065               

62,397                 
2,805,516            
1,042,000            

12,708,787          
21,191,636$       40,382,199$       50,512,682$       53,183,924$       
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Total Population by Jurisdiction 
For  Years  2001  to  2011 

 
 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

SACOG Region 1,985,974 2,044,599 2,098,505 2,149,634 2,192,359

El Dorado County 160,495 164,079 167,252 170,456 173,407
     Placerville 9,959 10,270 10,299 10,282 10,350
     South Lake Tahoe 23,983 24,023 24,037 23,934 24,059
     Unincorporated 126,553 129,786 132,916 136,240 138,998

Placer County 258,892 271,224 284,039 296,579 305,675
     Auburn 12,562 12,593 12,610 12,827 12,849
     Colfax 1,576 1,713 1,790 1,806 1,822
     Lincoln 13,628 16,835 19,977 23,413 27,356
     Loomis 6,310 6,306 6,353 6,322 6,274
     Rocklin 39,570 43,147 46,083 49,672 50,494
     Roseville 83,237 87,667 93,534 98,407 102,191
     Unincorporated 102,009 102,963 103,692 104,132 104,689

Sacramento County 1,252,652 1,287,426 1,317,973 1,346,205 1,369,855
     Citrus Heights 86,375 87,698 87,744 87,714 87,549
     Elk Grove 75,647 81,243 86,362 109,983 121,609
     Folsom 56,748 60,968 64,155 66,046 68,033
     Galt 20,106 21,392 22,153 22,325 22,955
     Isleton 837 843 843 838 820
     Rancho Cordova N/A N/A N/A 54,676 55,145
     Sacramento 414,674 426,595 435,510 444,395 452,959
     Unincorporated 598,265 608,687 621,206 560,228 560,785

Sutter County 80,209 81,913 84,166 86,604 88,945
     Live Oak 6,379 6,450 6,516 6,636 6,785
     Yuba City 45,955 47,220 48,903 51,429 58,368
     Unincorporated 27,875 28,243 28,747 28,539 23,792

Yolo County 172,677 177,572 181,328 184,660 187,743
     Davis 61,853 63,349 63,843 64,533 64,401
     West Sacramento 31,998 34,718 36,489 38,053 40,206
     Winters 6,152 6,302 6,570 6,873 6,979
     Woodland 50,821 51,360 51,630 52,570 53,382
     Unincorporated 21,853 21,843 22,796 22,631 22,775

Yuba County 61,049 62,385 63,747 65,130 66,734
     Marysville 12,353 12,589 12,715 12,876 12,628
     Wheatland 2,306 2,394 2,729 3,194 3,432
     Unincorporated 46,390 47,402 48,303 49,060 50,674

Source : State of California, Department of Finance, E-1 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties 
and the State, California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, as of of January 1, 
of each year.  
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Total Population by Jurisdiction 
For  Years  2000  to  2011 

 
 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

2,229,940 2,268,620 2,304,411 2,323,112 2,312,406 2,333,271

176,204 178,674 179,722 180,185 180,682 182,498
10,171 10,237 10,271 10,373 10,371 10,452
23,594 23,704 23,725 23,896 21,346 21,557

142,439 144,733 145,726 145,916 148,965 150,489

316,508 324,495 333,401 339,577 347,133 352,380
12,975 13,112 13,273 13,432 13,300 13,410

1,825 1,838 1,855 1,878 1,957 1,971
33,589 37,410 39,758 40,060 42,633 43,248

6,480 6,529 6,624 6,677 6,416 6,475
50,920 51,951 53,843 54,754 56,737 57,901

104,655 106,266 109,154 112,343 118,233 120,593
106,064 107,389 108,894 110,433 107,857 108,782

1,385,607 1,406,804 1,424,415 1,433,187 1,417,259 1,428,355
86,883 87,017 87,321 87,565 83,267 83,618

130,874 136,318 139,542 141,430 152,925 154,594
69,445 70,835 72,590 71,018 72,201 72,439
22,982 23,469 23,913 24,133 23,641 23,767

813 815 817 818 804 808
56,355 59,056 60,975 61,817 64,613 65,502

457,514 467,343 475,743 481,097 466,279 469,566
560,741 561,951 563,514 565,309 553,529 558,061

91,450 93,919 95,878 96,554 94,765 95,800
7,475 8,126 8,539 8,571 8,428 8,586

60,507 62,083 63,338 63,647 64,929 65,569
23,468 23,710 24,001 24,336 21,408 21,645

190,344 193,983 199,066 200,709 200,484 201,759
64,585 64,938 65,814 66,005 65,547 65,915
43,183 44,928 47,068 47,782 48,597 49,160

6,867 6,885 7,052 7,052 6,618 6,624
52,972 54,060 55,867 56,399 55,362 55,549
22,737 23,172 23,265 23,471 24,360 24,511

69,827 70,745 71,929 72,900 72,083 72,479
12,591 12,713 12,719 12,838 12,357 12,233

3,465 3,513 3,510 3,548 3,542 3,503
53,771 54,519 55,700 56,514 56,184 56,743
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Total Households by County 
For  Years  2001  to  2011 

 
2001

Total Units Vacant Total Units Vacant Total Units Vacant
SACOG Region 785,851 41,650 803,709 42,597 825,586 43,756
El Dorado County 73,013 3,870 74,942 3,972 76,617 4,061
Placer County 115,043 6,097 120,773 6,401 127,634 6,765
Sacramento County 483,592 25,630 492,048 26,079 503,175 26,668
Sutter County 28,559 1,514 28,947 1,534 29,566 1,567
Yolo County 62,945 3,336 64,126 3,399 65,412 3,467
Yuba County 22,699 1,203 22,873 1,212 23,182 1,229

2004

Total Units Vacant Total Units Vacant Total Units Vacant
SACOG Region 848,411 44,966 863,254 57,137 887,241 58,463
El Dorado County 78,351 4,153 79,448 13,486 81,478 13,757
Placer County 132,672 7,032 134,896 14,867 140,330 15,220
Sacramento County 516,104 27,354 524,648 22,505 535,788 22,916
Sutter County 30,496 1,616 31,175 1,403 32,472 1,459
Yolo County 67,039 3,553 68,537 2,510 70,542 2,454
Yuba County 23,749 1,259 24,550 2,366 26,631 2,657

2007

Total Units Vacant Total Units Vacant Total Units Vacant
SACOG Region 903,731 60,424 916,203 60,780 922,560 63,442
El Dorado County 82,695 13,992 83275 14,024 83,871 14,107
Placer County 144,207 15,603 147408 15,701 149,265 16,061
Sacramento County 545,287 23,720 551,219 23,627 553,916 23,874
Sutter County 33,069 1,485 33,491 1,503 33,681 1,506
Yolo County 71,755 2,533 73,138 2,563 73,811 4,347
Yuba County 26,718 3,091 27,672 3,362 28,016 3,547

2010

Total Units Vacant Total Units Vacant
SACOG Region 932,323 90,378 935,759 90,071
El Dorado County 88,121 17,926 88,272 17,957
Placer County 152,422 20,003 153,730 20,107
Sacramento County 555,335 41,944 556,973 42,060
Sutter County 33,846 2,421 33,920 2,426
Yolo County 74,984 4,178 75,326 4,192
Yuba County 27,615 3,906 27,538 3,329

20092008

Source: California Department of Finances E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates 
(Annual)   (http://w w w .dof.ca.gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/ReportsPapers/ReportsPapers.php) 
Note: Counts as of July 1, of each year.

2011

2006

2002 2003

2005
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Labor Force & Unemployment by County 
For  Years  2001  to  2010 

 
 

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment Rate

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment Rate

SACOG Region 994,800 947,300 47,500 4.8 1,027,500 967,900 59,600 5.8
El Dorado County 83,600 80,000 3,600 4.3 85,800 81,400 4,400 5.2
Placer County 138,200 132,800 5,400 3.9 145,500 138,600 6,900 4.8
Sacramento County 621,400 593,300 28,100 4.5 641,200 605,100 36,100 5.6
Sutter County 38,600 34,800 3,800 9.7 39,200 34,900 4,300 11
Yolo County 88,100 83,600 4,500 5.1 90,600 85,200 5,400 6
Yuba County 24,900 22,800 2,100 8.5 25,200 22,700 2,500 9.8

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment  Rate

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment Rate

SACOG Region 1,054,400 991,200 63,200 6.0 1,069,100 1,008,600 60,500 5.7
El Dorado County 87,800 83,000 4,800 5.5 89,100 84,500 4,600 5.1
Placer County 152,700 145,300 7,400 4.8 155,000 147,900 7,100 4.6
Sacramento County 656,300 618,200 38,100 5.8 665,600 629,000 36,600 5.5
Sutter County 39,800 35,400 4,400 11.1 40,200 36,000 4,200 10.5
Yolo County 92,400 86,600 5,800 6.3 93,600 88,100 5,500 5.9
Yuba County 25,400 22,700 2,700 10.8 25,600 23,100 2,500 9.7

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment  Rate

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment Rate

SACOG Region 1,090,700 1,034,300 56,400 5.2 1,107,500 1,052,900 54,600 4.9
El Dorado County 92,100 87,700 4,400 4.8 93,600 89,300 4,300 4.6
Placer County 166,300 159,100 7,200 4.3 169,000 161,900 7,100 4.2
Sacramento County 672,300 639,000 33,300 5.0 682,600 650,300 32,300 4.7
Sutter County 40,500 36,600 3,900 9.7 41,100 37,400 3,700 8.9
Yolo County 93,500 88,300 5,200 5.6 94,700 89,800 4,900 5.2
Yuba County 26,000 23,600 2,400 9.1 26,500 24,200 2,300 8.8

2004

2005

2003

2001 2002

2006
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Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Labor Force & Unemployment by County (Continued) 
For  Years  2001  to  2010 

 
 

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment  Rate

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment  Rate

SACOG Region 1,126,700 1,063,100 63,600 6.0 1,128,600 1,045,200 83,400 7.4
El Dorado County 94,500 89,600 4,900 5.2 92,400 85,900 6,400 6.9
Placer County 174,400 165,900 8,500 4.9 176,200 164,700 11,500 6.5
Sacramento County 690,900 653,100 37,800 5.5 690,400 640,800 49,600 7.2
Sutter County 42,400 38,300 4,100 9.6 42,000 36,900 5,200 12.3
Yolo County 96,700 91,000 5,700 5.9 99,500 92,200 7,300 7.4
Yuba County 27,800 25,200 2,600 9.3 28,100 24,700 3,400 12.0

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment  Rate

Labor 
Force Employment

Unemploy-
ment  Rate

SACOG Region 1,128,400 997,800 130,600 11.6 1,111,000 966,700 144,500 13.0
El Dorado County 91,800 81,500 10,300 11.3 90,800 79,400 11,500 12.6
Placer County 179,000 160,100 18,900 10.6 177,100 156,800 20,300 11.5
Sacramento County 687,600 609,600 78,000 11.3 674,900 588,600 86,300 12.8
Sutter County 42,100 34,900 7,200 17.0 42,100 33,800 8,300 19.8
Yolo County 99,200 88,000 11,200 11.3 98,000 85,300 12,700 13.0
Yuba County 28,700 23,700 5,000 17.3 28,100 22,800 5,400 19.1

2008

2009 2010

Source:   Labor Force Data for Sub-County Areas (Annual), State of California Employment Development Department Labor Market 
Information Division (http://w w w .labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/)

2007
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Largest Employment Centers by County* 
For  F isca l  Year  Ended  June  30 ,  2011 

 
 

Employer # of Employees Percentage # of Employees Percentage
El Dorado County 1,800 3.4% 1,583 3.4%

Red Hawk Casino 1,780 3.3% Data not available

Blue Shield of California 1,543 2.9% 1,719 3.7%

DST Output 1,300 2.4% 850 1.8%

Marshall Medical Center 1,040 2.0% 1,145 2.5%

Barton Healthcare System 948 1.8% 495 1.1%

State of California 866 1.6% 685 1.5%

Sierra at Home Inc 635 1.2% 752 1.6%

El Dorado County Office of Education 340 0.6% Data not available

Camp Richardson Resort 400 0.9%

Roebbelen Contracting, Inc. 263 0.6%

Raleys Family of Fine Stores 540 1.2%

El Dorado Irrigation District 270 0.5% Data not available

County Employment Estimate 53,300 100.0% 46,600 100.0%

Employer # of Employees Percentage # of Employees Percentage
Kaiser Permanente 3,281 2.3% 3,147 2.5%

Placer County 2,400 1.7% 2,400 1.9%

Sutter Health 2,270 1.6% 2,144 1.7%

Hewlett-Packard Inc 2,000 1.4% 3,500 2.8%

Union Pacific Railroad 2,000 1.4% 2,000 1.6%

Thunder Valley Casino 1,651 1.2% 2,025 1.6%

PRIDE Industries Inc 1,352 1.0% Data not available

Northstar at Tahoe 1,250 0.9% 1,950 1.6%

City of Roseville 1,100 0.8% 1,205 1.0%

Placer County Office of Education 1,004 0.8%

Raleys Family of Fine Stores 1,000 0.8%

Dry Creek Joint Elementary School District 1,088 0.8% Data not available

County Employment Estimate 140,400 100.0% 124,500 100.0%

El Dorado County
2010 2011*

2011*2010

Placer County

 
 
*2011 information. The list of large employers for El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento and Yolo Counties is 
based on Sacramento Business Journal lists throughout 2011.    The list of the major employers for Sutter 
and Yuba Counties is taken from the EDD website showing large employers but only has employment 
spans available (ex 100-249 employees, 250-499 employees, etc.).  SACOG has used some other data 
to bolster the specific employment numbers in those two counties, so they are likely reasonable 
assumptions of employment, but may not be representative of the specific number of employees. The 
total employment number for each county is the EDD 2010 Annual Average employment.   
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Employer # of Employees Percentage # of Employees Percentage
State of California 73,273 11.8% 70,937 13.0%

Sacramento County 13,304 2.1% 11,300 2.1%

UC Davis Health System 8,496 1.4% 8,580 1.6%

Kaiser Permanente 7,979 1.3% 6,367 1.2%

Sutter Health Sacramento Sierra Region 7,314 1.2% 6,958 1.3%

Sacramento City Unified School District 6,500 1.0% 4,500 0.8%

Elk Grove Unified School District 6,391 1.0% 5,619 1.0%

Intel Corp 6,000 1.0% 6,515 1.2%

Mercy/Catholic Healthcare West 5,922 1.0% 6,942 1.3%

San Juan Unified School District 5,190 0.8% 4,600 0.8%

County Employment Estimate 623,000 100.0% 547,500 100.0%

2010 2011*

Sacramento County

 

Employer # of Employees Percentage # of Employees Percentage
Oceanspray/Sunsweet Growers 1,200 4.1% Data not available

Fremont Medical Center 600 2.1% 1,850 8.0%

Sysco Food Service 460 1.6% Data not available

Environmental Pro Assoc 400 1.4% Data not available

Wal-Mart 400 1.4% 525 2.3%

Sunset Moulding Co 380 1.3% Data not available

Home Depot 300 1.0% Data not available

Alta California Regional Center 300 1.0% Data not available

Sutter North Surgery Center 290 1.0% 575 2.5%

Yuba City Unified School District 1,316 5.7%

Sutter County 970 4.2%

Sunsweet Growers 670 2.9%

City of Yuba City 325 1.4%

Sam's Club 198 0.9%

Raley's Family of Fine Stores 185 0.8%

Winco Foods 150 0.6%

Landstar Ranger Inc 275 0.9% Data not available

County Employment Estimate 29,000 100.0% 23,200 100.0%

Sutter County
2010 2011
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Employer # of Employees Percentage # of Employees Percentage
University of California, Davis 12,651 12.2% 11,704 13.1%

Cache Creek Casino Resort 2,400 2.3% Data not available

State of California 2,279 2.2% 2,214 2.5%

Yolo County 1,568 1.5% 1,245 1.4%

Raley's Family of Fine Stores 891 0.9% 831 0.9%

Woodland Healthcare 536 0.5% 994 1.1%

Nugget Market Inc 500 0.5% 500 0.6%

Pacific Gas & Electric Co 477 0.5% 623 0.7%

City of Davis 462 0.4% Data not available

Coventry Health Care 450 0.4% Data not available

US Postal Service 1,794 2.0%

Davis Joint Unified School District 792 0.9%

Target Corporation 782 0.9%

County Employment Estimate 103,500 100.0% 89,300 100.0%

Employer # of Employees Percentage # of Employees Percentage
Rideout Memorial Hospital 2,000 11.3% Data not available

Beale AFB 1,300 7.3% 5,721 43.7%

Yuba Community College 600 3.4% 700 5.3%

Wal-Mart 450 2.5% 300 2.3%

Baldwin Contracting Co 450 2.5% Data not available

Yuba County 600 3.4% 805 6.1%

Sierra Kiwi Inc 250 1.4% 250 1.9%

Bishop's Pumpkin Farm 200 1.1% 250 1.9%

Frank Booth Inc 200 1.1% Data not available

Marysville Joine Unified School District 170 1.0% 1,000 7.6%

California Transportation Department 650 5.0%

Appeal Democrat 150 1.1%

Elite Universal Security 150 1.1%

County Employment Estimate 17,700 100.0% 13,100 100.0%

Yolo County

Yuba County
2010 2011

2010 2011
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For  the  2001-02  to  2009-10  Schoo l  Years  

 
 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

SACOG Region 364,834 374,927 382,981 387,142 392,314
El Dorado 28,795 29,104 29,147 29,072 29,368
Placer 55,531 58,228 60,716 61,718 62,666
Sacramento 222,224 228,122 232,612 235,269 238,385
Sutter 16,091 16,233 16,528 16,976 17,435
Yolo 28,646 29,099 29,466 29,321 29,429
Yuba 13,547 14,141 14,512 14,786 15,031

 
 
 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

SACOG Region 394,681 395,240 397,285 398,098 399,127
El Dorado 29,332 29,417 29,662 29,336 29,972
Placer 63,742 64,401 65,708 67,088 68,278
Sacramento 239,026 238,233 238,346 237,722 236,936
Sutter 17,771 19,137 19,599 20,020 20,652
Yolo 29,460 29,493 29,507 29,591 29,366
Yuba 15,350 14,559 14,463 14,341 13,923

Source: County Reports (Annual), California Department of Education

(http://www.ed-
data.k12.ca.us/Navigation/fsTwoPanel.asp?bottom=%2Fprofile.asp%3Flevel%3D
05%26reportNumber%3D16)  
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Total Acreage

SACOG Region 4,199,415
El Dorado 1,145,825
Placer 959,744
Sacramento 637,640
Sutter 389,537
Yolo 654,720
Yuba 411,950

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Tiger Line File  
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Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

SACOG Region $696 $36,187 $718 $37,358 $751 $39,041
El Dorado County $598 $31,114 $617 $32,092 $658 $34,200
Placer County $704 $36,618 $740 $38,477 $764 $39,717
Sacramento County $730 $37,953 $749 $38,961 $784 $40,786
Sutter County $507 $26,357 $531 $27,612 $545 $28,319
Yolo County $640 $33,285 $674 $35,063 $699 $36,326
Yuba County $582 $30,268 $572 $29,741 $616 $32,008

2003 2004 2005

 
 
 

Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

SACOG Region $782 $40,638 $808 $41,992 $833 $43,316
El Dorado County $693 $36,049 $719 $37,384 $742 $38,584
Placer County $797 $41,431 $822 $42,770 $824 $42,848
Sacramento County $816 $42,418 $842 $43,773 $867 $45,084
Sutter County $580 $30,183 $590 $30,687 $608 $31,616
Yolo County $719 $37,396 $753 $39,170 $776 $40,352
Yuba County $627 $32,627 $663 $34,454 $701 $36,452

20082006 2007

 
 
 

Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

Average 
Weekly 
Wages

Average 
Annual 

Wages1

SACOG Region $842 $43,784 $861 $44,772
El Dorado County $748 $38,896 $736 $38,272
Placer County $839 $43,628 $861 $44,772
Sacramento County $875 $45,500 $899 $46,748
Sutter County $629 $32,708 $628 $32,656
Yolo County $777 $40,404 $790 $41,080
Yuba County $716 $37,232 $750 $39,000

2011 information was not available at the the time the report was prepared.

1Average Annual Wages based upon Average Weekly Wages

Source: California Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information Division

2009 2010
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SACOG REGION TRANSIT PROVIDERS

El Dorado County El Dorado Transit

Placer County Auburn Transit
Lincoln Transit
Placer County Transit
Roseville Transit

Sacramento County Elk Grove Transit
Folsom Stage Lines
Paratransit, Inc.
Sacramento Regional Transit District
South County Transit/LINK

Yolo County Davis Community Transit
UC Davis - TAPS
Unitrans
Yolo County Transportation District

Yuba-Sutter County Yuba-Sutter Transit

Source: SACOG  
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BY FUNCTION & PROGRAM 
For  Seven  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011 

 
 

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
FUNCTION

Executive Director 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Administration 8 6 6 6 9 8 9
Finance 6 5 5 5 5 4 4
Research Analysts* 6 8 11 13 9 10 12
Information Technology 2 2 1 2 2 2 2
Planning 19 21 20 18 19 19 19
Public Affairs and Communications 4 4 5 5 5 5 5
Interns 3 1 1 1 1 2 2

Total Approved Full-Time Positions 49 48 50 51 51 51 54

* Formerly called Geographic Information Systems
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BY PROJECT 
For  F i sca l  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2011 

 
 

2004 2005 2006 2007

Direct Projects

Interagency Relations and Program Management 0.8 0.9 1.2 1.4

Project Delivery and Programming 4.0 3.4 3.7 3.0

Multimodal Transportation Planning and 
Coordination

1.9 2.9 6.1 6.1

Air Quality Planning, Analysis and Coordination 0.7 0.7 0.8 2.0

Transit Planning and Coordination 4.9 4.2 4.0 4.0

Housing and Land Use 6.3 3.8 3.3 0.6

Regional Monitoring and Forecasting 4.5 6.8 10.5 5.7

Geographic Information Systems 7.8 5.1 n/a n/a

Public Information/Outreach and Advocacy 5.9 5.6 4.0 3.8

Services 2.2 2.8 1.2 1.5

Special Projects and Local Technical 
Assistance/NEPA Linkages

0.0 0.1 0.7 1.0

Regional Blueprint Programming n/a n/a 0.6 n/ a

Metropolitan Transportation Plan n/a n/a n/a 9.1

Services to Other Agencies (pass-through) n/a n/a 0.6 0.8

Board and Advocacy n/a n/a 0.3 0.5

Government Relations, Public Affairs & 
Administration

n/a n/a n/a n/a

Long-Range Transportation Planning n/a n/a n/a n/a

Short-Range Transportation Planning & Studies n/a n/a n/a n/a

Continuing Transportation Implementation n/a n/a n/a n/a

Land Use & Housing Planning n/a n/a n/a n/a

Public Services n/a n/a n/a n/a

Member & Agency Services n/a n/a n/a n/a

Services to Other Agencies n/a n/a n/a n/a

Board and Advocacy n/a n/a n/a n/a

Subtotal - Direct Projects 39.0 36.3 37.0 39.5

Indirect 12.0 12.3 11.8 11.1

Total FTEs Based on Total Hours 51.0 48.6 48.8 50.6
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BY PROJECT 
For  F i sca l  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2004 –  2011 

 
 

2008 2009 2010 2011

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a n/a

n/ a n/a n/a 12.0

n/ a n/ a n/ a 0.2

n/ a n/ a n/ a n/ a

4.9 5.1 4.5 4.7

10.1 3.5 6.0 3.7

1.4 0.4 1.1 2.8

5.7 11.0 8.9 6.8

8.7 11.1 10.2 4.4

2.8 2.8 2.7 n/ a

4.9 4.7 3.7 7.0

0.9 0.5 0.5 0.5

0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2

39.6 39.4 37.8 42.3

12.2 12.4 12.8 11.7

51.8 51.8 50.6 54.0
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Planning & Administration Fund 
 
 

INDIRECT SERVICE COST COMPARISON 
For  F i sca l  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2004 –  2011 

 
 

2004 2005 2006 2007

INDIRECT COSTS
Building Costs 329,317$     573,947$        573,947$         641,863$         

Career Development Program -                     -                        -                         49,690             

Consultants 104,646       80,810             57,038             39,071             

Depreciation 158,250       168,452           156,390           136,081           

Insurance 6,418            15,828             68,658             67,478             

Legal 96,444         88,481             178,649           257,799           

Maintenance 22,416         15,579             44,048             6,176                

Meetings 59,634         40,664             19,059             12,099             

Memberships 44,765         21,219             42,139             42,794             

Miscellaneous 2,618            3,157               12,265             676                   

Mileage 13,760         17,120             13,862             11,408             

Office Equipment -                     -                        -                         16,825             

Parking 4,700            5,950               6,525                7,400                

Postage 25,540         30,458             24,197             22,605             

Printing 7,528            -                        - 16,671             

Publications 4,422            5,013               3,425                4,227                

Salaries and Benefits 936,415       1,130,960       1,186,651        1,164,671        

Software & Maintenance 41,489         58,531             41,206             36,601             

Supplies 70,335         72,979             75,394             38,499             

Accounting Services - - 7,723                8,169                

Unemployment Costs - - 8,469                -                         

Telephone/Telcommunications 32,486         29,356             28,693             32,906             

Temporary services 681               6,673               580                   2,119                

Printing Cost offset - - (71,048)            -                         

OPEB ARC

Total Indirect Costs 1,961,864$ 2,365,177$     2,477,870$     2,615,828$     

2001-2003 information was not available at the time the report was prepared  
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INDIRECT SERVICE COST COMPARISON 
For  F i sca l  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2004 –  2011 

 
 

2008 2009 2010 2011

638,875$         677,089$         601,854$         582,991$         

52,408             89,195             42,699             46,247             

116,034           269,661           100,131           45,655             

133,337           86,257             82,426             45,844             

69,959             68,903             68,251             68,376             

320,942           259,557           242,566           245,404           

13,295             11,580             14,590             6,762                

5,300                12,187             7,269                8,737                

25,377             25,511             17,246             28,795             

2,530                3,719                4,664                4,660                

14,093             12,915             14,171             13,749             

19,591             11,044             2,823                4,520                

7,550                9,450                10,376             10,200             

21,367             9,014                17,998             10,462             

1,762                9,081                (1,931)              (18,297)            

4,869                3,567                2,264                2,686                

1,337,701        1,423,539        1,496,208        1,475,280        

49,921             51,418             62,364             86,315             

45,429             53,275             70,105             56,512             

17,065             9,420                9,844                12,943             

-                         -                         -                         4,279                

34,114             39,244             37,349             40,350             

409                   132                   384                   403                   

-                         -                         

405,800           -                         

2,931,928$     3,135,758$     3,309,451$     2,782,873$     
 



 

For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2011 B-30 

Sacramento  Area  Counci l  o f  Governments  

Capital Assets – by Fund* 
For  F i sca l  Years  Ended June  30 ,  2004 –  2011 

 
 

2004 2005 2006 2007

Planning and Administration Fund:

     Furniture/equipment/computers 708,192$     579,541$     470,401$     379,209$     

Capital Valley Regional SAFE:

     Call boxes 2,214,249    1,857,102    1,505,224    1,118,006    

Glenn County SAFE:

     Call boxes 66,516         47,954         29,390         10,828         

Total 2,988,957$ 2,484,597$ 2,005,015$ 1,508,043$ 

2001-2003 information was not available at the time the report was prepared

 
 

*Ne t  o f  accumu la ted  deprec ia t i on  
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2008 2009 2010 2011

313,598$     235,902$     109,415$     80,386$       

2,250,826    1,779,369    1,139,355    667,898       

60,245         47,101         33,956         20,812         

2,624,669$ 2,062,372$ 1,282,726$ 769,096$     

 
 

 
 
*Ne t  o f  accumu la ted  deprec ia t i on  
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Date of Joint Powers Authority In January 1965, the Sacramento Regional Area 
Planning Commission (SRAPC) was organized under 
the State Planning Law to provide a forum for 
elected officials to address multi-county problems, 
issues, and needs.  In January 1981, SACOG 
succeeded SRAPC under a new Joint Powers 
agreement pursuant to section 6500 of the California 
Government Code 

  

Form of Government Joint Powers Authority, Board of Directors  
  

Member Jurisdictions Six counties and 22 Cities within the greater 
Sacramento Metropolitan Area  

  

Board of Directors Board of Supervisors and City Council members 
appointed by their member jurisdictions, 31 members 
and one ex-officio member from Caltrans  

  

Board Committees Government Relations & Public Affairs; Land Use & 
Air Quality; Transportation; and Strategic Planning  

  

Board Terms Board members serve multi-year terms and may be 
reappointed. The chair and vice-chair, elected by 
voting members of SACOG, serve one-year terms.  

  

SACOG Mission Provide leadership and a dynamic, collaborative 
public forum for achieving an efficient regional 
transportation system, innovative and integrated 
regional planning, and a high quality of life within 
the greater Sacramento region. 

  

Regional Transportation Planning Agency Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties  
  

Metropolitan Planning Organization Sacramento, Yuba City, and Davis Urbanized Areas 
and the Sacramento Metropolitan Planning Area  

  

Airport Land Use Commission Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties  
 

Service Authority for Freeways and 
Expressways 

Sacramento, San Joaquin, Yolo, Yuba, and Sutter 
Counties 

  
Designated Recipient for Sacramento 
Large Urbanized Area 

FTA Section 5316 Job Access Reverse Commute and 
Section 5317 New Freedom Programs 

 
Source: SACOG 
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Federal Grantor/Pass-through Grantor/Program Title
Federal CFDA

Number

Pass-through
Grant Award

Number Expenditures

U.S. Department of Transportation

 Highway Planning & Construction Cluster:

Passed through the State of California,

   Department of Transportation

Planning 20.205 2,986,249$          

CMAQ - Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning 20.205 62,665                 

CMAQ - Connect Card  Implmentation 20.205 436,762               

CMAQ - Transportation Demand Management 20.205 1,585,458            

CMAQ - SECAT Program 20.205 3,622,137            

CMAQ - 511 Trip Planning 20.205 5,553                   

Earmark - Boxer Earmark 20.205 848,904               

FHWA Partnership Planning 20.205 24,667                 

SAFE Routes to School 20.205 2,121                   

Subtotal - Highway Planning and Construction Cluster1
03-6085R 9,574,516$          

74A0135

 Direct Metropolitan Planning Program - FTA 20.505 1,027,862            

Direct Federal Transit Administration - 

    - State Planning and Research 20.515 838,227               

Direct Transit Services Programs Cluster:
Federal Transit Administration - JARC Funds1

20.516 1,457,972            

Federal Transit Administration - New Freedom 1
20.521 249,576               

Subtotal:  Transit Services Programs Cluster: 1,707,548            

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Direct:

Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program 14.703 489,821               

Total Expenditures of Federal Awards 13,637,974$        

1Denotes major program
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NOTE A - GENERAL 

 The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards for the year ended June 30, 2011, 
presents the activity of all federal award programs of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments.  
Federal awards received directly from federal agencies, as well as federal awards passed through to 
other governmental agencies, are included in the schedule. 

NOTE B - BASIS OF ACCOUNTING 

 The accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards is presented using the modified 
accrual basis of accounting, which recognizes revenue in the accounting period in which it becomes 
measurable and available to finance expenditures of the current accounting period.  Expenditures are 
recognized in the period in which the liability is incurred (when goods are received or services 
rendered). 

NOTE C – CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE (CFDA) 

 The CFDA numbers included in the accompanying schedule of expenditures of federal awards 
were determined based on program name, review of grant contract information and Office of 
Management and Budget’s Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. 

NOTE D – SUBRECIPIENTS 

 Of the federal expenditures presented in the schedule, SACOG provided federal awards to 
subrecipient as follows: 
 
 

 
Federal Program 

Federal
CFDA Number 

Amount Provided
to Subrecipients 

   
Highway Planning and Construction 20.205 $      591,290 
Federal Transit Administration – JARC Funds 
Federal Transit Administration – New Freedom Funds 
 
Total 

20.516 
20.521 

 

1,416,957 
        249,576 

 
$   2,257,823 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITORS’ REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING 
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL  

STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH  
GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS 

 
 
 
To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 
 
We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the governmental activities and each major fund of the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011, which 
collectively comprise SACOG's basic financial statements and have issued our report thereon dated 
January 30, 2012.  Our report was modified to include a reference to other auditors and refers to SACOG’s 
adoption of the provisions GASB Statement No. 54, Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type 
Definitions and GASB Statement No. 59, Financial Instruments Omnibus as of July 1, 2010.  We conducted our 
audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and the standards 
applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of 
the United States.  Other auditors audited the fund financial statements of the County of Sacramento Local 
Transportation Special Revenue Fund, the County of Yuba Local Transportation Special Revenue Fund, the 
County of Sutter Local Transportation Special Revenue Fund, the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund and 
the State Transit Assistance Special Revenue Fund for the year ended June 30, 2011, as described in our report on 
SACOG’s financial statements.  This report does not include the results of the other auditors’ testing of internal 
control over financial reporting or compliance and other matters that are reported on separately by those auditors. 
 
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 
 
Management of SACOG is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over financial 
reporting.  In planning and performing our audit, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial 
reporting as a basis for designing for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s 
internal control over financial reporting.  Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of 
SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting. 
 
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or 
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct 
misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal 
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements 
will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. 
 
Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the first 
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial 
reporting that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses.  We did not identify any 
deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined 
above. 
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Compliance and Other Matters 
 
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether SACOG’s financial statements are free of material 
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and 
grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of 
financial statement amounts.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not an 
objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  The results of our tests disclosed no 
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing 
Standards. 
 
We noted certain matters that we reported to management of the SACOG in a separate letter dated 
January 30, 2012.  
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors and management of SACOG, 
federal awarding agencies, and pass-through entities, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone 
other than these specified parties. 

 
 
 

Sacramento, California  
January 30, 2012 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITORS’ REPORT ON COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS THAT COULD 
HAVE A DIRECT AND MATERIAL EFFECT ON EACH MAJOR PROGRAM AND ON INTERNAL 

CONTROL OVER COMPLIANCE IN ACCORDANCE WITH OMB CIRCULAR A-133 
 
 
 
To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 
 
Compliance 
 
We have audited the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s (SACOG) compliance with the types of 
compliance requirements described in the OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement that could have a direct 
and material effect on each of SACOG’s major federal programs for the year ended June 30, 2011.  SACOG’s 
major federal programs are identified in the summary of auditor’s results section of the accompanying schedule of 
findings and questioned costs.  Compliance with the requirements of laws, regulations, contracts, and grants 
applicable to each of its major federal programs is the responsibility of the SACOG’s management.  Our 
responsibility is to express an opinion on SACOG’s compliance based on our audit. 
 
We conducted our audit of compliance in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America; the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, 
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States; and OMB Circular A-133, Audits of States, Local 
Governments, and Non-Profit Organizations.  Those standards and OMB Circular A-133 require that we plan and 
perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether noncompliance with the types of compliance 
requirements referred to above that could have a direct and material effect on a major federal program occurred.  
An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence about SACOG’s compliance with those requirements and 
performing such other procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances.  We believe that our audit 
provides a reasonable basis for our opinion.  Our audit does not provide a legal determination of SACOG’s 
compliance with those requirements. 
 
In our opinion SACOG complied, in all material respects, with the requirements referred to above that could have 
a direct and material effect on each of its major federal programs for the year ended June 30, 2011.  However, the 
results of our auditing procedures disclosed instances of noncompliance with those requirements, which are 
required to be reported in accordance with OMB Circular A-133 and which are described in the accompanying 
schedule of findings and questioned costs as items 2011-1 through 2011-5.  
 
Internal Control Over Compliance  
 
Management of SACOG is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over 
compliance with the requirements of laws, regulations, contracts, and grants applicable to federal programs.  In 
planning and performing our audit, we considered SACOG’s internal control over compliance with the 
requirements that could have a direct and material effect on a major federal program to determine the auditing 
procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on compliance and to test and report on internal control over 
compliance in accordance with OMB Circular A-133, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the 
effectiveness of internal control over compliance.  Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness 
of SACOG’s internal control over compliance. 
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A deficiency in internal control over compliance exists when the design or operation of a control over compliance 
does not allow management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to 
prevent, or detect and correct, noncompliance with a type of compliance requirement of a federal program on a 
timely basis.  A material weakness in internal control over compliance is a deficiency, or combination of 
deficiencies, in internal control over compliance, such that there is reasonable possibility that material 
noncompliance with a type of compliance requirement of a federal program will not be prevented, or detected and 
corrected, on a timely basis.   
 
Our consideration of internal control over compliance was for the limited purpose described in the first paragraph 
of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over compliance that might be 
deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses.  We did not identify any deficiencies in internal 
control over compliance that we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above.  However, we identified 
certain deficiencies in internal control over compliance that we consider to be significant deficiencies as described 
in the accompanying schedule of findings and questioned costs as items 2011-3 and 2011-5. A significant 
deficiency in internal control over compliance is a deficiency, or a combination of deficiencies, in internal control 
over compliance with a type of compliance requirement of a federal program that is less severe than a material 
weakness in internal control over compliance, yet important enough to merit attention by those charged with 
governance. 
 
SACOG’s responses to the findings identified in our audit are described in the accompanying schedule of findings 
and questioned costs.  We did not audit SACOG’s responses and, accordingly, we express no opinion on the 
responses. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors, management of SACOG, 
federal awarding agencies and pass-through entities and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone 
other than these specified parties. 

 
 
 

Sacramento, California 
January 30, 2012 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
I.  SUMMARY OF AUDITORS’ RESULTS 
 
 

 

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
Unqualified

No
None reported

No

FEDERAL AWARDS

No
Yes

Unqualified

Yes

CFDA Number Name of Federal Program or Cluster

20.205 Highway Planning & Construction Cluster
20.516 / 20.521 Transit Services  Program Cluster
14.703 Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program

409,139$           
Auditee qualified as low-risk auditee? No

Type of auditors' report issued:
Internal control over financial reporting:

Material weaknesses identified?
Significant deficiencies identified?

Noncompliance material to financial statements noted?

Internal control over major programs:

Identification of major programs:

Dollar threshold used to distinguish between Type A and Type B programs:

Material weaknesses identified?
Significant deficiencies identified not considered to be material weaknesses?

Type of auditors' report issued on compliance for major programs:
Any audit findings disclosed that are required to be reported in accordance with Circular A-133, 
Section .510(a)
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
II.  FINANCIAL STATEMENT FINDINGS 
 
 

 

None reported. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
III.  FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
 
 

 

FINDING 2011-01 
 
Program: Highway Planning and Construction Cluster 
CFDA No.: 20.205 
Federal Grantor: US Department of Transportation 
Passed-through: California Department of Transportation 
Award Year: FY 2010-2011 
Compliance Requirement: Subrecipient Monitoring 
 
Criteria:  
 
The March 2011 OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement requires Federal agencies to require recipients to 
identify to each subrecipient, and document at the time of subaward, CFDA title and number; award name and 
number; if the award is research and development; and the name of the Federal awarding agency and applicable 
compliance requirements.  
 
Condition Found: 
 
Instance of Non-Compliance - As a result of our audit of subrecipient contracts we noted for 2 of the 2 
subrecipient contracts tested, SACOG did not communicate the CFDA title and number to the subrecipients.  
 
Questioned Costs: 
 
No questioned costs were identified as a result of the procedures performed. 
 
Context: 
 
The contracts made with subrecipients do not specifically identify all of the required elements as required by 
OMB Circular A-133. SACOG is required to identify to each subrecipient and document at the time of the 
subaward, the CFDA title and number; award name and number; if the award is research and development; and 
the name of the Federal awarding agency and applicable compliance requirements. 
 
Effect: 
 
Not properly disclosing the Federal award number and CFDA title and number, at the time of subaward to 
subrecipients could increase the risk of the subrecipients not knowing the Federal nature of their funding; and 
other related compliance requirements such as performing the Single Audit. 
 
Cause: 
 
SACOG did not maintain procedures to ensure that the Federal award number and CFDA title and number, to the 
subrecipients at the time of award. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
III.  FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
 
 

 

Recommendation: 
 
We recommend SACOG to implement policies and procedures to ensure that the necessary information required 
by OMB Circular A-133 is disclosed to the subrecipients at the time of award of funds. 
 
View of Responsible Official and Planned Corrective Actions: 
 
SACOG concurs with the audit finding and recommendation. SACOG has implemented policies and procedures 
to ensure that all the necessary information required by OMB Circular A-133 is disclosed to the subrecipients at 
the time of the award of the funds. 
 
 
FINDING 2011-02 
 
Program: Transit Services Programs Cluster 
CFDA No.: 20.516 and 20.521 
Federal Grantor: US Department of Transportation 
Award Year: FY 2010-2011 
Compliance Requirement: Subrecipient Monitoring 
 
Criteria:  
 
The March 2011 OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement requires Federal agencies to require recipients to 
identify to each subrecipient, and document at the time of subaward, CFDA title and number; award name and 
number; if the award is research and development; and the name of the Federal awarding agency and applicable 
compliance requirements.  
 
Condition Found: 
 
Instance of Non-Compliance - As a result of our audit of subrecipient contracts we noted for 3 of the 3 
subrecipient contracts tested, SACOG did not communicate the CFDA title and number to the subrecipients.  
 
Questioned Costs: 
 
No questioned costs were identified as a result of the procedures performed. 
 
Context: 
 
The contracts made with subrecipients do not specifically identify all of the required elements as required by 
OMB Circular A-133. The Council must identify to each subrecipient and document at the time of the subaward, 
CFDA title and number; award name and number; if the award is research and development; and the name of the 
Federal awarding agency and applicable compliance requirements. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
III.  FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
 
 

 

Effect: 
 
Not properly disclosing the Federal award number and CFDA title and number, at the time of subaward to 
subrecipients could increase the risk of the subrecipients not knowing the Federal nature of their funding; and 
other related compliance requirements such as performing the Single Audit. 
 
Cause: 
 
SACOG did not maintain procedures to ensure that the Federal award number and CFDA title and number, to the 
subrecipients at the time of award. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend SACOG to implement policies and procedures to ensure that the necessary information required 
by OMB Circular A-133 is disclosed to the subrecipients at the time of award of funds. 
 
View of Responsible Official and Planned Corrective Actions: 
 
SACOG concurs with the audit finding and recommendation. SACOG has implemented policies and procedures 
to ensure that all the necessary information required by OMB Circular A-133 is disclosed to the subrecipients at 
the time of the award of the funds.  SACOG information did not reflect the CFDA number, but did reflect FTA 
and JARC or New Freedom language, but not in the exact format required by the OMB Circular.  
 
 
FINDING 2011-03 
 
Program: Transit Services Program Cluster 
CFDA No.: 20.516 and 20.521 
Federal Grantor: US Department of Transportation 
Award Year: FY 2010-2011 
Compliance Requirement: Reporting 
 
Criteria:  
 
The Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act requires prime awardees awarded a Federal contract 
to file a Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act (FFATA) subaward report by the end of the month 
following the month in which the prime awardees awards any subaward greater than $25,000 on or after 
October 1, 2010.  
 
Condition Found: 
 
Significant Deficiency, Instance of Non-Compliance - As a result of our audit of reporting requirements we noted 
for 1 out of 1 subrecipient award tested with FFATA requirements, SACOG awarded a subaward, effective 
October 1, 2010 for $125,000. SACOG had not filed a Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act 
subaward report at the time of the audit.  
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
III.  FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
 
 

 

Questioned Costs: 
 
No questioned costs were identified as a result of the procedures performed. 
 
Context: 
 
SACOG did not report on Federal subawards made greater than $25,000 as required by The Federal Funding 
Accountability and Transparency Act. SACOG is required to file a Federal Funding Accountability and 
Transparency Act subaward report by the end of the month following the month in which they are the prime 
awardees granting a subaward greater than $25,000.  
 
Effect: 
 
Not properly reporting the Federal subawards under the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act 
prevents SACOG from being in compliance with OMB reporting requirements.   
 
Cause: 
 
SACOG did not maintain procedures to ensure that the reporting requirements related to Federal subawards 
greater than $25,000 were met. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend SACOG to implement policies and procedures to ensure that the necessary information required 
by the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act is reported accurately and timely. 
 
View of Responsible Official and Planned Corrective Actions: 
 
SACOG concurs with the audit finding and recommendation. SACOG has implemented policies and procedures 
to ensure that all the necessary information required by the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act 
is acted upon with the reporting timeframes.  
 
 
FINDING 2011-04 
 
Program: Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program 
CFDA No. 14.703 
Federal Grantor: US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Award Year: FY 2010-2011 
Compliance Requirement: Subrecipient Monitoring 
 
Criteria:  
 
The March 2011 OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement requires Federal agencies to require recipients to 
identify to each subrecipient, and document at the time of subaward, CFDA title and number; award name and 
number; if the award is research and development; and the name of the Federal awarding agency and applicable 
compliance requirements.  
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
III.  FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
 
 

 

Condition Found: 
 
Instance of Non-Compliance - As a result of our audit of subrecipient contracts we noted for 2 of the 2 
subrecipient contracts tested, the Council did not communicate the CFDA title and number to the subrecipients.  
 
Questioned Costs: 
 
No questioned costs were identified as a result of the procedures performed. 
 
Context: 
 
The contracts made with subrecipients do not specifically identify all of the required elements as required by 
OMB Circular A-133. The Council must identify to each subrecipient and document at the time of the subaward, 
CFDA title and number; award name and number; if the award is research and development; and the name of the 
Federal awarding agency and applicable compliance requirements. 
 
Effect: 
 
Not properly disclosing the Federal award number and CFDA title and number, at the time of subaward to 
subrecipients could increase the risk of the subrecipients not knowing the Federal nature of their funding; and 
other related compliance requirements such as performing the Single Audit. 
 
Cause: 
 
SACOG did not maintain procedures to ensure that the Federal award number and CFDA title and number, to the 
subrecipients at the time of award. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend the Council implement policies and procedures to ensure that the necessary information required 
by OMB Circular A-133 is disclosed to the subrecipients at the time of award of funds. 
 
View of Responsible Official and Planned Corrective Actions: 
 
SACOG concurs with the audit finding and recommendation. SACOG has implemented policies and procedures 
to ensure that all the necessary information required by OMB Circular A-133 is disclosed to the subrecipients at 
the time of the award of the funds.  Although the subrecipient agreements did refer to the federal grants, they did 
not include the CFDA number, and the federal grant information was not in the exact format required by the 
OMB Circular. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
III.  FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
 
 

 

FINDING 2011-05 
 
Program: Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program 
CFDA No.: 14.703 
Federal Grantor: US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Award Year: FY 2010-2011 
Compliance Requirement: Reporting 
 
Criteria:  
 
The Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act requires prime awardees awarded a Federal contract 
to file a Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act (FFATA) subaward report by the end of the month 
following the month in which the prime awardees awards any subaward greater than $25,000 on or after 
October 1, 2010.  
 
Condition Found: 
 
Significant Deficiency, Instance of Non-Compliance - As a result of our audit of reporting requirements we noted 
for 3 of the 3 subrecipient awards tested, SACOG awarded subawards effective after October 1, 2010 for amounts 
greater than $25,000. SACOG had not filed a Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act subaward 
report at the time of the audit.  
 
Questioned Costs: 
 
No questioned costs were identified as a result of the procedures performed. 
 
Context: 
 
The contracts made with subrecipients do not specifically identify all of the required elements as required by 
OMB Circular A-133. The Council must identify to each subrecipient and document at the time of the subaward, 
CFDA title and number; award name and number; if the award is research and development; and the name of the 
Federal awarding agency and applicable compliance requirements. 
 
Effect: 
 
Not properly reporting the Federal subawards under the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act 
prevents SACOG from being in compliance with OMB reporting requirements.   
 
Cause: 
 
SACOG did not maintain procedures to ensure that the reporting requirements related to Federal subawards 
greater than $25,000 were met. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
III.  FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
 
 

 

Recommendation: 
 
We recommend SACOG to implement policies and procedures to ensure that the necessary information required 
by the Federal Funding Accountability and Transparency Act is reported accurately and timely. 
 
View of Responsible Official and Planned Corrective Actions: 
 
It should be noted that this was a new program for U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
in FY 10-11, and SACOG could not have timely input the required information into the Federal Funding 
Accountability and Transparency Act (FFATA) system.  HUD is responsible for reporting prime award 
information in the Federal Assistance Awards Data System, relating to the FFATA, and HUD did not input prime 
award information into the FFATA reporting system for SACOG until December 20, 2011, well after the required 
30-day period after the award in January 2011.  Nevertheless, SACOG has policies and procedures to ensure that 
all the necessary information required by the FFATA is acted upon with the reporting timeframes. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
  
SUMMARY SCHEDULE OF PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011 
 
 

 

None reported. 
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WhAt We Do
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is an 
association of Sacramento Valley governments formed from the six 
regional counties—El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and 
Yuba—and 22 member cities. SACOG’s directors are chosen from 
the elected boards of its member governments. SACOG’s primary 
charge is to provide regional transportation planning and funding, 
as well as a forum for the study and resolution of regional issues. 
In this role, SACOG prepares the region’s long-range transportation 
plan; approves distribution of affordable housing around the region; 
keeps a region-wide database for its own and local agency use; 
helps counties and cities use federal transportation funds in a 
timely way; assists in planning for transit, bicycle networks, clean 
air and airport land uses; and has completed the Blueprint Project 
which links transportation and land development more closely. 
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Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the governmental activities and each major fund of the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for the year ended June 30, 2011.  Professional standards require that we 
provide you with information about our responsibilities under generally accepted auditing standards, Government 
Auditing Standards and OMB Circular A-133, as well as certain information related to the planned scope and 
timing of our audit. We have communicated such information in our letter to you dated June 13, 2011.  
Professional standards also require that we communicate to you the following information related to our audit. 
 
Significant Audit Findings  
 
Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Practices 
 
Management is responsible for the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies.  The significant 
accounting policies used by SACOG are described in Note A to the financial statements.  As described in Note A, 
under the “New Accounting Pronouncements Adopted in Current Year” section, SACOG adopted the provisions 
of GASB Statement No. 54, Fund Balance Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions, and GASB 
Statement No. 59, Financial Instruments Omnibus, as of July 1, 2010.  Also described in Note A, under the 
“Current Year Restatements” section, SACOG restated the beginning fund balance to reflect the consolidation of 
the SACOG Managed Fund into the Planning and Administration Fund in accordance with GASB 54.  We noted 
no transactions entered into by SACOG during the year for which there is a lack of authoritative guidance or 
consensus.  All significant transactions have been recognized in the financial statements in the proper period. 
 
Accounting estimates are an integral part of the financial statements prepared by management and are based on 
management's knowledge and experience about past and current events and assumptions about future events.  
Certain accounting estimates are particularly sensitive because of their significance to the financial statements and 
because of the possibility that future events affecting them may differ significantly from those expected.  The 
most sensitive estimates affecting the financial statements were: 
 

 Management’s estimate of the depreciation of capital assets is based upon the estimated useful lives of the 
related capital assets.   

 
 Management's estimate of OPEB costs are based on the estimated costs of providing benefits to SACOG's 

retired employees and spouses using actuarial methods and assumptions prescribed by GASB Statement 
No. 45. 
 

We evaluated the key factors and assumptions used to develop the depreciation and compensated absences 
estimates in determining that they are reasonable in relation to the financial statements taken as a whole. 
 
The financial statement disclosures are neutral, consistent, and clear. 
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Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit 
 
We encountered no significant difficulties in dealing with management in performing and completing our audit. 
 
Disagreements with Management  
 
For purposes of this letter, professional standards define a disagreement with management as a financial 
accounting, reporting, or auditing matter, whether or not resolved to our satisfaction, that could be significant to 
the financial statements or the auditor’s report.  We are pleased to report that no such disagreements arose during 
the course of our audit. 
 
Management Representations 
 
We have requested certain representations from management that are included in the management representation 
letter dated January 30, 2012. 
 
Management Consultations with Other Independent Accountants 
 
In some cases, management may decide to consult with other accountants about auditing and accounting matters, 
similar to obtaining a “second opinion” on certain situations.  If a consultation involves application of an 
accounting principle to the Authority’s financial statements or a determination of the type of auditor’s opinion 
that may be expressed on those statements, our professional standards require the consulting accountant to check 
with us to determine that the consultant has all the relevant facts.  To our knowledge, there were no such 
consultations with other accountants. 
 
Other Audit Findings or Issues  
 
We generally discuss a variety of matters, including the application of accounting principles and auditing 
standards, with management each year prior to retention as SACOG’s auditors.  However, these discussions 
occurred in the normal course of our professional relationship and our responses were not a condition to our 
retention.   
 
This information is intended solely for the use of the Board of Directors and management of SACOG and is not 
intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

 
 
 

Sacramento, California 
January 30, 2012 
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Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
We have audited the basic financial statements of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for the 
year ended June 30, 2011 and have issued our report thereon dated January 30, 2012.  In planning and performing 
our audit of the basic financial statements of SACOG, we considered internal control over financial reporting in 
order to determine our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinions on the basic financial 
statements.  An audit does not include examining the effectiveness of internal control over financial reporting and 
does not provide assurance on internal control.  We have not considered internal control since the date of our 
report.  We have also reported on the SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting in accordance with 
Government Audit Standards in a separate report dated January 30, 2012.  This letter does not affect our report 
dated January 30, 2012, on the financial statements of SACOG. 
 
During our audit we noted certain matters involving internal control and other operational matters that are 
presented for your consideration.  These comments and recommendations, all of which have been discussed with 
the appropriate members of management, are intended to improve internal control or result in other operating 
efficiencies and are summarized as follows: 
 
CURRENT YEAR MANAGEMENT LETTER COMMENTS: 
 
None noted 
 
 
 
 
STATUS OF PRIOR YEAR MANAGEMENT LETTER COMMENTS: 
 
As a result of the FY 2009-2010 audit, we noted the following observations and recommendations.  Management 
continues the process of implementing the recommendations.   
 
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 
 
OBSERVATION: 
 
Some work flow processes, although performing well internally, could be improved upon with better detail and 
written documentation, as well as regular updates.  This would ensure continuity of key processes, including the 
following: 
 

 Year-end financial reporting.  The procedures to reconcile the financial data and compile the financial 
report. 
 

 Procurement policies, which were last updated in 2005. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
We recommend that SACOG draft or update current written policies to address these areas. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: 
 
In response to the FY 2009-2010 audit, the Finance Department implemented improvements to its year-end 
reporting checklist.  Management intends to work with the audit team to develop more detailed information on the 
recommended detail and documentation for year-end financial reporting, and will look to implement such 
recommendations during FY 2011-2012. 
 
In response to the FY 2009-2010 audit, management has worked with outside legal counsel to update the agency’s 
procurement policies.  Draft policies are under internal review and management anticipates that final policies will 
be presented to the Board of Directors in early 2012. 
 
FORMAL DISASTER RECOVERY PLAN 
 
OBSERVATION: 
 
SACOG does not have a formal written disaster recovery plan to document how it would recover if a disaster 
struck the IT system.  The objective of developing and maintaining a formal disaster plan is to minimize the 
disruption of SACOG’s operations in the event of a disaster or breakdown.  A comprehensive and efficient 
disaster plan serves to mitigate any unforeseen disruption in SACOG’s operations related to disasters or 
breakdowns.  We noted that while SACOG has engaged in the process of evaluating potential vendors to supply 
an off-the-shelf disaster recovery system, the overall plan itself has not been formally adopted or tested as of the 
end of FY2010-2011. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
We recommend that SACOG develop a formal, documented plan which should include the following items: 
 

 Objectives of the plan; 
 

 Location of, and access to, off-site storage; 
 

 A listing of all data files that would have to be obtained from the off-site storage location; 
 

 Identification of a back-up location (name and telephone number) with similar or compatible equipment 
for emergency processing (management should make arrangements for such back-up with another entity, 
a computer vendor, or a service center, the agreement should be in writing;) 

 
 An individual to be responsible for the overall implementation of the disaster plan; 

 
 The assignment of responsibilities to appropriate IT personnel and the specific procedures to be 

performed by these individuals and their subordinates; and 
 

 Priority of critical applications and reporting requirements during the emergency period. 
 
The disaster recovery plan should include procedures for the off-site storage of back-up electronic data files, 
particularly accounting system files. 
 
Additionally, SACOG should test the plan to determine whether it will be workable in an emergency situation and 
whether SACOG has considered all significant points relative to disaster planning. 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: 
 
The FY 2009-2010 audit recommendation caused management to reevaluate the informal agency disaster 
recovery process that has been in place for the last 10 years. The evaluation has included an analysis of the 
backup and storage protocols used by SACOG, the emerging technologies available for disaster recovery, and 
costs of, and insurance available for, disaster recovery.  As a result of these analyses, management is 
implementing some new equipment and technologies to aid disaster recovery.  The product of management’s 
analyses, and the resulting changes in equipment, technologies, and processes, will be documented in a formal 
recovery plan which management will test as recommended by the auditors. 
 
 
USER ACCESS APPROVAL / FORMAL USER ACCOUNT AUDIT PROCEDURES 
 
OBSERVATION: 
 
While conducting the audit and gaining an understanding of SACOG’s information technology management 
process, we noted that no formal documentation is required to suspend, terminate, change, or create access for 
employees.  We noted that the agency has a standard form used for adding and deleting users from accessing the 
non-financial related IT systems, however, no such form exists for the financial system.  Further, the agency has 
yet to adopt formal procedures to mandate periodic review of the user access levels or user account profiles by its 
management. 
 
Having a formal process for suspending, terminating, changing, or creating new user access would allow proper 
approval to change an employee’s system access.  In addition, a report itemizing user profiles was not readily 
available for monitoring at the time of our review. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
We recommend that management implement policies and procedures to develop and require an approved user 
access form in order to suspend, terminate, change, or create user access to the IT system.  Additionally, we 
recommend that SACOG develop auditing policies and procedures to ensure that user rights are appropriately 
assigned.  For example, department managers should be required to review user access profiles on an annual basis 
to ensure user access is consistent with job responsibilities. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: 
 

Management has implemented a system this year to track access to the information technology system.  As a 
small organization, SACOG relies on staff to notify the information technology staff, or their supervisor, of 
required changes to system access. SACOG’s organizational teams regularly monitor team members to make sure 
that the limited number of information technology system areas (with access restrictions), are available to the 
appropriate staff.  The personnel system tracks user accounts and provides the process to restrict user access if 
access restrictions change for staff.   
 
 
PASSWORD SECURITY 
 
OBSERVATION: 
 
While SACOG does have a formal written policy for password security relating to VPN access, we noted that 
SACOG does not have a formal written policy or review procedure in effect regarding password maintenance and 
security. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
SACOG should develop a written policy or guideline for the review of password maintenance in all instances 
where passwords are utilized to ensure proper access control.  A policy should also be created and published to 
include confidentiality of passwords and prohibition of password sharing. 
 
While we recognize the intricacy of implementing different passwords across multiple systems, and the effort 
SACOG has made during FY2010-2011 on planning for a draft policy in the near future, we recommend the 
agency to continue its effort with the change in a more progressive manner. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: 
 
As noted above, management has implemented a process to track user access and to notify new employees of 
password development practices.  SACOG no longer uses VPN access, so that policy is not applicable. 
 
 
PRIOR YEAR IMPLEMENTED MANAGEMENT LETTER COMMENTS: 
 
The following observations were noted as result of our FY 2009-2010 audit, have since been fully implemented 
by SACOG as of June 30, 2011: 
 

 Revenue Recognition Accounting Policy 
 Policies and Procedures – Fraud Prevention Procedures and Formal Lines of Communication 
 Active Sprinkler System 
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NEW FINANCIAL REPORTING STANDARDS 
 INFORMATIONAL ONLY 

 
 

GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD NO. 61 
 

In November 2010, GASB issued Statement No. 61, The Financial Reporting Entity: Omnibus-an amendment of 
GASB Statements No. 14 and No. 34.  The objective of this statement is to improve financial reporting for a 
governmental financial reporting entity.  The requirements of Statement No. 14, The Financial Reporting Entity, 
and the related financial reporting requirements of Statement No. 34, Basic Financial Statement – and 
Management’s Discussion and Analysis – for State and Local Governments, were amended to better meet user 
needs and to address reporting entity issues that have arisen since the issuance of those Statements.  This 
statement is not effective until June 30, 2013. 
 

 
GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD NO. 62 

 
In December 2010, GASB issued Statement No. 62, Codification of Accounting and Financial Reporting 
Guidance Contained in Pre-November 30, 1989 FASB and AICPA Pronouncements, effective in fiscal year 2012-
2013.  This statement incorporates certain accounting and financing reporting guidance into GASB’s authoritative 
literature, included in the following pronouncements issued on or before Nov. 30th, 1989, which do not conflict 
with or contradict GASB pronouncements: 
 

 Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) Statements and Interpretations 
 Accounting Principles Board Opinions 
 Accounting Research Bulletins of the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ (AICPA) 

Committee on Accounting Procedure 
 
This statement also supersedes GASB Statement No. 20, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Proprietary 
Funds and Other Governmental Entities That Use Proprietary Fund Accounting, eliminating the election for 
enterprise funds and business-type activities to apply post-November 30, 1989, FASB statements and 
Interpretations that do not conflict with or contradict GASB pronouncements.  However, governments can apply 
post-November 30, 1989, FASB pronouncements that do not conflict with or contradict GASB pronouncements.  
The requirements of this Statement are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after December 15, 
2011. Earlier application is encouraged.  The provisions of this Statement generally are required to be applied 
retroactively for all periods presented. 
 

 
GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARD NO. 63 

 
In June 2011, GASB issued Statement No. 63, Financial Reporting of Deferred Outflows of Resources, Deferred 
Inflows of Resources, and Net Position.  This Statement provides financial reporting guidance for deferred 
outflows of resources and deferred inflows of resources.  Concepts Statement No. 4, Elements of Financial 
Statements, introduced and defined those elements as a consumption of net assets by the government that is 
applicable to a future reporting period, and an acquisition of net assets by the government that is applicable to a 
future reporting period, respectively.  Previous financial reporting standards do not include guidance for reporting 
those financial statement elements, which are distinct from assets and liabilities.  The provisions of Statement 63 
are effective for financial statements for periods beginning after December 15, 2011, with earlier application 
encouraged.   
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********* 
 
Our audit procedures are designed primarily to enable us to form an opinion on the financial statements, and 
therefore may not bring to light all weaknesses in policies or procedures that may exist.  We aim, however, to use 
our knowledge of SACOG gained during our work to make comments and suggestions that we hope will be 
useful to you. 
 
We would be pleased to discuss these comments and recommendations with you at any time. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board, management, and others within the 
organization and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

 
 
 

Sacramento, California 
January 30, 2012 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund of 
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments as of and for the years ended June 30, 2011 and 2010, as listed in the 
table of contents.  These financial statements are the responsibility of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
management.  Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audits.  The 
financial statements of the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of and for the year ended June 30, 2009 were audited by other auditors whose report dated March 
22, 2010, expressed an unqualified opinion on those statements. 

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.  An audit includes 
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements.  An audit 
also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by management, as well as 
evaluating the overall financial statement presentation.  We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our 
opinion. 

As discussed in Note B, the financial statements present only the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund 
and are not intended to present fairly the financial position of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, in 
conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to in the first paragraph present fairly, in all material respects, the 
financial position of the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, and the results of its operations for the years then ended in conformity 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated November 1, 2011 on our 
consideration of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ internal control over financial reporting related to 
the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and our tests 
of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters and 
the Transportation Development Act.  That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with 
Government Auditing Standards and should be read in conjunction with this report in considering the results of our 
audit. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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2011    2010     2009
ASSETS

Cash and investments 7,670,344$     9,577,253$     3,256,463$     
Due from other governments 7,110,800     6,274,800 6,824,800
Interest receivable   4,449            21,977          

TOTAL ASSETS 14,785,593$   15,874,030$  10,081,263$   

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE

LIABILITIES
Due to other governments 1,768,131$     6,039,413$     2,207,156$     

TOTAL LIABILITIES 1,768,131      6,039,413       2,207,156     
FUND BALANCE

Restricted for public transportation projects 13,017,462   9,834,617     7,874,107     
TOTAL FUND BALANCE 13,017,462    9,834,617       7,874,107     

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE 14,785,593$   15,874,030$    10,081,263$   

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

BALANCE SHEETS

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009
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2011    2010     2009
REVENUES

Sales and use taxes 43,846,700$   40,393,832$   44,133,204$   
Investment earnings 36,145          66,678 178,295        

TOTAL REVENUES 43,882,845   40,460,510   44,311,499   

EXPENDITURES
Current:

Allocations:
Sacramento Regional Transit District 27,382,646   25,842,243 32,383,823   
City of Elk Grove 3,855,576     3,612,944 4,443,284     
City of Citrus Heights 2,387,142     2,260,867 2,841,315     
City of Folsom 1,936,048     1,957,134 2,313,445     
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 1,612,354     1,525,164 1,894,255     
Paratransit, Inc. 1,489,178     1,405,405 1,730,882     
County of Sacramento 1,051,691     969,423 1,057,788     
City of Galt 657,899        619,142 766,558        
City of Sacramento 270,420        253,973 314,308        
City of Rancho Cordova 34,747          32,551 39,750          
City of Isleton 22,299          21,154 27,541          

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 40,700,000    38,500,000     47,812,949   

NET CHANGE IN FUND BALANCE 3,182,845     1,960,510     (3,501,450)    

Fund balance at beginning of year          9,834,617     7,874,107     11,375,557   

FUND BALANCE AT END OF YEAR 13,017,462$  9,834,617$    7,874,107$    

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE

For the Years Ended June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009 
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NOTE A – ORGANIZATION 

In 1972, the Local Transportation Fund was created under the Transportation Development Act to provide funding 
for public transportation.  Funds for the program are derived from 1/4 cent of the retail sales tax collected statewide 
by the State Board of Equalization.  The money is returned to each county, through a designated regional planning 
and programming agency, based upon the sales tax collected in that county. 

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the Transportation Planning Agency (TPA) designated 
by the Director of the Department of Transportation for the Sacramento Region, which includes the Counties of 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba.  As a TPA, SACOG is responsible for the administration of the Local 
Transportation Funds for these counties. 

This County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund, which is one of the funds that SACOG administers, is held 
at the County of Sacramento (the County) but can only be disbursed in accordance with written allocation 
instructions issued by SACOG in compliance with the Act.  The funds are to be used to administer the 
Transportation Development Act and to provide transit services, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and streets and 
roads funding within the County.  Eligible claimants of the funds are the cities, consolidated transportation service 
agencies and special districts located within or operating within the County.  Funds are initially apportioned on an 
annual basis to areas within the County based upon population.  The funds are then allocated by SACOG to each 
claimant for a specific purpose. 

NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

The financial statements of the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund (Fund) of SACOG have been 
prepared in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) as applied to government units.  The 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) is the accepted standard-setting body for establishing 
governmental accounting and financial reporting principles. 

The Reporting Entity:  The financial statements are intended to present the financial position and results of 
operations of only those transactions attributable to the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund of 
SACOG.  The Fund is included in the financial statements of SACOG. 

Fund Accounting:  The accounts of SACOG are organized on the basis of funds.  A fund is an accounting entity 
with a self-balancing set of accounts established to record the financial position and results of operations of a 
specific governmental activity. 

SACOG utilizes the special revenue fund type of the governmental fund group to account for the activities of the 
Fund.  Special revenue funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally 
restricted to expenditures for a specific purpose. 

Basis of Accounting:  The accounting and financial reporting treatment applied to a fund is determined by its 
measurement focus.  A special revenue fund is accounted for using a current financial resources measurement focus.  
With this measurement focus, only current assets and current liabilities generally are included on the balance sheet.  
Operating statements of these funds present increases (i.e., revenues and other financing sources) and decreases (i.e., 
expenditures and other financing uses) in net current assets. 

The modified accrual basis of accounting is used by special revenue funds.  Under the modified accrual basis of 
accounting, revenues are recognized when susceptible to accrual, i.e., when they become both measurable and 
available.  “Measurable” means the amount of the transaction can be determined and "available" means collectible 
within the current period or soon enough thereafter to be used to pay liabilities of the current period, which is 
generally six months. 
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NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (Continued) 

Sales taxes are recognized as revenue when the appropriation becomes effective, which is in the same fiscal year as 
the sales taxes are collected by the State of California.  Expenditures are recorded when the related fund liability is 
incurred, which is when the amounts are apportioned to jurisdictions. 

When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is SACOG’s policy to use restricted 
resources first, and then unrestricted resources as they are needed. 

Fund Balance:  Apportionment is the division of available funds by population to jurisdictions within each county as 
required by the Transportation Development Act.  Once funds are apportioned to a given jurisdiction, they are 
available only for allocation and payment to claimants for that jurisdiction upon the submission of a claim by a 
claimant for that jurisdiction and the approval of the claim by SACOG.  Fund balance represents resources received 
that have not been apportioned to a jurisdiction that are restricted to future claims for public transportation projects 
under the Transportation Development Act.   

NOTE C – CASH AND INVESTMENTS 

Investment policy:  SACOG’s investment policy may be found in the notes to SACOG’s basic financial statements. 

Investment in the County of Sacramento Investment Pool:  The Fund’s cash is held in the County of Sacramento 
Treasury.  The County maintains an investment pool and allocates interest to the various funds based upon the 
average daily cash balances.  Investments held in the County’s investment pool are available on demand to SACOG 
and are stated at cost, which approximates fair value. 

Interest rate risk:  Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value 
of an investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to 
changes in market interest rates.  As of June 30, 2011, the weighted average maturity of the investments contained in 
the County of Sacramento investment pool was approximately 190 days. 

Credit Risk:  Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the 
holder of the investment.  This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating 
organization.  The County of Sacramento investment pool does not have a rating provided by a nationally 
recognized statistical rating organization. 

Custodial credit risk:  Custodial risk is the risk that the government will not be able to recover its deposits or the 
value of its investments that are in the possession of an outside party.  Custodial credit risk does not apply to a local 
government’s indirect deposits or investment in securities through the use of government investment pools (such as 
the County of Sacramento investment pool). 
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NOTE D – DUE TO OTHER GOVERNMENTS 

Due to other governments consisted of the following at June 30: 
 

2011 2010

County of Sacramento 723,095$       1,509,192$    
City of Folsom 368,574       
City of Rancho Cordova 307,371       272,624        
City of Sacramento 270,420       568,281        
City of Isleton 98,671         76,372          
City of Elk Grove 3,612,944     

1,768,131$    6,039,413$   

Note:  The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.
 

NOTE E – SUPPLEMENTARY EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 

California Code of Regulations Article 5, Subchapter 2, Section 6661 related to the Transportation Development Act 
requires supplementary information for the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund regarding 
expenditures made by the Fund.  The net amount allocated and expended for each of the allocation purposes 
specified in Public Utilities Code (PUC) Chapter 4 of the Act were as follows for the years ended June 30: 
 

PUC
Section Purpose 2011 2010

99233.1 Administration:
SACOG 403,983$        382,137$        
County of Sacramento 17,000          17,000          

420,983        399,137        
99234 Pedestrian and bicycle facilities:

County of Sacramento 317,755        300,829        
City of Sacramento 270,420        253,973        
City of Elk Grove 79,496          74,494          
City of Citrus Heights 49,219          46,616          
City of Folsom 39,919          40,353          
City of Rancho Cordova 34,747          32,551          
City of Galt 13,565          12,766          
City of Isleton 460               436               

805,581        762,018        
99260(a) Public transportation:

Sacramento Regional Transit District 27,382,646   25,842,243   
City of Elk Grove 3,731,219     3,538,450     
City of Folsom 1,177,964     1,143,645     

32,291,829   30,524,338   
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NOTE E – SUPPLEMENTARY EXPENDITURE INFORMATION (Continued) 

PUC
Section Purpose 2011 2010

99262 Public transportation system planning:
SACOG 1,071,796$     1,103,302$     

99275 Community transit services:
Paratransit, Inc. 1,489,178     1,405,405     

99400(a) Streets, roads, pedestrian and bicycle projects:
City of Folsom 360,974        
City of Galt 166,456        126,376        
City of Isleton 21,839          20,718          

549,269        147,094        
99400(c) Contracted public transportation:

City of Citrus Heights 2,122,507     2,027,788     
County of Sacramento 495,136        465,794        
City of Folsom 357,191        746,445        
City of Galt 317,310        400,000        
City of Elk Grove 44,861                               

3,337,005     3,640,027     
99400(d) Administration of contracted public transportation:

City of Citrus Heights 215,416        186,463        
City of Galt 160,568        80,000          
County of Sacramento 146,800        110,800        
City of Folsom 26,691          

522,784        403,954        
99400(e) Transit vehicle acquisition:

County of Sacramento 75,000          75,000          

99402 Streets and roads planning:
SACOG 136,575        39,725          

TOTAL 40,700,000$   38,500,000$  

Note:  The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.
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REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING  
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL  

STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS  
AND THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the financial statements of the County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011 and have issued our report 
thereon dated November 1, 2011.  We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted 
in the United States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis 
for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not 
for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting.  
Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial 
reporting. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or 
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct 
misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal 
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will 
not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.   

Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the first 
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting 
that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses. We did not identify any deficiencies in 
internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above. 

Compliance and Other Matters 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether SACOG’s financial statements are free of material 
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant 
agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial 
statement amounts.  Our audit was further made to determine that Transportation Development Act funds allocated 
and received by SACOG were expended in conformance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of the 
Transportation Development Act and Section 6661 of the California Code of Regulations.  The results of performing 
these tasks disclosed no material instances of noncompliance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of 
the Transportation Development Act.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not 
an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  The results of our tests disclosed no 
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
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We noted certain matters that we reported to management of SACOG in a separate management letter for the 
County of Sacramento Local Transportation Fund dated November 1, 2011. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of management, the Board of Directors, and the State 
Controller’s Office and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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To the Board of Directors and Management 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements of the County of Sacramento Local 
Transportation Fund (the Fund) of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for 
the year ended June 30, 2011, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting (internal control) 
over the Fund as a basis for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion 
on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of 
SACOG’s internal control over the Fund.  Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness 
of SACOG’s internal control over the Fund. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or 
detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination 
of deficiencies, in internal control, such that that there is a reasonable possibility that a material 
misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected, on a 
timely basis.   

Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the preceding paragraph 
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be deficiencies, significant 
deficiencies, or material weaknesses.  We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control that we 
consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above.  However, we noted the following other matters 
that have been included for your consideration: 

We recommend SACOG determine what it considers to be a reasonable cushion to protect against a 
revenue shortfall and approve a Board Resolution establishing a fund balance commitment for economic 
uncertainty.  Any fund balance in excess of the amount committed should be apportioned in the following 
year’s apportionment.  The commitment should be documented in the SACOG fund balance policy along 
with the criteria for use as required under GASB Statement No. 54.  We noted the unapportioned fund 
balance in the fund has grown to several million dollars at year-end.  We understand SACOG intends to 
apportion the excess fund balance once it is verified that a revenue shortfall does not exist during fiscal 
year 2011/12. 
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This communication is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors, management 
and others within the organization and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than 
these specified parties. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund of the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments as of and for the years ended June 30, 2011 and 2010, as listed in the 
table of contents.  These financial statements are the responsibility of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
management.  Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audits.  The 
financial statements of the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of and for the year ended June 30, 2009 were audited by other auditors whose report dated March 
22, 2010, expressed an unqualified opinion on those statements. 

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.  An audit includes 
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements.  An audit 
also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by management, as well as 
evaluating the overall financial statement presentation.  We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our 
opinion. 

As discussed in Note B, the financial statements present only the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund and 
are not intended to present fairly the financial position of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, in 
conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to in the first paragraph present fairly, in all material respects, the 
financial position of the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, and the results of its operations for the years then ended in conformity 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued a report dated November 1, 2011 on our 
consideration of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ internal control over financial reporting related to 
the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and our tests of its 
compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters and the 
Transportation Development Act.  That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with 
Government Auditing Standards and should be read in conjunction with this report in considering the results of our 
audit. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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2011 2010 2009
ASSETS

Cash and investments 34,254$        2,806,599$   59,699$        
Due from other governments 539,400 479,900      2,172,738   
Interest receivable                                         32,758        

TOTAL ASSETS 573,654$     3,286,499$  2,265,195$  

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE
LIABILITIES

Due to other governments 409,280$      252,992$      
TOTAL LIABILITIES                    409,280      252,992      

FUND BALANCE 
Restricted for public transportation projects 573,654$      2,877,219     2,012,203   

TOTAL FUND BALANCE 573,654      2,877,219   2,012,203   

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE 573,654$     3,286,499$  2,265,195$  

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF SUTTER LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

BALANCE SHEETS

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009

2
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2011 2010 2009
REVENUES:

Sales and use taxes 3,145,189$   3,006,359$   2,885,653$   
Investment earnings 5,246          103,858      39,594        

TOTAL REVENUES 3,150,435   3,110,217   2,925,247   

EXPENDITURES:
Current:

Allocations:
City of Yuba City 2,787,330 175,839                         
County of Sutter 1,232,138 411,780      181,411      
Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority 753,802 1,376,948   995,701      
City of Live Oak 464,676 191,752      111,178      
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 216,054 88,882        53,062        

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 5,454,000   2,245,201   1,341,352   

(DEFICIENCY) EXCESS OF REVENUES
OVER EXPENDITURES (2,303,565)  865,016      1,583,895   

Fund balance at beginning of year 2,877,219   2,012,203   428,308      

FUND BALANCE AT END OF YEAR 573,654$     2,877,219$  2,012,203$  

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

 SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF SUTTER LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE

For the Years Ended June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009

3
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NOTE A – ORGANIZATION 

In 1972, the Local Transportation Fund was created under the Transportation Development Act to provide funding 
for public transportation.  Funds for the program are derived from 1/4 cent of the retail sales tax collected statewide 
by the Board of Equalization.  The money is returned to each county, through a designated regional planning and 
programming agency, based upon the sales tax collected in that county. 

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the Transportation Planning Agency (TPA) designated 
by the Director of the Department of Transportation for the Sacramento Region, which includes the Counties of 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba.  As a TPA, SACOG is responsible for the administration of the Local 
Transportation Funds for these counties. 

This County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund, which is one of the funds that SACOG administers, is held at the 
County of Sutter (the County) but can only be disbursed in accordance with written allocation instructions issued by 
SACOG in compliance with the Act.  The funds are to be used to administer the Transportation Development Act 
and to provide transit services, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and streets and roads funding within the County.  
Eligible claimants of the funds are the cities, consolidated transportation service agencies and special districts 
located within or operating within the County.  Funds are initially apportioned on an annual basis to areas within the 
County based upon population.  The funds are then allocated by SACOG to each claimant for a specific purpose. 

NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

The financial statements of the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund (Fund) of SACOG have been prepared 
in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) as applied to government units.  The 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) is the accepted standard-setting body for establishing 
governmental accounting and financial reporting principles. 

The Reporting Entity:  The financial statements are intended to present the financial position and results of 
operations of only those transactions attributable to the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund of SACOG.  
The Fund is included in the financial statements of SACOG.  

Fund Accounting:  The accounts of SACOG are organized on the basis of funds.  A fund is an accounting entity 
with a self-balancing set of accounts established to record the financial position and results of operations of a 
specific governmental activity.   

SACOG utilizes the special revenue fund type of the governmental fund group to account for the activities of the 
Fund.  Special revenue funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally 
restricted to expenditures for a specific purpose. 

Basis of Accounting:  The accounting and financial reporting treatment applied to a fund is determined by its 
measurement focus.  A special revenue fund is accounted for using a current financial resources measurement focus.  
With this measurement focus, only current assets and current liabilities generally are included on the balance sheet.  
Operating statements of these funds present increases (i.e., revenues and other financing sources) and decreases (i.e., 
expenditures and other financing uses) in net current assets. 

The modified accrual basis of accounting is used by special revenue funds.  Under the modified accrual basis of 
accounting, revenues are recognized when susceptible to accrual, i.e., when they become both measurable and 
available. “Measurable” means the amount of the transaction can be determined and “available” means collectible 
within the current period or soon enough thereafter to be used to pay liabilities of the current period, which is 
generally six months.  
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NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (Continued) 

Sales taxes are recognized as revenue when the appropriation becomes effective, which is in the same fiscal year as 
the sales taxes are collected by the State of California.  Expenditures are recorded when the related fund liability is 
incurred, which is when the amounts are apportioned to jurisdictions. 

When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is SACOG’s policy to use restricted 
resources first, and then unrestricted resources as they are needed. 

Fund Balance:  Apportionment is the division of available funds by population to jurisdictions within each county as 
required by the Transportation Development Act.  Once funds are apportioned to a given jurisdiction, they are 
available only for allocation and payment to claimants for that jurisdiction upon the submission of a claim by a 
claimant for that jurisdiction and the approval of the claim by SACOG.  Fund Balance represents resources received 
that have not been apportioned to a jurisdiction that are restricted to future claims for public transportation projects 
under the Transportation Development Act. 

NOTE C – CASH AND INVESTMENTS 

Investment policy: SACOG’s investment policy may be found in the notes to SACOG’s basic financial statements.  

Investment in the County of Sutter Investment Pool:  The Fund’s cash is held in the County of Sutter Treasury.  The 
County maintains an investment pool and allocates interest to the various funds based upon the average daily cash 
balances.  Investments held in the County’s investment pool are available on demand to SACOG and are stated at 
cost, which approximates fair value. 

Interest rate risk: Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value 
of an investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to 
changes in market interest rates.  As of June 30, 2011, the weighted average maturity of the investments contained in 
the County of Sutter investment pool was approximately 1,074 days. 

Credit Risk: Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the 
holder of the investment.  This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating 
organization.  The County of Sutter investment pool does not have a rating provided by a nationally recognized 
statistical rating organization. 

Custodial credit risk:  Custodial risk is the risk that the government will not be able to recover its deposits on the 
value of its investments that are in the possession of an outside party.  Custodial credit risk does not apply to a local 
government’s indirect deposits or investment in securities through the use of government investment pools (such as 
the County of Sutter investment pool). 

NOTE D – DUE TO OTHER GOVERNMENTS 

Due to other governments consisted of the following at June 30: 

2011 2010

County of Sutter -$             409,280$      

-$             409,280$     
 

Note: The 2009 amounts are not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements. 

Attachment D



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
COUNTY OF SUTTER LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (Continued) 

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009 

6 

NOTE E – SUPPLEMENTARY EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 

California Code of Regulations Article 5, Subchapter 2, Section 6661 related to the Transportation Development Act 
requires supplementary information for the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund regarding expenditures 
made by the Fund.  The net amount allocated and expended for each of the allocation purposes specified in Public 
Utilities Code (PUC) Chapter 4 of the Act were as follows for the years ended June 30: 

PUC
Section Purpose 2011 2010

99233.1 Administration:
   SACOG 54,133$        22,270$        
   County of Sutter 2,500          2,500          

56,633        24,770        
99260(a) Public transportation:

   City of Yuba City 664,108      1,247,127   
   County of Sutter 89,694        129,821      

753,802      1,376,948   

99262 Public transportation system planning:
   SACOG                    24,335        

99400(a) Streets, roads, pedestrian and bicycle projects:
   City of Yuba City 2,787,330   175,839      
   County of Sutter 1,229,638   409,280      
   City of Live Oak 464,676      191,752      

4,481,644   776,871      

99402 Streets and roads planning:
   SACOG 161,921      42,277        

TOTAL 5,454,000$   2,245,201$  
 

Note: The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.  

  

 

Attachment D



Richardson & Company 550 Howe Avenue, Suite 210 
Sacramento, California 95825 

 
Telephone: (916) 564-8727 

FAX: (916) 564-8728 

7 

REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING  
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL 

STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING  
STANDARDS AND THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT  

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the financial statements of the County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011 and have issued our report thereon 
dated November 1, 2011.  We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the 
United States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.  

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis 
for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not 
for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting.  
Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial 
reporting. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or 
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct 
misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal 
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will 
not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.   

Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the first 
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting 
that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses. We did not identify any deficiencies in 
internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above. 

Compliance and Other Matters 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether SACOG’s financial statements are free of material 
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant 
agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial 
statement amounts.  Our audit was further made to determine that Transportation Development Act funds allocated 
and received by SACOG were expended in conformance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of the 
Transportation Development Act and Section 6661 of the California Code of Regulations.  The results of performing 
these tasks disclosed no material instances of noncompliance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of 
the Transportation Development Act.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not 
an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  The results of our tests disclosed no 
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
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We noted certain matters that we reported to management of SACOG in a separate management letter for the 
County of Sutter Local Transportation Fund dated November 1, 2011. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of management, the Board of Directors, and the State 
Controller’s Office and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.   

 

November 1, 2011 

Attachment D



Richardson & Company  550 Howe Avenue, Suite 210 
Sacramento, California 95825 

 
Telephone: (916) 564-8727 

FAX: (916) 564-8728 

Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements of the County of Sutter Local 
Transportation Fund (the Fund) of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for 
the year ended June 30, 2011, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting (internal control) 
over the Fund as a basis for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion 
on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of 
SACOG’s internal control over the Fund.  Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness 
of SACOG’s internal control over the Fund. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or 
detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination 
of deficiencies, in internal control, such that that there is a reasonable possibility that a material 
misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected, on a 
timely basis.   

Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the preceding paragraph 
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be deficiencies, significant 
deficiencies, or material weaknesses.  We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control that we 
consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above.  However, we noted the following other matter that 
has been included for your consideration: 

We recommend SACOG determine what it considers to be a reasonable cushion to protect against a 
revenue shortfall and approve a Board Resolution establishing a fund balance commitment for economic 
uncertainty.  Any fund balance in excess of the amount committed should be apportioned in the following 
year’s apportionment.  The commitment should be documented in the SACOG fund balance policy along 
with the criteria for use as required under GASB Statement No. 54.   

*  *  *  *  * 

This communication is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors, 
management, and others within the organization and is not intended to be and should not be used by 
anyone other than these specified parties. 

 
November 1, 2011 

Attachment D



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
COUNTY OF YOLO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 

Audited Financial Statements 
and Compliance Report 

June 30, 2011 

Attachment D



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
COUNTY OF YOLO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 

Audited Financial Statements 
and Compliance Report 

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009 

Audited Financial Statements 

Independent Auditor's Report .................................................................................................................................... 1 
Balance Sheets ........................................................................................................................................................... 2 
Statements of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance...................................................................... 3 
Notes to Financial Statements ................................................................................................................................... 4 

Compliance Report 

Report on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting and on Compliance 
and Other Matters Based on an Audit of Financial Statements Performed 
in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards and the 
Transportation Development Act .........................................................................................................................  7 

 

Attachment D



Richardson & Company  550 Howe Avenue, Suite 210 
Sacramento, California 95825 

 
Telephone: (916) 564-8727 

FAX: (916) 564-8728 

1 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund of the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments as of and for the years ended June 30, 2011 and 2010, as listed in the 
table of contents.  These financial statements are the responsibility of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments' 
management.  Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audits.  The 
financial statements of the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of and for the year ended June 30, 2009 were audited by other auditors whose report dated March 
22, 2010, expressed an unqualified opinion on those statements.  

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.  An audit includes 
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements.  An audit 
also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by management, as well as 
evaluating the overall financial statement presentation.  We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our 
opinion. 

As discussed in Note B, the financial statements present only the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund and are 
not intended to present fairly the financial position of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, in conformity 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to in the first paragraph present fairly, in all material respects, the 
financial position of the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, and the results of its operations for the years then ended in conformity 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued a report dated November 1, 2011 on our 
consideration of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ internal control over financial reporting related to 
the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and our tests of its 
compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters and the 
Transportation Development Act.  That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with 
Government Auditing Standards and should be read in conjunction with this report in considering the results of our 
audit. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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2011    2010    2009
ASSETS

Cash and investments 4,238,790$   2,587,391$   1,266,101$   
Due from other governments           1,325,100 1,156,465 1,258,686

     
TOTAL ASSETS 5,563,890$  3,743,856$  2,524,787$   

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE

LIABILITIES
Due to other governments 3,409,157$   2,856,720$   1,158,892$   

TOTAL LIABILITIES 3,409,157    2,856,720      1,158,892    
FUND BALANCE

Restricted for public transportation projects 2,154,733    887,136       1,365,895    
TOTAL FUND BALANCE 2,154,733    887,136         1,365,895    

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE 5,563,890$  3,743,856$  2,524,787$   

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF YOLO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

BALANCE SHEETS

June 30, 2011 and 2010

2
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2011    2010    2009
REVENUES

Sales and use taxes 7,753,560$   7,003,132$   7,785,777$   
Investment earnings            24,087 26,249 71,022

TOTAL REVENUES 7,777,647    7,029,381    7,856,799    

EXPENDITURES
Current:

Allocations:
City of Davis 2,054,718 2,382,229 2,533,647
City of Woodland 1,755,475 2,022,478 2,109,103
City of West Sacramento 1,487,468 1,703,445 1,752,666
County of Yolo 735,302 847,355 908,576
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 257,809 297,365 312,299
City of Winters          219,278 255,268 268,651

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 6,510,050    7,508,140    7,884,942    

EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES
OVER EXPENDITURES 1,267,597    (478,759)     (28,143)       

Fund balance at beginning of year            887,136 1,365,895    1,394,038

FUND BALANCE AT END OF YEAR 2,154,733$  887,136$     1,365,895$   

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF YOLO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE

For the Years Ended June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009

3
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NOTE A – ORGANIZATION 

In 1972, the Local Transportation Fund was created under the Transportation Development Act to provide funding 
for public transportation.  Funds for the program are derived from 1/4 cents of the retail sales tax collected statewide 
by the State Board of Equalization.  The money is returned to each county, through a designated regional planning 
and programming agency, based upon the sales tax collected in that county. 

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the Transportation Planning Agency (TPA) designated 
by the Director of the Department of Transportation for the Sacramento Region, which includes the Counties of 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba.  As a TPA, SACOG is responsible for the administration of the Local 
Transportation Funds for these counties. 

This County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund, which is one of the funds that SACOG administers, is held at the 
County of Yolo (the County) but can only be disbursed in accordance with written allocation instructions issued by 
SACOG in compliance with the Act.  The funds are to be used to administer the Transportation Development Act 
and to provide transit services, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and streets and roads funding within the County.  
Eligible claimants of the funds are the cities, consolidated transportation service agencies and special districts 
located within or operating within the County.  Funds are initially apportioned on an annual basis to areas within the 
County based upon population.  The funds are then allocated by SACOG to each claimant for a specific purpose. 

NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

The financial statements of the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund (Fund) of the SACOG have been 
prepared in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) as applied to government units.  The 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) is the accepted standard-setting body for establishing 
governmental accounting and financial reporting principles. 

The Reporting Entity:  The financial statements are intended to present the financial position and results of 
operations of only those transactions attributable to the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund of SACOG.  The 
Fund is included in the financial statements of SACOG.  

Fund Accounting:  The accounts of SACOG are organized on the basis of funds.  A fund is an accounting entity 
with a self-balancing set of accounts established to record the financial position and results of operations of a 
specific governmental activity.   

SACOG utilizes the special revenue fund type of the governmental fund group to account for the activities of the 
Fund.  Special revenue funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally 
restricted to expenditures for a specific purpose. 

Basis of Accounting:  The accounting and financial reporting treatment applied to a fund is determined by its 
measurement focus.  A special revenue fund is accounted for using a current financial resources measurement focus.  
With this measurement focus, only current assets and current liabilities generally are included on the balance sheet.  
Operating statements of these funds present increases (i.e., revenues and other financing sources) and decreases (i.e., 
expenditures and other financing uses) in net current assets. 

The modified accrual basis of accounting is used by special revenue funds.  Under the modified accrual basis of 
accounting, revenues are recognized when susceptible to accrual, i.e., when they become both measurable and 
available. “Measurable” means the amount of the transaction can be determined and “available” means collectible 
within the current period or soon enough thereafter to be used to pay liabilities of the current period, which is 
generally six months.  

Sales taxes are recognized as revenue when the appropriation becomes effective, which is in the same fiscal year as 
the sales taxes are collected by the State of California.  Expenditures are recorded when the related fund liability is 
incurred, which is when the amounts are apportioned to jurisdictions. 
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NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (Continued) 

When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is SACOG’s policy to use restricted 
resources first, and then unrestricted resources as they are needed. 

Fund Balance:  Apportionment is the division of available funds by population to jurisdictions within each county as 
required by the Transportation Development Act.  Once funds are apportioned to a given jurisdiction, they are 
available only for allocation and payment to claimants for that jurisdiction upon the submission of a claim by a 
claimant for that jurisdiction and the approval of the claim by SACOG.  Fund balance represents resources received 
that have not been apportioned to a jurisdiction that are restricted to future claims for public transportation projects 
under the Transportation Development Act. 

NOTE C – CASH AND INVESTMENTS 

Investment policy: The County of Yolo’s investment policy may be found in the notes to SACOG’s basic financial 
statements.  

Investment in the County of Yolo Investment Pool:  The Fund’s cash is held in the County of Yolo Treasury.  The 
County maintains an investment pool and allocates interest to the various funds based upon the average daily cash 
balances.  Investments held in the County's investment pool are available on demand to SACOG and are stated at 
fair value. 

Interest rate risk: Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value 
of an investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to 
changes in market interest rates.  As of June 30, 2011, the weighted average maturity of the investments contained in 
the County of Yolo investment pool was approximately 390 days. 

Credit Risk: Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the 
holder of the investment.  This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating 
organization. The County of Yolo investment pool does not have a rating provided by a nationally recognized 
statistical rating organization. 

Custodial credit risk:  Custodial risk is the risk that the government will not be able to recover its deposits or the 
value of its investments that are in the possession of an outside party.  Custodial credit risk does not apply to a local 
government’s indirect deposits or investment in securities through the use of government investment pools (such as 
the County of Yolo investment pool).  

NOTE D – DUE TO OTHER GOVERNMENTS 

Due to other governments consisted of the following at June 30: 

2011 2010

City of Davis 2,054,718$  2,382,229$  
City of West Sacramento 679,795      202,387      
City of Woodland 455,366      241,519      
City of Winters 219,278      30,585        

3,409,157$ 2,856,720$ 

 

Note:  The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements. 
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NOTE E – SUPPLEMENTARY EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 

California Code of Regulations Article 5, Subchapter 2, Section 6661 related to the Transportation Development Act 
requires supplementary information for the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund regarding expenditures made 
by the Fund.  The net amount allocated and expended for each of the allocation purposes specified in Public Utilities 
Code (PUC) Chapter 4 of the Act were as follows for the years ended June 30: 

PUC
Section Purpose 2011 2010

99233.1 Administration:
  SACOG 64,595$         74,506$         
  County of Yolo 5,000           5,000           

69,595         79,506         
99260(a) Public transportation:

  City of Davis 428,261       460,480       

99262 Public transportation system planning:
  SACOG 109,552       52,684         

99400(a) Streets, roads, pedestrian and bicycle projects:
  City of Woodland 741,051       465,122       
  County of Yolo 449,353       567,357       
  City of Davis 136,915       99,639         
  City of Winters 135,945       134,559       

1,463,264    1,266,677    
99400(c) Contracted pubic transportation:

  City of West Sacramento 1,487,468    1,703,445    
  City of Davis 1,466,624    1,802,960    
  City of Woodland 992,110       1,515,121    
  County of Yolo 280,949       274,998       
  City of Winters 53,284         120,709       

4,280,435    5,417,233    
99400(d) Administration of contracted public transportation:

  City of Winters 30,049         
  City of Davis 22,918         19,150         
  City of Woodland 22,314         22,314         

75,281         41,464         
99400(e) Contracted public transportation capital:

   City of Woodland 19,921         

99402 Streets and roads planning:
  SACOG 83,662         170,175       

TOTAL 6,510,050$    7,508,140$   
 

Note:  The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.  

Attachment D



Richardson & Company  550 Howe Avenue, Suite 210 
Sacramento, California 95825 

 
Telephone: (916) 564-8727 

FAX: (916) 564-8728 

7 

REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING  
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL  

STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS  
AND THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 
 

We have audited the financial statements of the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011 and have issued our report thereon 
dated November 1, 2011.  We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the 
United States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.  

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis 
for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not 
for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting.  
Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial 
reporting. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or 
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct 
misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal 
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will 
not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.   

Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the first 
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting 
that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses. We did not identify any deficiencies in 
internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above. 

Compliance and Other Matters 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether SACOG’s financial statements are free of material 
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant 
agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial 
statement amounts.  Our audit was further made to determine that Transportation Development Act funds allocated 
and received by SACOG were expended in conformance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of the 
Transportation Development Act and Section 6661 of the California Code of Regulations.  The results of performing 
these tasks disclosed no material instances of noncompliance with applicable statutes, rules and regulations of the 
Transportation Development Act.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not an 
objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  The results of our tests disclosed no 
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
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We noted certain matters that we reported to management of SACOG in a separate management letter for the 
County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund dated November 1, 2011.   

This report is intended solely for the information and use of management, the Board of Directors, and the State 
Controller’s Office and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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To the Board of Directors and Management 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements of the County of Yolo Local 
Transportation Fund (the Fund) of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for 
the year ended June 30, 2011, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting (internal control) 
over the Fund as a basis for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion 
on the financial statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of 
SACOG’s internal control over the Fund.  Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness 
of SACOG’s internal control over the Fund. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or 
detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination 
of deficiencies, in internal control, such that that there is a reasonable possibility that a material 
misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected, on a 
timely basis.   

Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the preceding paragraph 
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be deficiencies, significant 
deficiencies, or material weaknesses.  We did not identify any deficiencies in internal control that we 
consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above.  However, we noted the following other matter that 
has been included for your consideration: 

We recommend SACOG determine what it considers to be a reasonable cushion to protect against a 
revenue shortfall and approve a Board Resolution establishing a fund balance commitment for economic 
uncertainty.  Any fund balance in excess of the amount committed should be apportioned in the following 
year’s apportionment.  The commitment should be documented in the SACOG fund balance policy along 
with the criteria for use as required under GASB Statement No. 54.  We noted the unapportioned fund 
balance in the fund has grown to over almost one million dollars at year-end.  We understand SACOG 
intends to apportion the excess fund balance once it is verified that a revenue shortfall does not exist 
during fiscal year 2011/12. 
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To the Board of Directors and Management 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page two 

This communication is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors, 
management, and others within the organization and is not intended to be and should not be used by 
anyone other than these specified parties. 

 

November 1, 2011 

Attachment D



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
COUNTY OF YUBA LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 

Audited Financial Statements 
and Compliance Report 

June 30, 2011  

Attachment D



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
COUNTY OF YUBA LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND 

Audited Financial Statements 
and Compliance Report 

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009 

 

Audited Financial Statements 

Independent Auditor’s Report ..................................................................................................................................  1 
Balance Sheets ..........................................................................................................................................................  2 
Statements of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance.....................................................................  3 
Notes to Financial Statements ..................................................................................................................................  4 

Compliance Report 

Report on Internal Control Over Financial Reporting and on Compliance 
and Other Matters Based on an Audit of Financial Statements Performed 
in Accordance with Government Auditing Standards and the 
Transportation Development Act .........................................................................................................................  7 

Schedule of Findings and Responses ......................................................................................................................... 9 
 

 

Attachment D



Richardson & Company  550 Howe Avenue, Suite 210 
Sacramento, California 95825 

 
Telephone: (916) 564-8727 

FAX: (916) 564-8728 

1 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT 

To Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund of the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments as of and for the years ended June 30, 2011 and 2010, as listed in the 
table of contents.  These financial statements are the responsibility of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
management.  Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audits. The 
financial statements of the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of and for the year ended June 30, 2009 were audited by other auditors whose report dated March 
22, 2010, expressed an unqualified opinion on those statements. 

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.  An audit includes 
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements.  An audit 
also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by management, as well as 
evaluating the overall financial statement presentation.  We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our 
opinion. 

As discussed in Note B, the financial statements present only the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund and are 
not intended to present fairly the financial position of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, in conformity 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to in the first paragraph present fairly, in all material respects, the 
financial position of the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, and the results of its operations for the years then ended in conformity 
with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued a report dated November 1, 2011 on our 
consideration of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ internal control over financial reporting related to 
the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and our tests of its 
compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters and the 
Transportation Development Act.  That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with 
Government Auditing Standards and should be read in conjunction with this report in considering the results of our 
audit. 

 

November 1, 2011
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2011     2010 2009
ASSETS

Cash and investments 184,817$     135,630$     249,426$     
Due from other governments

Sales and use taxes receivable 195,300     170,800 191,100
Overpayments receivable from claimants 9,159         51,045 9,159

Interest receivable 412            217            1,261         

TOTAL ASSETS 389,688$    357,692$     450,946$    

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE
LIABILITIES

Due to other governments 151,966$     96,934$       
TOTAL LIABILITIES                     151,966     96,934       

FUND BALANCE
Restricted for public transportation projects 389,688$   205,726     354,012     

TOTAL FUND BALANCE  389,688      205,726     354,012     

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE 389,688$    357,692$     450,946$    

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF YUBA LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

BALANCE SHEETS

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009

2
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2011     2010 2009
REVENUES

Sales and use taxes 1,149,234$   1,022,617$   1,219,756$   
Investment earnings 3,322 4,097          7,055          

TOTAL REVENUES 1,152,556    1,026,714   1,226,811   

EXPENDITURES
Current:

Allocations:
Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority 510,898      819,295      739,999      
County of Yuba 374,072      254,136      192,456      
City of Wheatland 45,266        55,032        49,365        
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 38,358        46,537        40,989        
City of Marysville                                       12,191        

TOTAL EXPENDITURES  968,594      1,175,000   1,035,000   

NET CHANGE IN FUND BALANCE 183,962      (148,286)     191,811      

Fund balance at beginning of year 205,726      354,012      162,201      

FUND BALANCE AT END OF YEAR 389,688$     205,726$      354,012$     

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF YUBA LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE

For the Years Ended June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009

3
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NOTE A – ORGANIZATION 

In 1972, the Local Transportation Fund was created under the Transportation Development Act to provide funding 
for public transportation.  Funds for the program are derived from 1/4 cent of the retail sales tax collected statewide 
by the State Board of Equalization.  The money is returned to each county, through a designated regional planning 
and programming agency, based upon the sales tax collected in that county. 

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the Transportation Planning Agency (TPA) designated 
by the Director of the Department of Transportation for the Sacramento Region, which includes the Counties of 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba.  As a TPA, SACOG is responsible for the administration of the Local 
Transportation Funds for these counties. 

This County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund, which is one of the funds that SACOG administers, is held at the 
County of Yuba (the County) but can only be disbursed in accordance with written allocation instructions issued by 
SACOG in compliance with the Act.  The funds are to be used to administer the Transportation Development Act 
and to provide transit services, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and streets and roads funding within the County.  
Eligible claimants of the funds are the cities, consolidated transportation service agencies and special districts 
located within or operating within the County.  Funds are initially apportioned on an annual basis to areas within the 
County based upon population.  The funds are then allocated by SACOG to each claimant for a specific purpose. 

NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

The financial statements of the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund (Fund) of SACOG have been prepared in 
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) as applied to government units.  The 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) is the accepted standard-setting body for establishing 
governmental accounting and financial reporting principles. 

The Reporting Entity:  The financial statements are intended to present the financial position and results of 
operations of only those transactions attributable to the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund of SACOG.  The 
Fund is included in the financial statements of SACOG.  

Fund Accounting:  The accounts of SACOG are organized on the basis of funds.  A fund is an accounting entity 
with a self-balancing set of accounts established to record the financial position and results of operations of a 
specific governmental activity.   

SACOG utilizes the special revenue fund type of the governmental fund group to account for the activities of the 
Fund.  Special revenue funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally 
restricted to expenditures for a specific purpose. 

Basis of Accounting:  The accounting and financial reporting treatment applied to a fund is determined by its 
measurement focus.  A special revenue fund is accounted for using a current financial resources measurement focus.  
With this measurement focus, only current assets and current liabilities generally are included on the balance sheet.  
Operating statements of these funds present increases (i.e., revenues and other financing sources) and decreases (i.e., 
expenditures and other financing uses) in net current assets. 

The modified accrual basis of accounting is used by special revenue funds.  Under the modified accrual basis of 
accounting, revenues are recognized when susceptible to accrual, i.e., when they become both measurable and 
available. "Measurable" means the amount of the transaction can be determined and "available" means collectible 
within the current period or soon enough thereafter to be used to pay liabilities of the current period, which is 
generally six months.   

Sales taxes are recognized as revenue when the appropriation becomes effective, which is in the same fiscal year as 
the sales taxes are collected by the State of California.  Expenditures are recorded when the related fund liability is 
incurred, which is when the amounts are apportioned to jurisdictions. 
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NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (Continued) 

When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is SACOG’s policy to use restricted 
resources first, and then unrestricted resources as they are needed. 

Fund Balance:  Apportionment is the division of available funds by population to jurisdictions within each county as 
required by the Transportation Development Act.  Once funds are apportioned to a given jurisdiction, they are 
available only for allocation and payment to claimants for that jurisdiction upon the submission of a claim by a 
claimant for that jurisdiction and the approval of the claim by SACOG.  Fund balance represents resources received 
that have not been apportioned to a jurisdiction that are restricted to future claims for public transportation projects 
under the Transportation Development Act. 

Reclassifications:  Certain 2010 and 2009 amounts were reclassified to conform to the current presentation.  These 
reclassifications had no effect on previously reported total assets, liabilities, fund balance or change in fund balance. 

NOTE C – CASH AND INVESTMENTS 

Investment policy: SACOG’s investment policy may be found in the notes to SACOG’s basic financial statements.  

Investment in the County of Yuba Investment Pool:  The Fund’s cash is held in the County of Yuba Treasury.  The 
County maintains an investment pool and allocates interest to the various funds based upon the average daily cash 
balances.  Investments held in the County’s investment pool are available on demand to SACOG and are stated at 
cost, which approximates fair value. 

Interest rate risk: Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value 
of an investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to 
changes in market interest rates.  As of June 30, 2011, the weighted average maturity of investments contained in the 
County of Yuba investment pool was approximately 392 days. 

Credit Risk: Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the 
holder of the investment.  This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating 
organization. The County of Yuba investment pool does not have a rating provided by a nationally recognized 
statistical rating organization. 

Custodial credit risk: Custodial risk is the risk that the government will not be able to recover its deposits on the 
value of its investments that are in the possession of an outside party.  Custodial credit risk does not apply to a local 
government’s indirect deposits or investment in securities through the use of government investment pools (such as 
the County of Yuba investment pool). 

NOTE D – DUE TO OTHER GOVERNMENTS 

Due to other governments consisted of the following at June 30: 

2011 2010

Yuba County 82,167$       
City of Wheatland                   69,799       

-$            151,966$    

Note: The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.
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NOTE E – SUPPLEMENTARY EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 

California Code of Regulations Article 5, Subchapter 2, Section 6661 related to the Transportation Development Act 
requires supplementary information for the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund regarding expenditures made 
by the Fund.  The net amount allocated and expended for each of the allocation purposes specified in Public Utilities 
Code (PUC) Chapter 4 of the Act were as follows for the years ended June 30: 

PUC
Section Purpose 2011 2010

99233.1 Administration:
SACOG 9,611$           11,660$         
County of Yuba 750              750              

10,361         12,410         

99260(a) Public transportation:
County of Yuba 347,215       619,915       
City of Marysville 163,683       199,380       

510,898       819,295       

99400(a) Streets, roads, pedestrian and bicycle projects:
County of Yuba 373,322       253,386       
City of Wheatland 45,266         55,032         
City of Marysville

418,588       308,418       

99402 Streets and roads planning:
SACOG 28,747         34,877         

TOTAL 968,594$       1,175,000$   

Note: The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.
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REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING  
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL  

STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS  
AND THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the financial statements of the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund of the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011 and have issued our report thereon 
dated November 1, 2011.  We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the 
United States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.  

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis 
for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not 
for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting.  
Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial 
reporting. 

Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the preceding 
paragraph and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that might be 
deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses and therefore, there can be no assurance that all 
deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses have been identified.  However, as described in the 
accompanying schedule of findings and responses, we identified a deficiency in in internal control over financial 
reporting that we consider to be a material weakness.  

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or 
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct 
misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal 
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will 
not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.  We consider the deficiency described in the 
accompanying schedule of findings and responses as finding 2010/11-1 to be a material weakness.   

Compliance and Other Matters 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether SACOG’s financial statements are free of material 
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant 
agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial 
statement amounts.  Our audit was further made to determine that Transportation Development Act funds allocated 
and received by SACOG were expended in conformance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of the 
Transportation Development Act and Section 6661 of the California Code of Regulations.  The results of performing 
these tasks disclosed no material instances of noncompliance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of 
the Transportation Development Act.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not 
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To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
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an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  The results of our tests disclosed no 
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of management, the Board of Directors, and the State 
Controller’s Office and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties.   

 

November 1, 2011  
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Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

Criteria:  Internal controls over financial reporting should be in place to ensure management has the ability to 
initiate, record, process and report financial data consistent with the assertions of management in the financial 
statements. 

CURRENT YEAR FINDINGS 

Finding 2010/11-1 

Condition:  The Local Transportation Fund’s (the Fund) general ledger was maintained on the cash basis.   

Effect:  A significant audit adjustment was required to report the Fund’s financial statements on the modified accrual 
basis. 

Cause:  The two receipts required to be recognized to adjust revenue to the modified accrual basis were not accrued, 
an overpayment receivable from a claimant in 2008 based on an apportionment that was subsequently reduced was 
not recorded and an unclaimed apportionment payable to a claimant was not accrued.  This appears to be due to the 
fact that a payable roll-forward is not maintained for the fund. 

Recommendation:  We recommend SACOG adjust the Fund’s financial statements to the modified accrual basis by 
preparing a payable roll-forward at year-end to ensure all receivables and payables to and from the Fund have been 
accrued and follow-up on and collect any overpayments receivable from claimants in a timely manner. 

Management Response:  Management concurs with the recommendation and will change its processes and reporting 
accordingly. 

STATUS OF PRIOR YEAR FINDINGS 

None 
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To the Board of Directors and Management 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

In planning and performing our audit of the financial statements of the County of Yuba Local 
Transportation Fund (the Fund) of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) for the year 
ended June 30, 2011, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of 
America, we considered SACOG's internal control over financial reporting (internal control) as a basis for 
determining our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinions on the financial 
statements, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal 
control.  Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control. 

Our consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the preceding paragraph 
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control that might be significant deficiencies 
or material weaknesses and therefore, there can be no assurance that all deficiencies, significant 
deficiencies, or material weaknesses have been identified.  However, as discussed below, we identified 
certain deficiencies in internal control that we consider to be a material weakness. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or 
detect and correct misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or a combination 
of deficiencies, in internal control, such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement 
of the entity’s financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.  We 
consider the following deficiency to be a material weakness: 

The Fund’s financial statements were not maintained on the modified accrual basis, resulting in two 
receipts related to the fiscal year, an overpayment to the City of Marysville in 2008, a payable of the 2009 
Marysville apportionment and interest receivable not being accrued.  We recommend SACOG ensure the 
fund’s financial statements are converted to the modified accrual basis at year-end for financial reporting.  
The preparation of a payable roll-forward is an essential part of the closing process to identify any 
receivables for overpayments or payables of the current year apportionment.  We recommend a payable 
roll-forward be prepared for the fund as part of the closing process.  

 
*  *  *  *  * 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors, management, and 
others within the organization and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these 
specific parties. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of the State Transit Assistance Fund of the Sacramento 
Area Council of Governments as of and for the years ended June 30, 2011 and 2010 , as listed in the table of 
contents.  These financial statements are the responsibility of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
management.  Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audits.  The 
financial statements of the State Transit Assistance Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments as of June 
30, 2009 were audited by other auditors whose report dated March 22, 2010, expressed an unqualified opinion on 
the statements. 

We conducted our audits in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material misstatement.  An audit includes 
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial statements.  An audit 
also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by management, as well as 
evaluating the overall financial statement presentation.  We believe that our audits provide a reasonable basis for our 
opinion. 

As discussed in Note B, the financial statements present only the State Transit Assistance Fund and are not intended 
to present fairly the financial position and results of operations of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, in 
conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of America. 

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position 
of the State Transit Assistance Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments as of June 30, 2011 and 2010, 
and the results of its operations for the years then ended in conformity with accounting principles generally accepted 
in the United States of America. 

In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued reports dated November 1, 2011 on our 
consideration of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ internal control over financial reporting related to 
the State Transit Assistance Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and our tests of its compliance 
with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements and other matters and the 
Transportation Development Act.  That report is an integral part of an audit performed in accordance with 
Government Auditing Standards and should be read in conjunction with this report in considering the results of our 
audit. 

 

November 1, 2011 



2011    2010     2009
ASSETS

Cash and investments 1,002,454$    10,562,018$   1,685,023$    
Due from other governments                                          1,950,268    
Interest receivable 629              5,550            1,462           

TOTAL ASSETS 1,003,083$   10,567,568$  3,636,753$   

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE

LIABILITIES
Due to other governments 889,665$       10,476,710$   3,561,717$    

TOTAL LIABILITIES 889,665        10,476,710     3,561,717    

FUND BALANCE
Restricted for public transit 113,418       90,858          75,036         

TOTAL FUND BALANCE 113,418        90,858            75,036         

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE 1,003,083$   10,567,568$  3,636,753$   

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUND

BALANCE SHEETS

June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009
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2011    2010     2009
REVENUES

Sales and use taxes 14,706,510$   5,853,659$     
Investment earnings 22,560$       15,822          72,462          

TOTAL REVENUES 22,560          14,722,332   5,926,121     

EXPENDITURES
Current:

Allocations:
Sacramento Regional Transit District                     10,455,979   4,997,325     
Yuba Sutter Transit Authority                     893,727        362,867        
City of Elk Grove                     841,017        372,786        
City of Davis                     493,181        208,447        
City of Citrus Heights                     457,328        189,359        
City of Folsom                     384,890        156,388        
City of Woodland                     294,556        117,533        
City of West Sacramento                     249,552        97,560          
County of Sacramento                     140,241        83,013          
Yolo County Transportation District                     143,020        67,986          
City of Galt                     126,040        51,085          
County of Yolo                     122,582        50,317          
City of Live Oak                     44,764          17,668          
City of Winters                     36,831          14,980          
City of Wheatland                     18,530          7,682            
City of Isleton                     4,272            1,920            

TOTAL EXPENDITURES                      14,706,510     6,796,916     

NET CHANGE IN FUND BALANCE 22,560         15,822          (870,795)       

Fund balance at beginning of year 90,858         75,036          945,831        

FUND BALANCE AT END OF YEAR 113,418$      90,858$          75,036$         

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUND

STATEMENTS OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE

For the Years Ended June 30, 2011, 2010 and 2009

3
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NOTE A – ORGANIZATION 

In 1979, the State Transit Assistance (STA) Fund was created under the Transportation Development Act to provide 
funding for transportation planning, public transportation, and community transit purposes as specified by the 
Legislature.  Funds for the program are provided by the State from the statewide sales tax on motor vehicle fuel 
(gasoline) and use fuel (diesel).  The money is appropriated to the State Controller's Office and is then allocated by 
formula to each designated regional planning and programming agency.  The formula allocates 50% of the funds 
based upon population of the region compared to the population of the State, and the remaining 50% is based upon 
transit operator revenues for the prior fiscal year compared with statewide transit operator revenues. 

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is the Transportation Planning Agency (TPA) designated 
by the Director of the Department of Transportation for the Sacramento Region, which includes the Counties of 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba.  The STA allocations for the Sacramento Region are deposited in this STA 
Fund.  As a TPA, SACOG is responsible for the allocation of the STA Fund monies to the transit operators and 
claimants within its region. 

This STA Fund, which is one of the funds that SACOG administers, is held at the County of Sacramento for 
SACOG.  The funds are to be used to provide transit operator or transit contract services within the four counties.  
Eligible claimants of the funds are the cities, counties, transit districts, consolidated transportation service agencies, 
and operators located or operating within the four counties. 

NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

The financial statements of the STA Fund of SACOG have been prepared in conformity with generally accepted 
accounting principles (GAAP) as applied to government units.  The Governmental Accounting Standards Board 
(GASB) is the accepted standard-setting body for establishing governmental accounting and financial reporting 
principles. 

The Reporting Entity:  The financial statements are intended to present the financial position and results of 
operations of only those transactions attributable to the STA Fund of SACOG.  The STA Fund is included in the 
financial statements of SACOG. 

Fund Accounting:  The accounts of SACOG are organized on the basis of funds.  A fund is an accounting entity 
with a self-balancing set of accounts established to record the financial position and results of operations of a 
specific governmental activity. 

SACOG utilizes the special revenue fund type of the governmental fund group to account for the activities of the 
Fund.  Special revenue funds are used to account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally 
restricted to expenditures for a specific purpose. 

Basis of Accounting:  The accounting and financial reporting treatment applied to a fund is determined by its 
measurement focus.  A special revenue fund is accounted for using a current financial resources measurement focus.  
With this measurement focus, only current assets and current liabilities generally are included on the balance sheet.  
Operating statements of these funds present increases (i.e., revenues and other financing sources) and decreases (i.e., 
expenditures and other financing uses) in net current assets. 

The modified accrual basis of accounting is used by special revenue funds.  Under the modified accrual basis of 
accounting, revenues are recognized when susceptible to accrual, i.e., when they become both measurable and 
available.  "Measurable" means the amount of the transaction can be determined and "available" means collectible 
within the current period or soon enough thereafter to be used to pay liabilities of the current period, which is 
generally six months.  Sales taxes are recognized as revenue when the appropriation becomes effective, which is in 
the same fiscal year as the sales taxes are collected by the State of California.  Expenditures are recorded when the 
related fund liability is incurred, which is when the amounts are allocated to jurisdictions. 
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NOTE B – SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (Continued) 

When both restricted and unrestricted resources are available for use, it is SACOG’s policy to use restricted 
resources first, and then unrestricted resources as they are needed. 

Fund Balance:  Fund balance represents resources that have not yet been approved for allocation to the jurisdictions 
by the SACOG Board of Directors that are restricted to claims for future public transit under the Transportation 
Development Act.     

NOTE C – CASH AND INVESTMENTS 

Investment policy:  SACOG’s investment policy may be found in the notes to SACOG’s basic financial statements. 

Investment in the County of Sacramento Investment Pool:  The STA Fund’s cash is held in the County of 
Sacramento Treasury.  The County maintains an investment pool and allocates interest to the various funds based 
upon the average daily cash balances.  Investments held in the County's investment pool are available on demand to 
SACOG and are stated at cost, which approximates fair value. 

Interest rate risk:  Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value 
of an investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, the greater the sensitivity of its fair value to 
changes in market interest rates.  As of June 30, 2011, the weighted average maturity of the investments contained in 
the County of Sacramento investment pool was approximately 190 days. 

Credit Risk:  Generally, credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the 
holder of the investment.  This is measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized statistical rating 
organization.  The County of Sacramento investment pool does not have a rating provided by a nationally 
recognized statistical rating organization. 

Custodial credit risk:  Custodial risk is the risk that the government will not be able to recover its deposits or the 
value of its investments that are in the possession of an outside party.  Custodial credit risk does not apply to a local 
government’s indirect deposits or investment in securities through the use of government investment pools (such as 
the County of Sacramento investment pool). 

NOTE D – DUE TO OTHER GOVERNMENTS 

Due to other governments consisted of the following at June 30: 

2011 2010

County of Sacramento 426,758$         426,758$         
County of Yolo 283,814         283,814          
Yuba Sutter Transit Authority 130,867         938,491          
City of Isleton 33,246           33,246            
City of Winters 14,980           51,811            
Sacramento Regional Transit District 5,304,891
City of Elk Grove 841,017          
City of Davis 508,812          
City of West Sacramento 502,165          
City of Citrus Heights 457,328          
City of Woodland 388,051          
City of Folsom 384,890          
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NOTE D – DUE TO OTHER GOVERNMENTS (Continued) 

2011 2010

Yolo County Transportation District 143,020$         
City of Galt 126,040          
City of Wheatland 46,549            
City of Live Oak 39,827            

889,665$         10,476,710$   

Note:  The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.
 

NOTE E – SUPPLEMENTARY FUND BALANCE AND EXPENDITURE INFORMATION 

California Code of Regulations, Subchapter 2.5, Article 5, Section 6751 related to the Transportation Development 
Act requires supplementary information for the STA Fund regarding fund balances maintained and expenditures 
made by the Fund.  No portion of the fund balance was apportioned to operators pursuant to Section 6721 of the 
Code as of June 30, 2011 and 2010.  The amounts allocated and expended for each of the allocation purposes 
specified in Sections 6730 and 6731 of the Code were as follows for the years ended June 30: 

PUC
Section Purpose 2011 2010

6730(a) Public transportation system operating costs:
Sacramento Regional Transit District -$               8,283,697$       
Yuba Sutter Transit Authority 893,727           
City of Elk Grove 841,017           

10,018,441      
6730(b) Public transportation system capital requirements:

Sacramento Regional Transit District 2,172,282        
Yolo County Transportation District 143,020           
County of Sacramento 140,241           
City of Galt 126,040           
City of Winters 36,831             y

                     2,618,414        
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NOTE E – SUPPLEMENTARY FUND BALANCE AND EXPENDITURE INFORMATION (Continued) 
 

PUC
Section Purpose 2011 2010

6731(b) Contracted transportation services:
City of Davis 493,181$          
City of Citrus Heights 457,328           
City of Folsom 384,890           
City of Woodland 294,556           
City of West Sacramento 249,552           
County of Yolo 122,582           
City of Live Oak 44,764             
City of Wheatland 18,530             
City of Isleton 4,272               

                     2,069,655        

TOTAL -$               14,706,510$    

Note:  The 2009 amounts were not available as they were not reported in the June 30, 2009 financial statements.
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REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING  
AND ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL  

STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS  
AND THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT 

 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the financial statements of the State Transit Assistance Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) as of and for the year ended June 30, 2011 and have issued our report thereon dated 
November 1, 2011.  We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United 
States of America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, 
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting as a basis 
for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not 
for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial reporting.  
Accordingly, we do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of SACOG’s internal control over financial 
reporting. 

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or 
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or detect and correct 
misstatements on a timely basis.  A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal 
control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the entity’s financial statements will 
not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.   

Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the first 
paragraph of this section and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting 
that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies, or material weaknesses. We did not identify any deficiencies in 
internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above. 

Compliance and Other Matters 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether SACOG’s financial statements are free of material 
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant 
agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of financial 
statement amounts.  Our audit was further made to determine that Transportation Development Act funds allocated 
and received by SACOG were expended in conformance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of the 
Transportation Development Act and Section 6751 of the California Code of Regulations.  The results of performing 
these tasks disclosed no material instances of noncompliance with the applicable statutes, rules and regulations of 
the Transportation Development Act.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not 
an objective of our audit, and accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.  The results of our tests disclosed no 
instances of noncompliance or other matters that are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
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This report is intended solely for the information and use of management, the Board of Directors, and the State 
Controller’s Office and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

 

November 1, 2011 
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November 1, 2011 

To the Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Sacramento, California 

We have audited the financial statements of the Sacramento, Yolo, Yuba and Sutter Local Transportation 
Funds and the State Transit Assistance Fund (the Funds) of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) for the year ended June 30, 2011 and have issued our reports thereon dated November 1, 2011.  
Professional standards require that we provide you with the following information about our 
responsibilities under generally accepted auditing standards and Government Auditing Standards, as well 
as certain information related to the planned scope and timing of our audits.  We have communicated such 
information in the engagement letter dated May 20, 2010.  Professional standards also require that we 
communicate to you the following information related to our audit. 

Significant Audit Findings 

Qualitative Aspects of Accounting Practices 

Management is responsible for the selection and use of appropriate accounting policies.  The significant 
accounting policies used by SACOG are described in Note A to the financial statements.  SACOG 
implemented Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 54, Fund Balance 
Reporting and Governmental Fund Type Definitions, which changed the definitions of fund balance 
classifications.  Due to the implementation of this Statement, SACOG no longer reports fund balance 
reserves and instead reports fund balance restrictions, commitments and assignments according to the 
definitions in GASB Statement No. 54.  The application of existing policies was not changed during the 
year.  We noted no transactions entered into by SACOG during the year for which there is a lack of 
authoritative guidance or consensus.  All significant transactions have been recognized in the financial 
statements in the proper period. 

Accounting estimates are an integral part of the financial statements prepared by management and are 
based on management’s knowledge and experience about past and current events and assumptions about 
future events.  Estimates were used to determine the fair value adjustment on investments in each fund.  
Management’s estimate of the fair value adjustment is based on the fair value percentage provided by the 
Treasurer’s Department of each county.  We evaluated the key factors and assumptions used to develop 
the fair value adjustment in determining that it is reasonable in relation to the financial statements taken 
as a whole. 

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the financial statements are free of material 
misstatement, we performed tests of SACOGS’s compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, 
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contracts and grants, including the Transportation Development Act and California Code of Regulations.  
However, the objective of our tests was not to provide an opinion on compliance with such provisions. 

Planned Scope and Timing of the Audit 

We performed the audit according to the planned scope previously communicated to you in our 
engagement letter dated May 20, 2010. 

Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit 

We encountered no significant difficulties in dealing with management in performing and completing our 
audits.   

Corrected and Uncorrected Misstatements 

Professional standards require us to accumulate all known and likely misstatements identified during the 
audit, other than those that are trivial, and communicate them to the appropriate level of management.  
Adjustments consisted of an entry to adjust the County of Yuba Local Transportation Fund revenues to 
accrue the August and September receipts and to true-up accounts payable, accounts receivable and cash 
for prior year adjustments; an entry to the County of Yolo Local Transportation Fund to true-up revenue, 
sales tax receivable, due to other governments and fund balance; and an entry to the County of Sutter 
Local Transportation Fund to record the fair value adjustment to the County’s investments.  In addition, 
the attached schedules summarize uncorrected misstatements for the County of Sacramento Local 
Transportation Fund and State Transit Assistance Fund.  Unadjusted differences included the fair value 
adjustment for both funds.  Management has determined the effect of these uncorrected misstatements is 
immaterial to each Fund’s financial statements taken as a whole.   

Disagreements With Management 

For purposes of this letter, professional standards define a disagreement with management as a matter, 
whether or not resolved to our satisfaction, concerning a financial accounting, reporting, or auditing 
matter that could be significant to the financial statements or the auditor’s report.  We are pleased to 
report that no such disagreements arose during the course of our audit. 

Management Representations 

We have requested certain representations from management that are included in the management 
representation letters for each Fund dated November 1, 2011. 

Management Consultations With Other Independent Accountants 

In some cases, management may decide to consult with other accountants about auditing and accounting 
matters, similar to obtaining a “second opinion” on certain situations.  If a consultation involves 
application of an accounting principle to Funds financial statements or a determination of the type of 
auditor’s opinion that may be expressed on those statements, our professional standards require the 
consulting accountant to check with us to determine that the consultant has all the relevant facts.  To our 
knowledge, there were no such consultations with other accountants. 
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Audit Findings or Issues  

We generally discuss a variety of matters, including the application of accounting principles and auditing 
standards, with management each year prior to retention as SACOG’s auditors.  However, these 
discussions occurred in the normal course of our professional relationship and our responses were not a 
condition to our retention. 

This information is intended solely for the use of the Board of Directors and management of SACOG and 
is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

 

November 1, 2011 



Total Net Change
Description (Nature)  Total  Total Fund Total Total In Fund

of Audit Difference  Assets Liabilities Balance Revenues Expenditures Balance

To accrue fair value adjustment on the Sacramento County Cash and 
Investments Pool (21,477)$      -$                (21,477)$      (21,477)$      -$                 (21,477)$     

Net Unadjusted Audit Differences - This Year (21,477)        -              (21,477)        (21,477)        -               (21,477)       

 Financial Statement Caption Totals 14,785,593$ 1,768,131$ 13,017,462$ 43,882,845$ 40,700,000$ 3,182,845$ 

 Net Audit Differences as % of F/S Captions -0.15% 0.00% -0.16% -0.05% 0.00% -0.67%

Financial Statement Effect -
Amount of Overstatement (Understatement) of:

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO LOCAL TRANSPORTATION FUND

SUMMARY OF UNADJUSTED DIFFERENCES
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011



Total Net

Description (Nature)  Total  Total Fund Total Total Change In

of Audit Difference  Assets Liabilities Balance Revenues Expenditures Fund Balance

To accrue the fair value adjustment on the Sacramento 
County Cash and Investments Pool (2,807)$             (2,807)$           (2,807)$             (2,807)$             

Net Unadjusted Audit Differences - This Year (2,807)               -                  (2,807)             (2,807)               -                    (2,807)                

 Financial Statement Caption Totals 1,003,083$       889,665$        113,418$        22,560$            -$                      22,560$             

 Net Audit Differences as % of F/S Captions -0.28% 0.00% -2.47% -12.44% -12.44%

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUND

SUMMARY OF UNADJUSTED DIFFERENCES

YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2011

Financial Statement Effect -

Amount of Overstatement (Understatement) of:



 
 

	 Item #12-3-3 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee Action 

February 27, 2012 

Draft Budgets for Fiscal Year 2012/13 

Issue: The Draft Fiscal Year 2012/13 Budgets are ready for Board consideration, release for public comment, 
and review by federal and state agencies. 

Recommendation: That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommend that the Board 
of Directors release for public comment and agency review the Draft Fiscal Year 2012/13 Budgets. 

Discussion:  SACOG manages two primary budgets.  The first and largest budget is SACOG’s basic 
Operations Budget to cover the Overall Work Program (OWP) activities.  The Operations Budget is funded 
mainly through several continuing federal and state revenue sources, supplemented by short-term specific 
discretionary and non-discretionary grants and contracts.  The second budget, the Board and Advocacy Budget, 
is much smaller and covers Board costs such as per diem and mileage expenses, as well as the agency’s state 
and federal advocacy efforts.  The Board and Advocacy Budget is primarily funded by annual dues payments 
from SACOG member cities and counties and a portion of SACOG’s interest earnings, consistent with federal 
and state requirements. 

SACOG OPERATIONS BUDGET  

For the first time in three years, SACOG staff is very pleased to present an Operations Budget that, except for a 
technical accounting adjustment for indirect expenditures discussed below, balances current year revenues with 
current year expenditures.   

This achievement is due to a variety of actions that were initiated over the past six years, with particular 
emphasis in the last three budget cycles, and is largely attributable to four main factors:  cost containment 
measures relating to staffing, overhead cost and legal expenses; concessions from a cooperative Employee 
Association; discretionary grant awards through Staff’s entrepreneurial efforts with state and federal agencies; 
and some modest increases in federal and local funds. 

By way of background, in FY 2010/11, for the first time the Board authorized the use of $1 million out of 
SACOG’s approximately $6 million in reserve funds to cover costs in the FY 2010/11 Operations Budget.  At 
that time, staff estimated that the sunsetting of earmarks/grants and the reduction in Local Transportation Fund 
(LTF) planning and administration due to the decline in sales taxes likely also would require SACOG to draw 
on approximately $500,000 in reserves in each of FY 2011/12 and FY 2012/13. 

In fact, rather than using up to $2 million in reserves over the three fiscal years—FY 2010/11, FY 2011/12, and 
FY 2012/13—staff is now projecting to use no reserves, with a slight increase in fund balance (approximately 
$250,000) over the three years.  A brief recap of each year is presented below. 

 FY 2010/11:  While the original Operations Budget projected reserve spending of just over $1 million, 
year end fund balance actually increased by $987,395.  It should be noted that $386,012 of this amount 
was due to surplus recovery of indirect costs which, as noted below, is being adjusted in FY 2012/13. 
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 FY 2011/12:  While the original Operations Budget projected reserve spending of approximately 

$850,000, the projected reserve spending after the Board’s adoption of OWP #2 in December 2011 is 
under $400,000. 

 FY 2012/13:  The draft Operations Budget balances current year revenues and expenses except only for 
an indirect cost or overhead adjustment from FY 2010/11.  Essentially, SACOG received excess 
revenues for indirect expenses in FY 2010/11 that it is adjusting for in FY 2012/13.  As a result, the 
draft Budget utilizes approximately $370,000 in reserve funds—e.g., the excess funds received in FY 
2010/11.  As noted, the overall result over three years is a positive fund balance with no use of reserve 
funds. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, due largely to expiration of several grants, very preliminary projections for FY 
2013/14 forecast a deficit of just over $1 million.  It should be noted, however, that no additional contract or 
grant revenues not already in hand are included in the revenue part of that forecast, almost certainly an overly 
conservative assumption.  In the past, we have substantially closed or eliminated gaps of that size during the 15 
months that transpire before the next year’s budget is adopted. Nevertheless, we will soon start negotiations 
with the Employee Association and expect to bring to the Board in May amendments to our labor MOU that 
will provide the CEO additional flexibility to reduce staff costs if at some point in the future he determines that 
it is warranted for financial reasons. 

As always, we will continue carefully to monitor federal, state and local government actions, and the overall 
state of the economy, so that if we need to come to the Board for mid-year changes to the proposed FY 2012/13 
Operations Budget, we will be ready to do so quickly.  We will also continue to pursue entrepreneurial 
opportunities for new revenue sources. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND ADVOCACY BUDGET 

The Board of Directors and Advocacy Budget is much smaller than, and separate from, the Operations Budget 
because it funds activities that cannot be funded with state and federal funds, including Board per diem and 
other expenses, as well as state and federal advocacy work.  For FY 2009/10, we provided a 20 percent 
reduction in member dues in recognition of the challenging economic times, and we have not increased 
member dues over the subsequent two budget cycle.  This draft Budget continues the dues reduction for FY 
12/13, but this is only possible due to the following cost reduction strategies implemented over the last several 
years: 
 

1. A reduction in professional association membership dues. 
 

2. Continuing the significant restructuring of both our state and federal advocacy contracts.  Over the last 
several years, the contracts were reduced by over 60 percent, as the agency has relied on its strong 
internal resources at the state and federal levels.  
 

3. Projected savings of approximately $30,000 in the current fiscal year.   
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These cost reductions are especially essential this year because it is the fourth year of the member dues 
reductions.  As with the last three budget cycles, this draft budget also utilizes modest reserves from the Board 
and Advocacy Fund.  However, the balance of the reserves in that fund is not projected to change from what 
was authorized in this fiscal year.  Specifically, for FY 2011/12 the Board authorized use of approximately 
$38,000 in reserves, which would leave the projected Board and Advocacy Fund balance at approximately 
$60,000 on June 30, 2012.  Due to savings in the current fiscal year, the draft budget utilizes $30,000 in Board 
and Advocacy Fund reserves, but projects the same fund balance at June 30, 2013.   
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:EJ:sb 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A:  Summary of Revenues and Expenditures, which is a summary of the Overall Work Program 

activity, Board and Advocacy Budgeted costs, and the expected equipment costs. 
 
Attachment B:  Summary of Overall Work Program (OWP) Revenue Sources which provide more revenue 

detail broken out in various categories, like federal, state, local, etc. 
 
Attachment C:  FY 2012-13 Total Overall Work Program Direct Services and Pass Through Project Revenue 

Estimates that identifies revenue sources by certain categories, and formatted for the benefit of our federal 
and state funding agencies. 

 
Attachment D: FY 2012-13 Total Overall Work Program Direct Services and Pass Through Project Cost 

Estimates that identifies costs by budget category, and formatted for the benefit of our federal and state 
funding agencies. 

 
Attachment E: Indirect costs information used and applied against the projects in the OWP. It also reflects the 

proposed indirect rate used for FY 2012/13. 
 
Attachment F: Board and Advocacy Budget for FY 2012/13.  
 
 
Key Staff: Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 
  David Ghiorso, Finance Manager, (916) 340-6258 



Attachment  A

REVENUES:

Overall Work Program:
  Federal 33,793,067$          
  State 9,379,120              
  Local 3,116,484              
  Services to Others 191,051                 
  In-Kind & MatchingFunds from Others 1,562,569              
  Paratransit Inc, 4-Party Agreement Funds 92,716                   
 Use of SACOG Managed Fund Commited to Projects 2,940,529              
 Use of SACOG Undesignated Fund Balance 204,521                 
 Use of SACOG Undesignated Fund Balance for Equipment 70,000                   
       Subtotal - OWP Revenues 51,350,057            

Board of Directors and Advocacy 
  Member Dues and travel costs 284,270$               
   Use of Board of Directors Committed Fund Balance 30,000                   
   Interest 10,000                   
       Subtotal - Board and Advocacy Revenues 324,270$               

TOTAL REVENUES 51,674,327$          

EXPENDITURES:*

Overall Work Program:
  Direct Labor and Benefits 5,814,132$            
  Direct Consulting Costs 3,250,054              
  Direct Pass-through to Other Agencies 26,589,916            
  Direct Equipment and Software (Connect Card project) 9,328,521              
  Direct SACOG Managed Fund Project Expeditures 2,940,529              
  Direct Other Costs (Printing, meetings, etc) 459,897                 
  Indirect Costs * (allocated amount) 2,510,996              
  Indirect Costs carryforward amount from FY 10-11 386,012                 
Total OWP Expenditures 51,280,057$          

Board of Directors and Advocacy Costs 324,270$               

Equipment (computers, equipment) Expenses 70,000$                 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 51,674,327$          

Subtotal - Total Revenues Less Total Expenditures -$                           

*Some costs will carryforward into future years. Future costs are offset by revenues.

* SACOG does not budget for depreciation.  However, it is included in the indirect costs for
calculation of the Indirect Cost rate.  Estimated depreciation = $36,000 annualy.

Fiscal Year 2012 - 2013
SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES



Attachment B

Percentage

of Total

Federal Funding: 33,793,067$              65.81%

  Federal Highway Administration - Metropolitan Planning (PL) 2,941,370

  Federal Transit Administration (Section 5303) 772,311

  Federal Transit Administration (Section 5304) 424,954

  Federal Transit Administration (Section 5316 and 5317 passthr 3,991,880

  FHWA State Planning & Research (Special Studies) 160,000

  FHWA State Planning & Research (SPR Partnership) 270,000

  HUD Grant for Sustainable Communities 100,000

  Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 14,441,143

  FTA Administrative Fee for JARC Programs 47,164

  CEC - SMUD 124,600

  DOE - SMUD 2,500

  DOE- SMUD 276,151

  FTA Funding Passed through to Unitrans and SRTD 10,240,994

State of California Funding: 9,379,120$                18.27%

  Planning, Programming, Monitoring 826,000
  Regional Surface Transportation Program 1,377,811
  High Occupancy Vehicle Fines 20,000
  Strategic Growth Council - Prop 84 Fundins 220,588
  STIP Funding through the CTC 537,000
  STIP Public Transportation Account 300,000
  State PTA account for various projects 40,000
  Caltrans Safe Routes to School 121,037
  State of California Food and Agriculture 75,422
    Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement & 
Service Enhancement Account (PTMSEA) 5,861,262

Local Funds: 3,116,484$                6.07%
  Transportation Development Act - Planning & Administration 1,734,943
  Transportation Development Act - Administration 653,246
  Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) 288,093
  El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC) 63,076
  Capitol Valley Regional SAFE (SAFE) 351,744
  Strategic Highway Research Program 25,382

Services to Others: 191,051$                   0.37%
  Capitol Valley Regional SAFE (SAFE) 87,951
  Glenn County SAFE 692
  Sacramento County (ALUC) 100,000
  I-Places Work for other agencies 2,408

In-Kind Funds from Others: 1,562,569$                3.04%
  SECAT Program 1,259,430
  Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) 155,473
  Remaining in-kind 147,666

 Total Current Year Funds 48,042,291$              93.57%

  Paratransit Inc, 4-Party Agreement Funds 92,716                       0.18%
 Use of SACOG Managed Fund Commited to Projects 2,940,529                  5.73%
 Use of SACOG Undesignated Fund Balance 204,521                     0.40%

 Use of SACOG Undesignated Fund Balance for Equipment 70,000                       0.14%

 Total Use of Fund Balance 3,307,766$                6.46%

Total OWP Revenues 51,350,057$              100.00%

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Fiscal Year 2012-13

SUMMARY OF  OVERALL WORK PROGRAM (OWP) REVENUE SOURCES



Attachment C

TOTAL
BUDGET 

REVENUE
FHWA

PL
FTA
5303

FTA
5304

FTA
5316/17

FHWA State
Planning &
Research 

(SPR Special 
Studies)

FHWA State
Planning &
Research 

(SPR 
Partnership 
Planning) CMAQ RSTP

HUD 
Revenue 
for SCI 
Grant

Planning/
Programming/

Monitoring
Prop 84 
Funding

In-Kind or 
Matching 

funds from 
Others

Use of Prior 
Year Funds

PTMISEA 
Matching 

Funds

ACCT # ELEMENT
Amount Description Grant Expiration 

Dates

13-001 Government Relations, Public Affairs, & Administration 1,330,468 867,865 310,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 152,603 0 0 0 0 0
01 Interagency Relations 271,511 190,370 50,000 31,141
02 Program Management 465,741 322,321 90,000 53,420
03 Multi-Agency Planning & Coordination 204,718 131,237 50,000 23,481
04 Legislative Analysis 145,651 78,944 50,000 16,707
05 Education, Outreach, & Marketing 242,847 144,993 70,000 27,854 0

13-002 Long Range Transportation Planning 1,117,977 672,246 90,258 0 0 160,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98,790 0 11,301 0 0 85,382
01 Model Development 513,564 396,952 40,000 56,612 20,000 HOV Fines
02 Bicycle/Pedestrian Planning 24,773 21,930 2,843 0
03 Regional Forecasting 218,180 153,156 40,000 25,024
04 Major Investment Studies 76,661 57,610 10,258 8,793

05
Human Services Transportation Coordination and Paratransit 
Monitoring 43,080 38,140 4,940

06 Goods Movement / Freight Planning 5,036 4,458 578
07 Regional Household Travel Survey 11,301 0 11,301

09 Statewide Development of Transportation/Land Use Tools 200,000 160,000 40,000 State PTA Account
 This portion will go 

into FY 12/13.
10 Model Development-Fine Grained Networks 25,382 25,382 Strategic Highway Research Program 

13-003 Short Range Transportation Planning & Studies 662,331 7,516 45,467 310,099 0 0 0 10,361 0 0 0 0 24,361 9,422 3,214 35,638 92,716 0 123,537
01 CalTraction 4,019 0 4,019
02 Complete Streets 10,749 7,516 2,000 1,233
03 Sacramento Regional Transit District Planning 49,098 43,467 5,631
06 Safe Routes to School 121,037 121,037 Safe Routes to School Grant

07 South County Transit LINK Management Transition Plan 39,939 35,357 2,291 2,291

City of Galt is providing the matching funds on the 
$72,000 portion of costs for the consultant, and 
SACOG is providing matching funds on its $8,000 
portion.

extended to 6/30/12, 
12/31/12,  6/30/2013

11 After Nine Transit Study and Implementation 3,124 624 2,500 Using JARC funds as primary and 20% local match

14
Online Bike Trip Planner 12,951 10,361 2,590

Estimate of remaining CMAQ Funding from carryover 
Ped/Bike Grant

15 Paratransit, Inc. SRTP 92,716 92,716 using Carryover funds from 4 Party agreement

16
YCTD Short Range Transit Plan 96,013 85,000 5,507 5,506

Matching funds to be used in FY 12/13. YTCT and 
SACOG

17
Elk Grove Transit Short Range Transit Plan 96,100 85,000 5,550 5,550

Matching funds to be used in FY 12/13. City of Elk 
Grove & SACOG

18
Unitrans Short Range Transit Plan 96,013 85,000 11,013

Matching funds  (City of Davis) to be used in FY 
12/13. 

19 SACOG Transit Intern 22,300 19,742 2,558 Matching funds to be used in FY 12/13. 

20 Calvans JPA Implementation 18,272 18,272

13-004 Continuing Transportation Implementation 10,994,042 253,594 155,878 0 0 0 0 3,500,000 180,000 0 373,696 0 0 46,959 23,321 17,668 0 5,861,262 581,664
01 Regional Air Quality Planning 162,970 104,277 40,000 18,693
02 Federal and State Programming 436,080 47,020 180,000 185,739 23,321
03 Regional Transportation Monitoring 105,918 22,372 5,000 75,000 3,546
04 Rural Transportation Planning Coordination 4,599 4,072 527
05 Passenger Rail Improvements 66,302 7,969 50,728 7,605
06 Connect Card Implementation 9,898,262 3,500,000 0 5,861,262 537,000 The $537,000 represents FY 2010/11 
07 Transit Technical Assistance and Programming 275,247 67,884 60,150 112,957 16,588 17,668
08 JARC/New Freedom Administration 44,664 44,664 JARC/New Freedom Admin Fee

13-005 Land Use and Housing Planning 1,506,393 605,515 73,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 220,588 0 87,908 0 343,960 0 0 175,422
01 Sacramento Region Blueprint Implementation 161,198 142,709 18,489
02 Regional Land Use Monitoring 460,726 293,324 29,000 41,760 96,642
03 Regional Housing Needs Planning 20,545 3,188 15,000 2,357
04 Community Design Program 43,656 0 43,656
05 Rural-Urban Connections Strategy 230,597 166,294 29,000 25,302 10,001
06 Airport Land Use Commission - General 3,689 0 3,689
08 ALUC - Sacramento County - SMF & MCC 164,408 0 64,408 100,000 Sacramento County

09
Rural-Urban Connections Strategy/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy Implementation 315,860 220,588 95,272

Proposition 84 Funding.  No match is required. Grant 
won't pay for indirect costs - those will be funded with 
local funds.

10 Specialty Crop Block Grant Program 105,714 30,292 75,422
CFDA (California Food and Agrculture).  Grant only 
pays for 5% of indirect costs.

13-006
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/SCS Implementation 1,038,027 102,890 24,262 0 0 0 0 0 0 100,000 174,516 0 0 16,474 263,813 356,072 0 0 0

04 MTP/SCS Implementation 441,214 102,890 24,262 174,516 16,474 0 123,072

05 Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program 596,813 100,000 263,813 233,000
SACOG funds in FY 12/13 to pay for non-

HUD allowed consultant costs.

FY 2012-13 TOTAL OVERALL WORK PROGRAM DIRECT SERVICES AND PASS THROUGH PROJECT REVENUE ESTIMATES 

Other Funding

Current Year Use of the Six-County TDA Local 
Funds

Required
Minimum

Match - All 

Over Match 
Applied to 
Projects

Required
Minimum

Match for FHWA 

2/28/2012; 3:59 PM



Attachment C

TOTAL
BUDGET 

REVENUE
FHWA

PL
FTA
5303

FTA
5304

FTA
5316/17

FHWA State
Planning &
Research 

(SPR Special 
Studies)

FHWA State
Planning &
Research 

(SPR 
Partnership 
Planning) CMAQ RSTP

HUD 
Revenue 
for SCI 
Grant

Planning/
Programming/

Monitoring
Prop 84 
Funding

In-Kind or 
Matching 

funds from 
Others

Use of Prior 
Year Funds

PTMISEA 
Matching 

Funds

ACCT # ELEMENT
Amount Description Grant Expiration 

Dates

FY 2012-13 TOTAL OVERALL WORK PROGRAM DIRECT SERVICES AND PASS THROUGH PROJECT REVENUE ESTIMATES 

Other Funding

Current Year Use of the Six-County TDA Local 
Funds

Required
Minimum

Match - All 

Over Match 
Applied to 
Projects

Required
Minimum

Match for FHWA 

13-007 Member, Agency  & Transportation Servcies 19,135,790 431,744 73,446 0 0 0 0 10,930,782 1,197,811 0 277,788 0 1,447,053 755,060 1,296 118,357 204,521 0 3,697,932
01 Project Delivery 331,532 47,580 277,788 6,164
02 Regional Information Center 367,493 124,056 73,446 25,588 30,657 113,746
03 Transportation Development Act Administration 689,608 689,608
06

511/ STARNET Capital Improvements 1,353,000 1,197,811 0 155,189
CV SAFE reimburses SACOG for the 
Match

07 Transportation Demand Management 1,355,473 1,200,000 155,473 0
08 511/STARNET Operations 196,555 0 196,555 CV SAFE
09

511 Automated Transit Trip Planning 24,705 10,000 1,000 0 1,296 12,409
Estimate only - In-kind match from RT for 
the Pass-through costs

10 SECAT Program 10,982,712 9,720,782 1,259,430 0 2,500
12 Sacramento County Transit Technical Assistance 0 0
13 Sustainability and Climate Action Planning Assistance 88,615 50,000 6,478 32,137
14 Integrated Basemap Program 368,759 210,108 27,222 40,654 90,775

17
I-PLACE3S Training for Maricopa Association of 
Governments 2,408 2,408 Maricopa Association of Governments

18 Capitol Area Plug-In Electric Vehicle Planning 155,750 31,150 124,600 CEC - SMUD. 20% match from VV.

19 California Plug-In Electric Vehicle Collaborative 2,500 2,500 DOE - SMUD

20 Sacramento County Plug-In Electric Vehicle Planning 276,151 276,151 DOE - SMUD

21 SACOG Managed Fund Projects 2,940,529 2,940,529
Use of SACOG Managed Fund Committed 
to Projects

13-008 Pass-Through to Other Agencies 787,500 0 0 114,855 0 0 270,000 0 0 0 0 0 91,155 0 11,490 0 0 0 300,000

08 Regional Transit Comprehensive Operational Analysis 150,000 114,855 23,655 11,490
In-kind and cash match based on $150,000 
left  COA is 6/30/13

09 American River Crossings Alternatives Study Project 337,500 270,000 67,500
Matching funds provided by City of 
Sacramento. FY 2013

10 Unitrans ITS Project 300,000 300,000 STIP Public Transportation Account

13-009 Miscellaneous Other Funding 10,240,994 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,240,994
01 Unitrans CNG Fueling Facility Study - memo entry 20,018 20,018 FTA/Unitrans - memo entry only
03 Unitrans Parking Lot Study for Downtown Davis  - memo entry 200,018 200,018 FTA/Unitrans - memo entry only

04
SRTD Downtown-Natomas-Airport Rail Project - memo entry 
only 8,665,458 8,665,458

FTA/Sac Regional Transit District - memo 
entry only

05
Sacramento/West Sacramento Area Corridor Small Starts 
Analysis and Environmental Study 1,355,500 1,355,500

FTA Flex funds of $1,200,000 and local 
funds (LTF and City and County Funds)

13-012 FTA Job Access Reverse Commute and New Freedom 
Program Administration 3,991,880 0 0 0 3,991,880 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

01 SRTD JARC Operating Assistance 539,489 539,489 This represents the FTA portion only

02 Roseville Transit JARC Operating Assistance 146,714 146,714 This represents the FTA portion only

03 JARC Operating Assistance 400,000 400,000 This represents the FTA portion only

05 County of Sacramento Department of Health JARC operating 
Assistance 1,032,703 1,032,703 This represents the FTA portion only

06 Yolo County Transportation District JARC Operating 
Assistance 130,000 130,000 This represents the FTA portion only

07 City of Roseville South Placer County New Freedom One-Stop 
Call Center 238,000 238,000 This represents the FTA portion only

08 Paratransit,  Inc. New Freedom Mobility Management 493,347 493,347 This represents the FTA portion only

09 SRTD New Freedom Capital Improvements 603,552 603,552 This represents the FTA portion only

10 Western Placer CTSA New Freedom Operating Assistance 162,206 162,206 This represents the FTA portion only

11 County of Sacramento Department of Health New Freedom 
Assistance 105,869 105,869 This represents the FTA portion only

12 Yolo County Transportation District New Freedom Operating 
Assistance 140,000 140,000 This represents the FTA portion only

13-015 Services to Other Agencies 88,643 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88,643
01 Capitol Valley SAFE 87,951 87,951 CVRS
02 Glenn County SAFE 692 692 CVRS

TOTAL REVENUE for OWP Purposes 50,894,045 2,941,370 772,311 424,954 3,991,880 160,000 270,000 14,441,143 1,377,811 100,000 826,000 220,588 1,562,569 1,167,216 303,134 882,996 297,237 5,861,262 15,293,574

Add:  Carry forward costs from FY 2010/11 included in the 
indirect cost 386,012 386,012

TOTAL EXPENDITURES for SACOG Budgeting Reporting 
Purposes 51,280,057 2,941,370 772,311 424,954 3,991,880 160,000 270,000 14,441,143 1,377,811 100,000 826,000 220,588 1,562,569 1,167,216 303,134 1,269,008 297,237 5,861,262 15,293,574

2/28/2012; 3:59 PM



Attachment D

TOTAL
BUDGET

Salaries
&

Benefits
Indirect
Services

Consultants/Me
mbership/Legal 

for Specific 
Grant Projects

Consultants/Members
hip/Legal for Non 

Grant projects Printing
Meetings/O
ther/in-kind

Pass-
Through

Supplies/
Data/

Telecommunicatio
n

Equipment/
Software

Marketing/
Advertising

Costs for 
next fiscal 

year

ACCT # ELEMENT 43.19%

13-001 Government Relations, Public Affairs, & Administration 1,330,468$      917,150$         396,118$         -$                       5,000$                        3,000$        7,500$      -$                   1,700$                    -$                   -$                -$                  

01 Interagency Relations 271,511 186,473 80,538 2,000 2,000 500
02 Program Management 465,741 323,340 139,651 750 2,000
03 Multi-Agency Planning & Coordination 204,718 140,560 60,708 250 2,000 1,200
04 Legislative Analysis 145,651 101,719 43,932
05 Education, Outreach, & Marketing 242,847 165,058 71,289 5,000 1,500

13-002 Long Range Transportation Planning 1,117,977 596,345 257,562 173,689 89,531 0 850 0 0 0 0 0

01 Model Development 513,564 295,784 127,749 89,531 500
02 Bicycle/Pedestrian Planning 24,773 17,126 7,397 250
03 Regional Forecasting 218,180 152,371 65,809
04 Major Investment  Studies 76,661 53,468 23,093 100
05 Human Services Transportation Coordination and Paratransit 

Monitoring 43,080 30,086 12,994
06 Goods Movement / Freight Planning 5,036 3,517 1,519
07 Regional Household Travel Survey 11,301 7,892 3,409
09 Statewide Development of Transportation/Land Use Tools 200,000 18,375 7,936 173,689
10 Model Development-Fine Grained Networks 25,382 17,726 7,656

13-003 Short Range Transportation Planning & Studies 662,331 376,113 162,441 119,853 3,124 100 700 0 0 0 0 0

01 CalTraction 4,019 2,737 1,182 100
02 Complete Streets 10,749 7,018 3,031 100 600
03 Sacramento Regional Transit District Planning 49,098 34,289 14,809
06 Safe Routes to School 121,037 29,475 12,730 78,832
07 South County Transit LINK Management Transition Plan 39,939 2,736 1,182 36,021
11 After Nine Transit Study and Implementation 3,124 3,124
14 Online Bike Trip Planner 12,951 5,553 2,398 5,000
15 Paratransit, Inc. SRTP 92,716 64,750 27,966
16 YCTD Short Range Transit Plan 96,013 67,053 28,960
17 Elk Grove Transit Short Range Transit Plan 96,100 67,114 28,986
18 Unitrans Short Range Transit Plan 96,013 67,053 28,960
19 SACOG Transit Intern 22,300 15,574 6,726
20 Calvans JPA Implementation 18,272 12,761 5,511

13-004 Continuing Transportation Implementation 10,994,042 1,021,141 441,030 192,000 1,000 1,750 8,600 0 0 5,015,000 0 4,313,521

01 Regional Air Quality Planning 162,970 113,290 48,930 750
02 Federal and State Programming 436,080 303,150 130,930 1,000 1,000
03 Regional Transportation Monitoring 105,918 73,970 31,948
04 Rural Transportation Planning Coordination 4,599 3,212 1,387
05 Passenger Rail Improvements 66,302 46,234 19,968 100
06 Connect Card Implementation 9,898,262 258,566 111,675 192,000 7,500 5,015,000 4,313,521
07 Transit Technical Assistance and Programming 275,247 192,225 83,022
08 JARC/New Freedom Administration 44,664 30,494 13,170 1,000

13-005 Land Use and Housing Planning 1,506,393 950,332 410,448 100,000 600 15,550 100 0 29,363 0 0 0

01 Sacramento Region Blueprint Implementation 161,198 112,402 48,546 150 100
02 Regional Land Use Monitoring 460,726 301,252 130,111 29,363
03 Regional Housing Needs Planning 20,545 13,650 5,895 600 400
04 Community Design Program 43,656 30,488 13,168
05 Rural-Urban Connections Strategy 230,597 150,567 65,030 15,000 RUCs book
06 Airport Land Use Commission - General 3,689 2,576 1,113
08 ALUC - Sacramento County - SMF & MCC 164,408 44,981 19,427 100,000
09 Rural-Urban Connections Strategy/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Implementation 315,860 220,588 95,272
10 Specialty Block Grant Program 105,714 73,828 31,886

13-006 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/SCS Implementation 1,038,027 349,205 150,822 100,000 433,000 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0

04 MTP/SCS Implementation 441,214 168,457 72,757 200,000
05 Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program 596,813 180,748 78,065 100,000 233,000 5,000

 FY 2012-13 TOTAL OVERALL WORK PROGRAM DIRECT SERVICES AND PASS THROUGH PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 
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TOTAL
BUDGET

Salaries
&

Benefits
Indirect
Services

Consultants/Me
mbership/Legal 

for Specific 
Grant Projects

Consultants/Members
hip/Legal for Non 

Grant projects Printing
Meetings/O
ther/in-kind

Pass-
Through

Supplies/
Data/

Telecommunicatio
n

Equipment/
Software

Marketing/
Advertising

Costs for 
next fiscal 

year

ACCT # ELEMENT 43.19%

 FY 2012-13 TOTAL OVERALL WORK PROGRAM DIRECT SERVICES AND PASS THROUGH PROJECT COST ESTIMATES 

13-007 Member,  Agency, & Transportation Services 19,135,790 1,542,501 666,207 1,476,123 555,134 145,000 13,500 14,510,741 108,611 0 117,973 0

01 Project Delivery 331,532 188,414 81,376 61,492 250
02 Regional Information Center 367,493 254,203 109,790 1,500 2,000
03 Transportation Development Act Administration 689,608 134,413 58,053 491,142 5,000 250 750
06 511/ STARNET Capital Improvements 1,353,000 48,451 20,926 1,280,623 3,000
07 Transportation Demand Management (formerly called Rideshare) 1,355,473 219,386 94,753 178,000 140,000 2,000 590,000 85,861 45,473
08 511/STARNET Operations 196,555 68,130 29,425 6,500 20,000 72,500
09 511 Automated Transit Trip Planning 24,705 17,253 7,452
10 SECAT Program 10,982,712 2,500 10,980,212
12 Sacramento County Transit Technical Assistance 0
13 Sustainability and Climate Action Planning Assistance 88,615 61,886 26,729
14 Integrated Basemap Program 368,759 257,531 111,228
17 I-PLACE3S Training for Maricopa Association of Governments 2,408 1,682 726
18 Capitol Area Plug-In Electric Vehicle Planning 155,750 98,296 42,454 15,000
19 California Plug-In Electric Vehicle Collaborative 2,500 2,500
20 Sacramento County Plug-In Electric Vehicle Planning 276,151 192,856 83,295 0
21 SACOG Managed Fund Projects 2,940,529 2,940,529

13-008 Pass-Through to Other Agencies 787,500 2,736 1,182 0 0 0 0 783,582 0 0 0 0

08 Regional Transit Comprehensive Operational Analysis 150,000 150,000
09 American River Crossings Alternatives Study Project 337,500 337,500
10 Unitrans ITS Project 300,000 2,736 1,182 296,082

13-009 Miscellaneous Other Funding 10,240,994 8,207 3,545 0 0 0 0 10,229,242 0 0 0 0

01 Unitrans CNG Fueling Facility Study - memo entry only 20,018 20,018
03 Unitrans Parking Lot Study for Downtown Davis - memo entry only 200,018 200,018
04 SRTD Downtown-Natomas-Airport Rail Project - memo entry only 8,665,458 8,665,458

05
Sacramento/West Sacramento Corridor Small Starts Analysis and 
Environmental Study 1,355,500 8,207 3,545 1,343,748

13-012 FTA Job Access Reverse Commute and New Freedom Program 
Administration 3,991,880 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,991,880 0 0 0 0

01 SRTD JARC Operating Assistance 539,489 539,489
02 Roseville Transit JARC Operating Assistance 146,714 146,714
03 JARC Operating Assistance 400,000 400,000
05 County of Sacramento Department of Health JARC operating 

Assistance 1,032,703 1,032,703
06 Yolo County Transportation District JARC Operating Assistance 130,000 130,000
07 City of Roseville South Placer County New Freedom One-Stop Call 

Center 238,000 238,000
08 Paratransit,  Inc. New Freedom Mobility Management 493,347 493,347
09 SRTD New Freedom Capital Improvements 603,552 603,552
10 Western Placer CTSA New Freedom Operating Assistance 162,206 162,206

11
County of Sacramento Department of Health New Freedom 
Assistance 105,869 105,869

12
Yolo County Transportation District New Freedom Operating 
Assistance 140,000 140,000

13-015 Services to Other Agencies 88,643 50,402 21,641 1,000 0 100 0 15,000 500 0 0 0

01 Capitol Valley SAFE 87,951 49,919 21,432 1,000 100 15,000 500
02 Glenn County SAFE 692 483 209

TOTAL EXPENDITURES for OWP Reporting Purposes 50,894,045 5,814,132 2,510,996 2,162,665 1,087,389 170,500 31,250 29,530,445 140,174 5,015,000 117,973 4,313,521

Add:  Carry forward Costs from FY 2010/11 included in the 
indirect costs 386,012 386,012

TOTAL EXPENDITURES for SACOG budgeting reporting 
purposes 51,280,057$    5,814,132$      2,897,008$       2,162,665$         1,087,389$                  170,500$     31,250$     29,530,445$  140,174$                5,015,000$     117,973$     4,313,521$    

-$                      
* Represents revenue on the project that has not yet be allocated to consultant or staff time as of 
the preparation of the amendment. It could be used for consultant or staff, and could go unused.
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Total Direct Salaries and Benefits from OWP  $     5,814,130 

Total Indirect Expenditures         2,897,008 
Carry Forward (+/-) from FY 10-11           (386,012)
Adjusted Indirect Total Costs  $     2,510,996 

INDIRECT RATE - FY 2012-13
(Total Adjusted Indirect Costs ÷ Total Direct Salaries 
and Benefits from OWP) 43.19%

EXPENDITURES: Amount

Meetings/Training  $          15,000 
Printing              13,500 
Consultant            130,000 
Mileage              12,000 
Legal Services              60,000 
Other Expenses                4,500 
Books & Periodicals                4,500 
Office Supplies              45,000 
Postage              18,000 
Telephone              35,000 
Office Equipment Maintenance              15,000 
Memberships              25,000 
Depreciation              36,000 
Insurance              71,000 
Building Rent - Meridian Plaza            621,517 
SACOG Vehicle Parking                8,100 
Office Equipment < $1,000              15,000 
Accounting Processing Costs                8,000 
Career Development Program              75,000 
Computer Software Maintenance/Licenses              70,000 
Temporary Services                   500 
Indirect Staffing (salaries/benefits) 1,614,391 
TOTAL  FOR  FY 2011-12  $     2,897,008 

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS OPERATIONS BUDGET
INDIRECT COSTS

Fiscal Year 2012-13

1This dollar amount includes the $386,012 carryover number from the cumulative FY 2010-11 
Indirect cost calculation, per Caltrans ICAP audit procedures. This number has to match the OWP 
indirect costs shown on the OWP Expenditure page. These are costs that SACOG over recovered in 
past years. 
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REVENUE:
Fiscal Year

2012-13

Fiscal Year
2011-12 
Budget

Fiscal Year
2011-12 

Projected 
Actual Difference

Membership Dues 284,270$            284,270$     284,270$       -$                   
Board and Advocacy reserve funds 30,000                37,976         18,882           19,094
Other Local Funds - (est. interest on general account) 10,000                20,000         10,000           10,000

TOTAL REVENUES: 324,270$            342,246$     313,152$       29,094

EXPENDITURES:

Meetings / Training / Travel Expenses 69,111$              79,000$       79,000$         0
Board Reimbursement(per Deim and Director Fees) 65,000                65,000         65,000           0
Board Parking Passes 1,000                  1,000           1,000             0
Consultants 70,000                70,000         70,000           0
    Federal Legislative Consultant 40,000         
    State Legislative Consultant 20,000         
    Other Consultants 10,000         
Printing 659                     659              659                0
Supplies 5,000                  5,000           5,000             0
Other Expenses 1,000                  1,000           1,000             0
Memberships
     AMPO 10,000                11,000         9,197             1,803
    NADO 4,000                  4,000           4,000             0
    NARC 0
    Metro Chamber of Commerce 1,500                  1,500           1,500             0
   Climate Communities 0
   TRB Dues 4,300                  4,300           4,300             0
   CTA Dues 1,200                  1,200           1,200             0
   CALCOG dues 21,000                17,850         16,109           1,741
   California Transit Association 0
Awards 500                     500              500                0
Employee's excess travel costs 0

70,000                80,237         54,687           25,550

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 324,270$            342,246$     313,152$       29,094$         

Board and Advocacy Reserve 
Analysis and Projection Amount Time period

Fund Balance designated for Board and 
Advocacy 168,856$     at 6/30/08
Increase based on FY 08-09 actual 
activity          43,200 
Subtotal -Reserve Balance 212,056$     at 6/30/09
Less:  Projected Use of reserves for FY 
09/10 activity          60,483 
Subtotal -Reserve Balance 151,573$     at 6/30/10
Less:  Projected Use of reserves for FY 
10/11 activity

42,034$       

Subtotal -Reserve Balance 109,539$     at 6/30/11
Less:  Projected Use of reserves for FY 
11/12 activity 18,882$       
Subtotal -projected Reserve Balance 90,657$       at 6/30/12
Less:  Projected Use of reserves for FY 
12/13 activity 30,000$       
Subtotal -Projected Reserve Balance 60,657$       at 6/30/13

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND ADVOCACY BUDGET

Fiscal Year 2012-13
With Comparison to projected Fiscal Year 2011-12

Labor, Benefits, and Overhead - Staff performing 
Federal/State Legislative duties

SACOG Budget operations take place within the Planning and Administration Fund, as defined in SACOG's Annual 
Comprehensive Financial Report (CAFR).  The Board and Advocacy (B&A) Fund is a designated Fund within this fund. 



 

 Item #12-3-4 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee Act ion 

February 27, 2012 
 
Draft Overall Work Program for Fiscal Year 2012-13 
  
Issue:  Should the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommend that the Board release the 
Draft Fiscal Year 2012-13 Overall Work Program (OWP) for public review? 
 
Recommendation:  That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommend that the 
Board release the Draft Fiscal Year 2012-13 OWP for public review. 
 
Discussion:  Each year, SACOG must prepare an OWP that becomes the primary budget and project detail 
reference for the upcoming fiscal year. The OWP contains both project details and budget information.  
Action Item #3 covers the budget portion of the draft OWP. 
 
The development of the draft OWP has been guided by SACOG’s Strategic Plan.  As the first step in the 
process, staff reviewed existing and proposed work elements for consistency with the goals, strategies, and 
performance indicators in the strategic plan.  A subsequent step was made to ensure that budget resources 
were available to those activities with high strategic value.  
 
The draft OWP is typically released for public review at the March Board meeting in order to stay on 
schedule for a 30-day public review prior to the April 27th Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
meeting to discuss the OWP.   The annual MPO review group consists of representatives from the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Caltrans, and other partner 
agencies who meet to discuss SACOG’s OWP and make recommendations for the work program.  After the 
annual MPO meeting and public comments have been addressed, a final OWP and associated budget will be 
brought back for Board approval in May.   
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:MC:gg 
Attachments 

 

Key Staff: Kirk E. Trost, Chief Operating Officer & General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 
  Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276 
 
 
S:\SACOG\Board\Gov't. Relations & Public Affairs Comm\2012\March\4-2012-12 Draft OWP.docx  1200102 



DRAFT 
OVERALL WORK PROGRAM FY 2012-13 

Project Strategic Goals—Primary Influence/Secondary Influence 
 

13-001 Government Relations, Public Affairs and 
Administration 

 01 Interagency Relations—1  
 02 Program Management—1 
 03 Multi-Agency Planning and Coordination—1 
 04 Legislative Analysis—2 
 05 Education, Outreach and Marketing—1 
 
13-002 Long-Range Transportation Planning 
 01 Model Development—1/2 
 02 Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning—1 
 03 Regional Forecasting—1 
 04 Major Investment Studies—2 
 05 Human Services Transit Coordination & 

Paratransit—2 
 06 Goods Movement/Freight Planning—2 
 07 Regional Household Travel Study—1  
 09 Statewide Development of Transportation/Land 

Use Planning Tools—1 
 10 Model Development – Fine-Grained Networks—1 
 
13-003 Short-Range Transportation Planning and Studies 
 01 Central California Traction Company Preservation 

and Purchase Study Plan—1 
 02 Complete Streets—1 
 03 Sacramento Regional Transit District  
  Planning—1 
 06 Safe Routes to School—1 
 07 South County Transit LINK Short Range 

Transportation Plan Implementation—2 
 11 After Nine Transit Study—2 
 14 Online Bicycle Trip Planner—1 
 15 Paratransit Short-Range Transit Plan—2 
 16 YCTD Short-Range Transit Plan --2 
 17 Elk Grove Transit Short-Range Transit Plan--2 
 18 Unitrans Short-Range Transit Plan—2 
 19 SACOG Transit Intern—2 
 20 CalVans JPA Implementation—3 
 
13-004 Continuing Transportation Implementation 
 01 Regional Air Quality Planning—1 
 02 Federal and State Programming—1 
 03 Regional Transportation Monitoring—1/2 
 04 Rural Transportation Planning Coordination—1 
 05 Passenger Rail Improvements—1 
 06 Connect Card Implementation—1 
 07 Transit Technical Assistance and  
  Programming—1 
 08 JARC/New Freedom Administration—1

13-005 Land Use and Housing Planning 
 01 Sacramento Region Blueprint Implementation—1 
 02 Regional Land Use Monitoring—1 
 03 Regional Housing Needs Planning—2 
 04 Community Design Program—1 
 05 Rural-Urban Connections Strategy—2 
 06 Airport Land Use Commission - General—1 
 07 ALUC – Yuba County-BAB & MYV—1 
 08 ALUC – Sacramento County – SMF & MCC—1 
 09 Integrating & Implementing the Sustainable 
  Communities Strategy & Rural-Urban 
  Connections Strategy—2 
 10 Specialty Crop Block Grant Program—2 
 
13-006 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy Implementation  
 04 MTP/SCS Implementation—2 
 05 Sustainable Communities Regional Planning 

Grant Program—3 
    
13-007 Member, Agency, & Transportation Services 
 01 Project Delivery—1 
 02 Regional Information Center—1 
 03 Transportation Development Act  
  Administration—1 
 06 511/STARNET Capital Improvements—1 
 07 Transportation Demand Management—1 
 08 511/STARNET Operations—1 
 09 511 Automated Transit Trip Planning—1 
 10 Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and 

Transportation (SECAT) Program—1 
 12 Sacramento County Transit Technical 

Assistance—3 
 13 Sustainability and Climate Action Planning 

Assistance—3 
 14 Integrated Basemap Program 
 17 I-PLACE3 S Training for Maricopa Association of 

Governments—3 
 18  Capitol Area Plug-In Electric Vehicle Planning—2 
 19 CA Plug-In Electric Vehicle Collaborative—2 
 20 Sacramento County Plug-In Electric Vehicle 

Planning—2 
 21 SACOG Managed Fund Projects—1 
 
13-015 Services to Other Agencies 
 01 Capitol Valley SAFE—1 
 02 Glenn County SAFE—1 
 
 
 

 
Strategic Goal 1—Sustain the agency’s emphasis on information-based decision making by providing 

state-of-the-art data and tools to members, partners, stakeholders and residents to help them shape the futures of their 
communities and the region. 
 
Strategic Goal 2—Maximize strategic influence for the region through developing and implementing integrated regional 
transportation plans that produce unique and significant quality of life benefits for residents of the region. 
 
Strategic Goal 3—Serve as a source of high quality information, convener, and/or advocate on a range of regional issues 
when the agency’s involvement would provide unique, added value to promoting a sustainable future for the region. 
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OVERALL WORK PROGRAM EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
FISCAL YEAR 2012-13 

 
The purpose of this executive summary is to provide a brief overview of the Overall Work Program 
projects and how they fulfill the three goals of the SACOG Strategic Plan.  Many projects support 
more than one goal and are included under each goal they support. Each project, or work element, is 
described in terms of staff resources and new external consulting contracts anticipated. Staff 
resources are described in terms of Full Time Equivalents (FTEs). One FTE in the Draft OWP 
budget is equivalent to an average of 1,800 hours of work towards a work element or project. 
 
Goal 1:    Sustain the agency’s emphasis on information-based decision making by 

providing state-of-the-art data and tools to members, partners, stakeholders and 
residents to help them shape the futures of their communities and the region. 

 
Goal 1 Strategies 
 

1. Increase opportunities for member jurisdictions to utilize regional data, models and analysis to 
analyze impacts of their decisions on transportation, land use, air quality and other policy 
areas that affect quality of life.   

 
2. Increase agency capacity to provide scientific information and analysis of transportation, land 

use, air quality and other matters of regional importance.   
 
Goal 1 Performance Indicators 

 
A. Members and planning partners routinely use  a combination of appropriate planning tools 

(e.g., I-PLACE3S and SACSIM) to conduct technical analysis of general plan updates, corridor 
plans, transportation circulation plans, and neighborhood and community plans, and use of 
such planning tools by stakeholders and residents to evaluate proposed development projects. 

 
B. Interactive, information-based citizen engagement practices are commonly used by members 

in support of general plan updates, development of neighborhood and community plans, and 
evaluation of the impacts of significant proposed development projects.  The Agency has an 
effective and active process for sharing information about SACOG activities with staff in 
service to local government 

 
C. Appointment to the SACOG Board is viewed as an attractive opportunity for local elected 

officials, and SACOG’s Board members are actively engaged in pursuing the mission of the 
agency and the agency’s local, state and national recognition for leadership in the 
implementation of information rich, consensus-driven regional efforts to improve the quality 
of life in the region continues to be enhanced.  SACOG actively engages in providing 
information to all elected leaders about the role it plays in regional affairs and how this role 
contributes to an improved quality of life.  
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OWP Projects that Support Goal 1 
 
Goal 1 brings focus this year to tools, data and analysis services for member jurisdictions.  Within 
the OWP, an emphasis for the fiscal year is on improving access to jurisdictional use of tools to 
inform local land use decisions, general plan updates, and transportation project delivery.  Another 
resource emphasis is on the implementation of new travel demand model tools and transportation 
services that include 511 enhancements, a universal transit fare card and online trip planners for 
transit and bicycle travel. Coordination and support to local agencies is part of the ongoing 
transportation planning and model development activities.  
 
ELEMENT 13-001:  GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, PUBLIC AFFAIRS & ADMINISTRATION  
 
Project #13-001-01 Interagency Relations:  Provide consultations and coordination of SACOG 

activities with local, state, and federal agencies, tribal governments, and agencies 
outside the region.  (Estimated FTE: .74) 

 
Project #13-001-02 Program Management:  Provide internal direction of staff activities and 

preparation of materials for the Board and its committees, including the OWP.  
(Estimated FTE: 1.24) 

 
Project #13-001-03 Multi-Agency Planning and Coordination:  Act as liaison with outside 

partner agencies, technical committees, and attend various partner and tribal 
agency meetings.  (Estimated FTE: .57) 

 
Project #13-001-05 Education, Outreach, and Marketing:  Provide public outreach and 

marketing efforts aimed at the general public, stakeholder groups and specific 
constituencies, such as elected officials, neighborhood associations, special-
interest advocacy groups, Native American tribal governments, and under-
represented and under-served populations.   (Estimated FTE: 1.25) 

 
ELEMENT 13-002:  LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
 
Project #13-002-01 Model Development:  Continue a multi-year travel and land use model 

improvement project, including the SACSIM travel demand model, the I-
PLACE3S land use planning model and scenario development tool, and the 
SACMET travel model.   (Estimated FTE: 1.90) 

 
Project #13-002-02 Pedestrian and Bicycle Planning:  Provide a forum for regional bicycle and 

pedestrian planning activities with a focus on completing an online trip planner 
and performing walkability audits to inform later planning efforts.  (Estimated 
FTE: .15) 

 
Project #13-002-03 Regional Forecasting:  Develop travel forecasts and vehicle emissions 

forecasts and related technical assistance to partner organizations.  (Estimated 
FTE: 1.0) 

 
Project #13-002-07 Regional Household Travel Survey:  Monitor the development and 

implementation of the Caltrans Statewide Household Travel Behavior Survey, 
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which will.  Develop statewide profiles of travel behavior stratified by the 
demographic characteristics.  (Estimated FTE: .03) 

 
Project #13-002-09 Statewide Development of Transportation/Land Use Planning Tools:  

Work in coordination with other researchers to develop a set of 
transportation/land use planning tools to upgrade travel models and land use 
models across the state.  (Estimated FTE: .10) 

 
Project #13-002-10 Model Development—Fine Grained Networks:  Develop an Integrated, 

Advanced Travel Demand Model and a Fine-Grained, Time-Sensitive Network, 
which will make improvements to the SACSIM travel model.  (Estimated 
FTE: .12 ) 

 
ELEMENT 13-003:  SHORT-RANGE TRANSPORTATION AND STUDIES 
 
Project #13-003-01 Central California Traction Company Preservation and Purchase Study 

Plan (CalTraction):  Document the activities of the different interest groups 
involved in the discussions to purchase the Central California Traction Company 
(CCTC) Rail Corridor from Woodbridge Road in Lodi to Elder Creek Road in 
Sacramento County.  (Estimated FTE:  .02) 

 
Project #13-003-02 Complete Streets:  Continue serving as an information clearinghouse and 

technical assistance provider for complete streets activities in the region, with a 
focus on completing a tool kit during this fiscal year.  (Estimated FTE: .06) 

 
Project #13-003-03 Sacramento Regional Transit District (SRTD) Planning:  Assist the 

SRTD with its transit plans.  (Estimated FTE: .17) 
 
Project #13-003-06 Safe Routes to School:  Develop a regional policy for safe routes to school, 

including coordination of infrastructure, education, and encouragement 
programs.  (Estimated FTE: .25) 

 
Project #13-003-14 Online Bicycle Trip Planner:  Continue to update and refine the online 

bicycle trip planner by using new software, working with local agencies, and 
leveraging local user input. (Estimated FTE: .05) 

 
ELEMENT 13-004:  CONTINUING TRANSPORTATION IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Project #13-004-01 Regional Air Quality Planning:  Coordinate with the local air districts, 

California Air Resources Board, Environmental Protection Agency and other 
stakeholders, and prepare conformity analyses and conformity determinations.  
(Estimated FTE: .73) 

 
Project #13-004-02 Federal and State Programming:  Ongoing efforts to ensure that projects 

are monitored and reporting is complete, and to take advantage of any new 
funding opportunities.  Fiscal year focus on monitoring and reporting activities 
related to recently completed programming rounds and new funding from 
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the federal transit administration (FTA), Proposition 1B transit, and potential 
federal stimulus.  (Estimated FTE: 2.07) 

 
Project #13-004-03 Regional Transportation Monitoring:  Assemble transportation data 

collected by others, and code and integrate this data to make it useful for 
SACOG projects.  (Estimated FTE: .5) 

 
Project #13-004-04 Rural Transportation Planning Coordination:  Implement 

recommendations of the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) 
Transportation Working group and coordinate with and support efforts of other 
RUCS working groups, partner agencies, and stakeholders.  (Estimated FTE: .01) 

 
Project #13-004-05 Passenger Rail Improvements:  Participate as appropriate in planning, 

programming, and operations activities of the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers 
Authority, the California High-Speed Rail Authority, San Joaquin Valley rail, and 
respond to various passenger rail proposals.  (Estimated FTE: .31) 

 
Project #13-004-06 Connect Card Implementation:   Develop, procure, and deploy a regional 

universal transit fare card system in the SACOG region.  (Estimated FTE: 1.7) 
 
Project #13-004-07 Transit Technical Assistance and Programming:  Provide general 

technical and analytical support for region’s transit operators, including data 
analysis, digital mapping, survey work, research, intern hiring, and interagency 
consultations.  (Estimated FTE: 1.16) 

 
Project #13-004-08 JARC Administration:  Conduct the programming activities necessary to 

successfully execute SACOG’s role as the designated recipient for FTA 5307 Jobs 
Access Reverse Commute Program funds for the Sacramento Urbanized Area. 
(Estimated FTE: .22) 

 
ELEMENT 13-005:  LAND USE AND HOUSING PLANNING 
 
Project #13-005-01 Sacramento Region Blueprint Implementation:  Update the Blueprint 

regional land use database, provide educational presentations, respond to data 
and information requests, maintain up-to-date content on the Blueprint website, 
and, at the request of a jurisdiction, review and comment on major developments 
and their alignment to Blueprint principles.  (Estimated FTE: .71) 

 
Project #13-005-02 Regional Land Use Monitoring:  Maintain up-to-date inventories of 

available data on housing, employment, land use, and general plans in the region 
and  integrate  them with parcel data sets and land development economic data.   
(Estimated FTE: 2.15) 

 
Project #13-005-04 Community Design Program:  Monitor and assist with the approximately 70 

grants distributed in the four rounds of funding in prior years, with an emphasis 
on appropriate timeline programming and delivery.  (Estimated FTE: .18) 
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Project #13-005-06 Airport Land Use Commission:  Develop and maintain Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plans (ALUCP) for the areas around each airport, working with 
cities and counties to ensure consistency between the ALUCPs and local land-use 
decisions.  (Estimated FTE: .01) 

 
Project #13-005-09 Strategic Growth Council Grant:  Work with agency partners and stakeholders 

to complete a rural-urban food access assessment; identify policies, strategies, and 
monitoring activities to protect farmland and improve farm-to-market travel; 
continue Sacramento to Bay Area I-80 Corridor Strategic Planning; develop a 
design instrument and toolkit for CEQA streamlining; and provide more 
opportunity for public outreach and visualization.  (Estimated FTE: 1.49) 

 
ELEMENT 13-007:  MEMBER, AGENCY, AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
 
Project #13-007-01 Project Delivery:  Ongoing efforts to ensure the timely use of funds, provide 

assistance to member jurisdictions in delivering projects, improve project 
readiness, and ensure that project delivery is successful by assisting project 
sponsors.  (Estimated FTE: 1.32) 

 
Project #13-007-02 Regional Information Center:  Provide information for public access through 

the Information Center, the SACOG library, and electronic media.  (Estimated 
FTE: 1.96) 

 
Project #13-007-03 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Administration:  Review and 

approve claims, prepare and release Findings of Apportionments for Local 
Transportation Funds and State Transit Assistance funds, conduct the annual 
unmet transit needs process, support the development of short-range transit 
plans to assist in defining unmet transit needs, and supervise annual fiscal and 
triennial performance audits.  (Estimated FTE: .91) 

 
Project #13-007-06 511/STARNET Capital Improvements:  Continue development of the 

STARNET (Sacramento Transportation Area Network) communications 
platform that will connect the local operations centers of traffic, transit, and 
emergency response operators, as well as connect to the 511 system.  (Estimated 
FTE: .25) 

 
Project #13-007-07 Transportation Demand Management (TDM): Promote alternatives to 

driving alone, including carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, bicycling, 
walking and telecommuting. Efforts are coordinated through the TDM Task 
Force and related agency planning and marketing activities to support TDM 
implementation. (Estimated FTE: 2.13) 

 
Project #13-007-08 511/STARNET Operations:  Provide complete, comprehensive traveler 

information through the 511 system, which gives access to information about all 
modes of travel:  traffic conditions for commuters, bus and light rail information 
for more than 20 transit agencies, paratransit services for the elderly and disabled, 
ridesharing information, and information on commuting by bike in both English 
and Spanish.  (Estimated FTE: .42) 
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Project #13-007-09 511 Automated Transit Trip Planning:  Administer a regional Google 

Transit database for eleven transit operators in the Sacramento Region to assist 
the public in planning transit trips.  (Estimated FTE: .18) 

 
Project #13-007-10 Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transportation (SECAT) 

Program:  Coordinate with the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 
Management District to award funding to regional truck operators to provide 
incentives to offset the costs of purchasing lower-emissions technologies.  
(Estimated FTE: 0) 

 
Project #13-007-14 Integrated Basemap Program:  Produce a regional GIS street and address 

file, a new housing construction and demolition permit database, and other 
regional layers that make up SACOG’s portion of the Regional Integrated 
Basemap used by many of our members.  (Estimated FTE: 1.84) 

 
ELEMENT 13-015:  SERVICES TO OTHER AGENCIES 
 
Project #13-015-01 Capital Valley Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies (SAFE):  

Implement, operate, and maintain the motorist aid system of call boxes in El 
Dorado, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties.  
(Estimated FTE: .3) 

 
Project #13-015-02 Glen County SAFE:  In accordance with a contract with Glenn County, 

implement, operate, and maintain the motorist aid system of call boxes in 
Glenn County.  (Estimated FTE: 0) 
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Goal 2: Maximize strategic influence for the region through developing and implementing 
integrated regional transportation plans that produce unique and significant 
quality of life benefits for residents of the region. 

 
Goal 2 Strategies 
 

1. Consolidate, expand and maximize strategic advantage from the agency’s state and national 
leadership role and access to the best tools and methods for preparing an outstanding MTP. 

 
2. Maximize the benefits of comprehensive planning and project implementation in the 

Sacramento region.  
 

Goal 2 Performance Indicators 
 
A. SACOG’s MTP will remain a leader in the state in improving per capita VMT, congestion, air 

emissions and other performance measures that advance the quality of life. 
 
B. SACOG will leverage its high performing MTP to secure additional funding and policy 

support from federal, state and local sources to build key projects sooner than would 
otherwise be possible.  

 
C. SACOG and its member agencies continue to be leaders in the State in the timely delivery of 

projects. 
 
OWP Projects that Support Goal 2 
 
Goal 2 brings new agency focus to realizing the opportunities from implementing the region’s first 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) to be integrated with a Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS). Resources will also be focused on completing additional Rural Urban Connections Strategy 
(RUCS) activities including analysis of specialty crops and natural resources.  In addition to 
important research and technical work to improve on the agency's core functions, this element 
includes increased focus on state and federal policy work to maximize the agency's innovative and 
integrated work linking land use and transportation to more broadly consider economic 
development opportunities for our region in new surface transportation authorization, as well as 
new grant and other federal agency fund programs.  
 
ELEMENT 13-001:  GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, PUBLIC AFFAIRS & ADMINISTRATION  
 
Project #13-001-04 Legislative Analysis:  Evaluate various bills moving through the state 

Legislature and Congress each year, track progress of bills of interest, develop 
advocacy strategies reflecting core legislative policy principles for Board 
consideration and adoption, and liaise activities with other jurisdictions.  
(Estimated FTE: .54) 

 
 
 
 
ELEMENT 13-002:  LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
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Project #13-002-04 Major Investment Studies:  Ongoing coordination and analysis, with a focus 

on new river crossings, high occupancy vehicle lanes and a streetcar.  
  (Estimated FTE: .20) 
 
Project #13-002-05 Human Services Transit Coordination and Paratransit:   Monitor and 

assist with the implementation of the Human Services Transportation Plan to 
fulfill federal planning requirements, and monitor and evaluate the performance 
of Paratransit, Inc. (Estimated FTE: .18) 

 
Project #13-002-06 Goods Movement/Freight Planning:  Perform planning activities related to 

freight hauling and goods movement on the transportation network (roads, 
freeways, railways, airports and seaways/ports), and monitor and engage, as 
requested, in local government land use evaluations as they relate to 
transportation facilities.  (Estimated FTE: .02) 

 
ELEMENT 13-003:  SHORT-RANGE TRANSPORTATION AND STUDIES 
 
Project #13-003-07 South County Transit LINK (SCT/Link) Short-Range Transportation 

Plan Implementation:  Detail the issues and implementation scenarios 
pursuant to an administration and management plan for SCT/Link, which is the 
contract transit provider for southern Sacramento County and the City of Galt.  
(Estimated FTE: .02) 

 
Project #13-003-11 After Nine Transit Study:  Study and evaluate alternative methods of 

providing transit services in the Sacramento region after 9:00 p.m. and 
propose transit alternatives for workers affected by RT and other operator’s 
after 9:00 p.m. service cuts.  (Estimated FTE: 0) 

 
Project #13-003-15 Paratransit Short-Range Transit Plan:  Update the Paratransit, Inc. Short 

Range Transit Plan, the vehicle through which the continuing comprehensive and 
coordinated transit planning process is implemented.  (Estimated FTE: .45)  

 
Project #13-003-16 YCTD Short-Range Transit Plan:  Update the YCTD Short Range Transit 

Plan, the vehicle through which the continuing comprehensive and coordinated 
transit planning process is implemented.  (Estimated FTE: .49)   

 
Project #13-003-17 Elk Grove Short-Range Transit Plan:  Update the Elk Grove Short Range 

Transit Plan, the vehicle through which the continuing comprehensive and 
coordinated transit planning process is implemented.  (Estimated FTE: .49)   

  
Project #13-003-18 Unitrans Short-Range Transit Plan:  Update the Unitrans Short Range 

Transit Plan, the vehicle through which the continuing comprehensive and 
coordinated transit planning process is implemented.  (Estimated FTE: .52)   

 
 
ELEMENT 13-005:  LAND USE AND HOUSING PLANNING 
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Project #13-005-03 Regional Housing Needs Planning:   Complete a Regional Housing Needs 
Plan (RHNP) for all cities and counties within SACOG’s jurisdiction, to provide 
each city and county with a measure of its share of the region's projected housing 
need by household income group over the five-year period of each jurisdiction's 
updated housing element. (Estimated FTE: .07) 

 
Project #13-005-05 Rural-Urban Connections Strategy:  Develop policy recommendations and 

technical tools to support local and regional objectives for enhancing agriculture 
and rural economies, resource conservation, recreation, quality of life, and 
regional sustainability and apply to regional case studies.  (Estimated FTE: 1.01) 

 
Project #13-005-10 Specialty Crop Block Grant Program:  This two-year grant through the 

California Department of Food and Agriculture (CFDA) will complete work 
needed to assess the feasibility of building a local food system in the greater 
Sacramento region. Key questions that will be addressed include: how to reinvest 
for local food production and aggregation, distribution and transportation 
infrastructure (Estimated FTE: .47) 

 
ELEMENT 13-006:   METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

STRATEGY PLANNING 
 
 
Project #13-006-03 MTP/SCS Environmental Analysis: Focus of effort is the completion of 

Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs) for five 
Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) (Estimated FTE: 0 - hours are in account below ) 

 
Project #13-006-04 MTP/SCS Implementation: Efforts will include various efforts, including 

implementation of key regional transportation projects and local government 
assistance to realize the CEQA streamlining benefits (Estimated FTE: .79) 

 
ELEMENT 13-007:   MEMBER, AGENCY & TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
 
Project #13-007-13 Capitol Area Plug-In Electric Vehicle Planning:  Plan for the infrastructure 

needed to support plug-in electric vehicles (PEVs) in the region. Efforts include 
surveying what other local, regional and state governments are doing around the 
country in order to provide a base set of information that can be used to inform 
the process in the Sacramento region. From this effort, a set of model policies 
and strategies will be drafted that address the unique PEV challenges of the 
region. (Estimated FTE: 2.0) 
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Goal 3:   Serve as a source of high quality information, convener, and/or advocate on a 

range of regional issues when the agency’s involvement would provide unique, 
added value to promoting a sustainable future for the region. 

 
Goal 3 Strategies  
 

1. Continue to expand SACOG’s data and modeling capabilities to include topics that influence 
transportation behavior and planning (e.g., energy, climate change, and water). 

 
2. Assist regional partners with the evaluation of functional service delivery opportunities and 

act upon the ones that will most assist the agencies. 
 
3. Analyze options for increasing SACOG’s financial analysis and capacity so that it is able to 

serve the region if and when new service needs are identified. 
 

Goal 3 Performance Indicators 
 
1. Deliver cost savings to local governments by building the capacity of the agency in areas of 

highest need to member jurisdictions, and/or leveraging new revenues in collaboration with 
local governments. 

  
2. SACOG’s member services program will increase coordination activities relating to assistance 

with policy development, joint project delivery, grant development, and requests for technical 
assistance as measured by increase in requests from member jurisdictions for assistance and 
resulting grant acquisition or more integrated policy making. 

 
OWP Projects that Support Goal 3 
 
Goal 3 is the newest focus area in FY 2012-13 with emphasis on SACOG's role as a place for 
convening on issues of concern to local governments and realizing opportunities for efficiencies and 
economies of scale.  This fiscal year represents increased staff efforts to improve coordination of 
staff-to-staff communications in order to identify critical areas of local government support in 
addition to common needs for convening role of Board of Directors and policy committees.  
SACOG Board leadership formed an ad hoc task force to bring together representatives from local 
jurisdictions to discussed opportunities for shared services and areas of interest for new initiatives. 
This regional dialogue will help inform further staff work to improve and possibly expand on 
member services.  A key effort in the fiscal year will be outreach and engagement efforts supporting 
the completion of the Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program. In future years, 
this goal may include new services sought by member jurisdictions for shared cost services or new 
fees for services as means to realize cost savings.  Significant staff resources toward new services are 
not anticipated in this fiscal year.   
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ELEMENT 13-003:  SHORT-RANGE TRANSPORTATION AND STUDIES 
 
Project #13-006-05 Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant Program: Increase 

the opportunity for housing and employment in transit-oriented sustainable 
communities, improve the integration of the housing, land use, and 
transportation components of the existing regional plans and cross-connect the 
Regional Plan for Sustainable Development (RPSD) to federal, state,  and local 
housing programs, and integrate natural resources planning with the RPSD to 
protect valuable environmental assets and increase housing opportunities near 
employment centers.  (Estimated FTE: 1.03)   

 
Project #13-007-13 Sustainability and Climate Action Planning Assistance:  Support a number 

of climate change efforts at SACOG and around the region, including the 
Climate & Air Quality Committee, and continue coordination with the member 
agencies, local air districts, California Air Resources Board (CARB), and other 
stakeholders toward the development of AB32 implementation projects.  
(Estimated FTE: .28) 
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ELEMENT 13-001: GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, PUBLIC AFFAIRS, & ADMINISTRATION 

Objective:  To provide coordinated support for the Board of Directors and its committees; to 
interact and coordinate with outside partners and agencies; to analyze, comment, and offer 
recommendations on legislation related to transportation and land use issues; and to provide to the 
region public outreach related to SACOG activities and issues. 
 
Discussion:  This element provides the overall management, coordination, and direction for the 
Overall Work Program and its activities, including public and partner outreach related to those 
activities.  Activities in this element will provide interaction with the Board of Directors and its 
committees, coordination with partner agencies and committees and Native American tribal councils 
as they relate to the project activities included in the Overall Work Program, and will further the 
public participation in SACOG activities so crucial to implementing the OWP.  Issues and policies 
related to transportation and land use planning will be discussed. 
 
Projects: 
 
1. INTERAGENCY RELATIONS Project #13-001-01  
(Board Policy – State and Federal Requirements) 
Interagency relations covers consultations and coordination of SACOG activities with other local 
agencies in the region and with state and federal agencies, tribal governments, and other agencies 
outside the region.  It includes discussion and development of cooperative activities, meetings to 
share information, presentations of SACOG policy to other agencies, communications with elected 
officials and executive staff in member jurisdictions, and attendance at educational conferences, 
sessions of a general policy nature, and tribal meetings. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Telephone calls and attendance at meetings (As needed) 
b. Staff memos and communications (As needed) 
c. Minutes documenting consultations with tribal governments (As needed) 
 
2. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT Project #13-001-02  
(Board Policy – State and Federal Requirements) 
Program management encompasses internal direction of staff activities and preparation of materials 
for the Board and its committees.  It includes development of the OWP itself, coordination and 
oversight of staff work within the OWP, execution of policy direction and cooperative agreements, 
and preparation of agenda materials, staff reports, and recommendations to the SACOG Board and 
its committees. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Highlight summary/Chief Executive Officer’s Report (Monthly) 
b. Updated cooperative and funding agreements (Available upon request) 
c. Board committee agendas and staff reports (Monthly) 

Attachment C
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d. Board agendas and staff reports (Monthly) 
e. Overall Work Program (March, May 2013) 
f. Overall Work Program quarterly reports (Quarterly) 
g. Overall Work Program amendments (Available upon request) 
 
3. MULTI-AGENCY PLANNING AND COORDINATION Project #13-001-03 
(Board Policy) 
Liaise with outside partner agencies, committees and their related staffs; attend meetings with 
SACOG advisory and technical committees such as the Regional Planning Partnership, Transit 
Coordinating Committee, Goods Movement Advisory Group, and Planners Committee; and attend 
meetings at various partner and tribal agencies.  Input from these committees will be used by 
SACOG implementing the MTP/SCS for 2035 and Regional Blueprint Plan; completing various 
transit studies and projects; performing other transportation planning activities; maintaining regular 
contact with partner agency staff; review and preparation of agendas; and participating in 
transportation studies led by others. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Preparation of meeting agendas and staff reports for SACOG advisory and technical 

committees 
b. Attendance at local jurisdictional meetings  
c. Meeting summaries and comments on studies by partner organizations (Available upon 

request) 
d. Documentation of tribal government-to-government relations (i.e., coordination, consultation, 

and collaboration efforts) (Available upon request) 
 
4. LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS Project #13-001-04 
(Board Policy) 
SACOG needs to understand the contents and implications of various legislative proposals moving 
through the state Legislature and Congress each year, as well as track progress of all legislation and 
initiative language of interest.  The SACOG Board adopts individual state and federal advocacy 
strategies each year reflecting core legislative policy principles to guide efforts throughout the year 
for tracking legislation for impacts to local and regional governments in SACOG’s core policy areas.  
Staff canvasses bills that are introduced, reads and analyzes bill language to understand its 
requirements and consequences, tracks the progress of bills, and reports on bills to committees and 
to the board.  This work task covers these analytic activities.  Advocacy activities are funded under 
Lobbying and Advocacy in non-Overall Work Program activities elsewhere in the agency budget. 
 
This project also includes reinforcing relations with our member jurisdictions, public agencies, and 
service providers within the six-county area by regularly monitoring websites, agendas, and public 
meetings and maintaining a staff presence on projects and issues related to our core policy areas.  
Staff will continue to provide regular updates to all interested government agencies and elected 
officials on SACOG Board actions and staff activity as appropriate with publications, website 
information, press releases, and other communication tools.     
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Regular tracking and bill analysis reports to SACOG committees and board during legislative  

sessions (As needed) 
b. Monitor and attend public meetings in member jurisdictions (As needed) 
c. Legislative Action Summaries (As needed) 
d. Year-end report to board on status and final disposition of tracked bills 

(December 2012) 
 
5. EDUCATION, OUTREACH, AND MARKETING Project #13-001-05 
(Federal Requirement – Board Policy) 
This project includes public outreach and marketing efforts and expanded consultation and 
cooperation, which are aimed at the general public, active transportation, disabled senior, youth, 
transit, low-income, and minority stakeholder groups. Also included are constituencies, such as 
elected officials, neighborhood associations, advocacy groups, community-based organizations, 
chambers of commerce, and Native American tribal governments.   
 
Specific outreach and marketing techniques include special events, such as the annual regional 
awards known as SACOG Salutes!, open houses, working groups, workshops, forums, and ribbon-
cutting ceremonies for major transportation projects; direct-mail products, such as fliers or 
brochures, that communicate particular information to particular constituencies; media outreach, 
including news releases, opinion editorials, targeted meetings with local and regional newspaper 
editors, appearing on radio and television, public affairs shows; some print and radio advertising; 
website and social media communications on specific agency projects and special events or 
education activities; and scheduled publications, such as the Regional Report newsletter, and SACOG’s 
Annual Report.  Products from these projects maintain uniformity in the visual aspect of our 
publications and media outreach program and highlight the value that SACOG adds to the region. 
 
Ongoing documentation of outreach efforts with traditionally under-represented and under-served 
populations (i.e., elderly, disabled, low-income, and minority communities:  Black, Hispanic, Asian 
American, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Pacific Islander), and other groups that have not 
traditionally participated in SACOG’s planning efforts.  
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Special publications for SACOG’s planning projects (As needed) 
b. Press releases (As needed) 
c. Website information on individual projects and programs (As needed) 
d. Advertisements in print and radio (As needed) 
e. SACOG Salutes! Annual Awards Event (December 2012) 
f. SACOG Annual Report (Spring 2013) 
g. Regional Report (Quarterly) 
h. Public Participation Plan Annual Amendment (Fall 2012) 
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ELEMENT 13-002: LONG-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 
 
Objective:  To support long-range planning efforts that relate to, but do not directly support, the 
fiscal year 2012-13 tasks to develop the new Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). 
 
Discussion:  This element identifies projects that further the planning efforts of the MTP as it 
relates to various aspects of MTP 2035 implementation.  This element also identifies projects that 
are longer-term planning projects dictated by SAFETEA-LU. 
 
Projects: 
 
1. MODEL DEVELOPMENT Project #13-002-01  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
This project is the continuation of a multi-year travel and land use model improvement program.  
Major improvements to SACOG regional travel demand model (SACSIM) are funded through 
grants and listed as discrete projects in the Overall Work Program.  This project covers more 
modest improvements undertaken by staff year-by-year.  For FY 2012-13, this project will focus on: 
finalization of SACSIM enhancements made in FY2011-12 using the SGC “Modeling Incentives” 
grant; and testing of dynamic traffic assignment using Citilabs® software.   
 
The PECAS economic land use model started a development project in FY 2007-08.  Since then, 
development has proceeded as time and resources permitted.  In FY 2011-12, no work on PECAS 
was undertaken.   In FY 2012-13, input data files will be updated to 2008, and software 
improvements made as other MPO’s have implemented PECAS will be integrated. 
 
Work related to the continued development of I-PLACE3S as an open-source software platform will 
be performed by SACOG staff, in coordination with local agencies, other MPO’s and State agencies 
making decisions about land use scenario testing software.   
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Status report on travel model improvements (June 2013) 
b. Status report on PECAS model development (January 2013) 
 
2. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE PLANNING Project 13-002-02 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SACOG will continue to serve as a forum for bicycle and pedestrian planning activities throughout 
the region.  Staff will be available to local jurisdictions and partner organizations to collaborate on 
bicycle and pedestrian planning, advocacy, and education efforts.  The SACOG Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee will continue to meet regularly to discuss bicycle and pedestrian 
issues affecting the region and will continue to function as an advisory committee to the SACOG 
Board of Directors.   Staff will continue to support increased funding for bicycle and pedestrian 
projects, provide technical assistance to local jurisdiction for grant applications, review local Bicycle 
Transportation/Master Plans for consistency with Caltrans, and coordinate regional efforts.  
SACOG will maintain its role in planning and coordinating May Is Bike Month.  Staff will develop 
regional policies for the Master Plan, as directed by the SACOG Board, and will be working with an 
advisory committee on this effort. The Master Plan will be updated to reflect the new policies and 
any new/revised project information. 
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This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products:  
a. Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Group meetings (Quarterly) 
b. Development of regional bicycle and pedestrian policies (Ongoing) 
c. May Is Bike Month activities (May 2013) 
d. Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, Trails Master Plan Update (June 2013) 
 
3. REGIONAL FORECASTING Project #13-002-03 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SACOG uses regional growth projections (population, housing, and employment) and travel and 
vehicle emissions forecasts for the MTP, the MTIP, and other corridor and sub-area plans.  This 
project will provide technical assistance to our planning partner agencies in the region through the 
use of SACOG data and forecasting tools.  Staff will provide assistance on an as-needed basis and 
through periodic technical committee meetings and training sessions. 
 
Training and orientation meetings for the regional modeling community will be held for the 
SACSIM activity-based travel model and for I-PLACE3S land use planning model.   
 
Standard tabulations, maps, and charts will be prepared for member jurisdictions from SACOG’s 
forecasting work and be made available via SACOG’s website.  Special reports or analyses requested 
by member agencies, based on completed regional forecasts, will be prepared as time permits. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a.             Travel model assistance to partner organizations – Summary report (June 2013)  
b.             Special tabulations and analyses – Summary report (June 2013) 
 
4. MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDIES  Project #13-002-04 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
Regional transportation planning encompasses all modes, including coordination and analytic work 
related to highway, local roads, transit and active transportation.  For the fiscal year, SACOG will 
focus on between road improvements and Blueprint infill and redevelopment and will assist partner 
organizations in understanding these relationships.  SACOG will analyze road-related issues, such as 
High- Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and ITS effectiveness, the integration of bicycles and transit 
into existing roadway design, road tolls and parking charges, the degree and spread of congestion, 
and how changing travel demands affect bottleneck points on the road system.  Topics explored will 
inform the regional transportation plan and programming processes.  These activities may in some 
cases yield a report, but in general, the output will be used in the implementation of the new 
MTP/SCS. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Topical reports or issue papers in support of MTP/SCS Implementation efforts (April 

2013) 
b. Participate in Technical Advisory Committees and review proposed project study 

reports for regionally significant efforts (through June 2013) 
 
5. HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION  Project #13-002-05 
 COORDINATED PLAN AND PARATRANSIT, INC., MONITORING 
(State and Federal Requirements/Board Policy and Local Agreement) 
This work will monitor and assist with the implementation of the Human Services Transportation 
Plan (HSTP) completed in the summer of 2007 as well as provide the first major update of that plan 
since 2007.  The HSTP fulfills planning requirements contained in the SAFETEA-LU in Section 
5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute, Section 5317 New Freedom programs, and Section 5310 
Elderly and Disabled Transit Project.  This update will build upon both the 2007 HSTP as well as 
the Lifeline Transit Study completed in 2011 and will continue efforts with a broader range of 
agencies than were included in the 2007 planning effort.  SACOG will continue to work with the 
Transit Coordinating Committee, regional partners, tribal governments, representatives of the 
region’s human service agencies, private non-profit service providers, consumers, and social service 
programs to implement the HSTP and to identify critical follow-up tasks.  SACOG will coordinate 
these activities with Caltrans and other partners. 
 
This work element also includes work that was formerly carried out under the Paratransit, Inc., 
Monitoring and Evaluation work element.  This work continues to be conducted following Board 
Policy and ongoing local agreements.  During FY 2012-13, SACOG will continue to monitor and 
evaluate the performance of Paratransit, Inc., and follow-up on the recommendations contained in 
the performance audit.  The preparation of the first Paratransit, Inc., Short-Range Transit Plan is 
contained in Project #13-003-15.  
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Form a Human Services Transportation Coordinated Planning Working Group and hold 

meetings (September 2012) 
b. Documentation of tribal government-to-government relations (i.e., coordination, consultation, 

and collaboration efforts) (December 2012) 
c. Paratransit, Inc. Monitoring and Evaluation (On-going) 
d. Disadvantaged populations map and transit accessibility index (December 2012) 
e. Updated Human Services Transportation Plan (January 2013) 
 
6. GOODS MOVEMENT/FREIGHT PLANNING Project #13-002-06  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SACOG participates in and leads a number of planning activities related to freight hauling and 
goods movement on the region’s roads, freeways, railways, airports, and seaways/ports.  As 
requested, SACOG monitors and engages in local government land use evaluations as they relate to 
transportation facilities, to maximize the utility of the transportation facility in an attempt to benefit 
the public while supporting adjacent land uses.  Further, SACOG evaluates the effect of freight 
haulers on the transportation infrastructure in the region and works with partner organizations and 
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local officials to evaluate and promote the most effective methods of moving the maximum amount 
of goods within and through the region. 
 
As one of the fastest growing segments of the economy, goods movement will have a tremendous 
impact on the region’s highways, railroads, and airports.  SACOG will help ensure that freight 
continues to move given the constraints of the current transportation infrastructure and the 
simultaneous increase in growth in all other modes of transportation.   
 
SACOG will also continue to participate in the state’s Proposition 1B Trade Corridor Improvement 
Fund (TCIF) implementation efforts.  SACOG will coordinate this activity with Caltrans, the 
California Transportation Commission, and other partners. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products:  
a. Assist partners and member agencies with the implementation of goods movement projects 

identified in the regional goods movement study and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan  
b. Participate in meetings and workshops related to the state’s TCIF program and assist local 

TCIF project sponsors as needed 
c. Continue to work with the Port of West Sacramento in implementing projects and studies 

consistent with the region's overall goods movement strategies  
d. Participate with Caltrans in the development of the statewide California State Rail Plan and the 

development of the statewide California Freight Mobility Plan (via partnership with California 
State University, Long Beach) 

 
7. REGIONAL HOUSEHOLD TRAVEL SURVEY   Project #13-002-07 
(Board Policy) 
This project will monitor the development and implementation of the Caltrans Statewide Travel 
Behavior Survey.  That survey is funded to develop statewide profiles of travel behavior stratified by 
the demographic characteristics used in the travel demand models in California.  The survey includes 
the minimum number of surveys needed to provide a profile for our region and is not funded to 
show differing geographic characteristics with in our region. 
 
While no funding is available to add more surveys from households in the SACOG region (beyond 
the Caltrans-funded samples), staff will continue to look for funding to expand the Caltrans Survey 
to include more responses within our region. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products:  
a. Status on Survey Activity for FY 2012-13 (June 2013) 
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9. STATEWIDE DEVELOPMENT OF TRANSPORTATION/ Project #13-002-09 
LAND USE TOOLS  

(Board Policy – Local Agreement) 
SACOG, in partnership with Caltrans, UC Davis, and Fehr & Peers Associates, will develop a set of 
transportation/land use planning tools which would be available to planners across the state. 
SACOG has two roles in this project:  1) serve as contractor to the State for purposes of the various 
funding grants; and 2) serve as lead on developing a parcel-level analysis tool for transportation-and-
built-environment (a.k.a. the “D’s’).  As part of this project, the parcel-level “D’s” analysis tool 
would be integrated into SACOG’s I-PLACE3S software.   UCD will be adapting the parcel-level 
analysis tool for use in the “UPLAN” software, which is used by many smaller MPO’s and counties 
in the state.  Fehr & Peers will undertake basic research on the “D’s” for several MPO’s in the state, 
and use the research results to prepare a post-processor for conventional travel demand models.  
The project will convene two groups, a group of experts to discuss the Ds research and their 
application in the tools and post-processor, and a group of practitioners from around the state to 
provide feedback on the creation and use of the tools. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff, Caltrans, U. C. Davis, and outside consultants. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Project administration (June 2013) 
b. Final documentation of tools (June 2013) 
 
10. MODEL DEVELOPMENT – FINE-GRAINED NETWORKS   Project #12-002-10 
(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 (April 2012) 
b. Prepare model and test data sets for dissemination (October 2012) 
c. Communications strategy (December 2012) 
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ELEMENT 13-003:  SHORT-RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLANNING & STUDIES 
 
Objective:  To identify certain transportation planning projects that are shorter in term or are 
related to specific studies. 
 
Discussion:  This element identifies certain projects that are designed to have a finite term of one 
to two years or are studies related to specific planning projects.  Projects of high importance are the 
transit planning assistance for operators in the SACOG region, as well as coordinating and planning 
Intelligent Transportation Systems in the region and several transit planning projects for transit 
operators and grant-related activities. 
 
Projects: 
 
1. CENTRAL CALIFORNIA TRACTION COMPANY RAIL   Project #13-003-01  
 PRESERVATION AND PURCHASE PLAN STUDY 
(Board Policy - Discretionary) 
In FY 2012-13, staff will monitor the activities of the different interest groups involved in the 
discussions to purchase the Central California Traction Company (CCTC) Rail Corridor from 
Woodbridge Road in Lodi to Elder Creek Road in Sacramento County.  The CCTC Rail corridor is 
one of two alignments that will be studied under the Merced to Sacramento High-Speed Train 
Project. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Reports and materials for Board (Available upon request) 
 
2. COMPLETE STREETS Project #13-003-02 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SACOG will serve as an information clearinghouse and technical assistance provider for complete 
streets activities in the region.  Staff will support member agencies and local groups working to 
develop policies, implement programs and projects, and disseminate information about roadway 
designs that facilitate the creation of streets that are accessible to all users (auto, transit, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and special needs).  SACOG will continue the development of a complete streets 
technical assistance program to highlight how implementation of complete streets concepts can 
benefit smart growth corridor development or redevelopment efforts, including offering educational 
opportunities.  Staff will maintain the Complete Streets Resource Toolkit.    Staff will track state and 
federal activities that relate to complete streets and pursue new funding opportunities. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Collaborate and share pertinent information with member agencies and local groups (Ongoing 

through June 2013) 
b. Provide technical assistance to SACOG’s member agencies and other stakeholders (Ongoing 

through June 2013). 
c. Maintain partnership in local Complete Streets Coalition (Ongoing through June 2013) 
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d. Maintain Complete Streets Resource Toolkit (Ongoing through June 2013) 
 
3. SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT TRANSIT PLANNING Project #13-003-03  
(Board Policy - Local Agreement) 
SACOG will continue working with SRTD on a number of efforts.  Key initiatives include: 
 
 Implementation of an online trip planning system coordinated with SACOG and the other 

transit operators in the six county region 
 Review and comment on SRTP update 
 Review and comment on implementation activities on the COA 
 

SACOG’s ongoing work under this work element includes participation in FTA Quarterly Review 
meetings, SRTD Board meetings, and periodic SRTD project-related technical advisory committees.  
SACOG staff also provides consultation and assistance to RT staff on issues related to 
programming and project delivery and related transportation funding issues, including but not 
limited to, relations with the California Transportation Commission and the Federal Transit 
Administration.  
 
This work will be performed by SRTD staff and by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Coordinated On Line Trip Planning June 2012 
 
6. SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL Project 13-003-06 
(Board Policy) 
Safe Routes to School is included as a mitigation measure and Transportation Control Measure as 
part of the MTP 2035.  As such, SACOG is responsible for developing a regional policy for safe 
routes to school including coordination of infrastructure, education, and encouragement programs.  
This project will support the creation of regional tools, programs, and materials as well as local 
implementation via outreach and education partners. 
 
The project will focus on elementary schools (K-6) and middle schools with appropriate 
presentations and message for children 5 to 14 years old within the six-county region (Sutter, Yuba, 
Yolo, Sacramento, Placer, and El Dorado counties).  SACOG will work in coordination with local 
governments, school districts, county offices of education, parent teacher organizations, and 
transportation management associations as outreach partners.  Education and encouragement 
activities will include presentations to elementary schools as well as special events in conjunction 
with SACOG’s travel behavior change campaign, May is Bike Month.  The schools element of the 
campaign will include student targeted incentives, collateral materials, and web tools.  SACOG staff 
is outreaching to community-based organizations, schools, and other volunteer and advocacy groups 
to establish a safe routes network for further education and encouragement activities at the local 
level. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and contracts with local governments, school 
districts, county offices of education, parent teacher organizations, and transportation management 
associations as outreach partners. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Educational materials and grants to local groups to promote May is Bike Month at 

schools in the six-county SACOG region (Ongoing) 
b. Tools for Internet web site targeted to school-age bicyclists integrated into 

MayisBikeMonth.com (May 2013) 
c. Increased awareness by school staff of bicycle safety habits and health benefits from bicycling 

for ongoing youth education  
d. Incentive items for participating students (e.g., bookmarks and pencils) (May 2013) 
e. Collateral materials targeting school audiences (staff, students and parents) (May 2013) 
 
7. SOUTH COUNTY TRANSIT/LINK MANAGEMENT TRANSITION PLAN Project #13-003-07  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SCTLink is the contract transit provider for southern Sacramento County and the city of Galt.   
SCTLink provides service in and around the small urban setting of Galt and also in the 
suburban/rural area of Sacramento County and San Joaquin County, by providing service along the 
Highway 99 corridor from Lodi through Galt to Elk Grove and the southern part of the Sacramento 
metropolitan area.  SCTLink also provides a lifeline service to the rural Sacramento/San Joaquin 
Delta area.   
 
Sacramento County has historically been the lead agency for SCTLink with the city of Galt acting in 
a subordinate, ancillary role.  This study will evaluate and provide recommendations for the 
administration of the SCTLink services.  In addition, the study will evaluate maintenance facility 
options as well as fuel facility improvements.  For the administration of the SCTLink services, the 
study will evaluate various agencies’ capability to administer transit services, develop, and 
recommend cost allocation plans and funding alternatives.  The study will prepare an option for a 
Joint Powers Authority (JPA) to administer the services and compare this option with other 
alternatives.  As part of the evaluation of costs and funding, the study will include a plan to fund 
fleet and capital replacement and expansion. 
 
This work will be performed by city of Galt staff, SACOG staff, and consultants. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. RFP and contract with consulting team (July 2012) 
b. Planning and information meetings with stakeholders (Ongoing) 
c. Prepare draft technical memorandums (December 2012) 
d. Review with Project Steering Group (January 2013) 
e. Prepare draft final report (April 2013) 
f. Present report to Policy Boards (May 2013) 
g. Prepare final report (June 2013) 
h. Project management (Ongoing) 
i. SCTLink Transition Management Plan (June 2013) 
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11. AFTER NINE TRANSIT STUDY  Project #13-003-11 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
This project was selected for funding in the FFY 2010 JARC Funding Round.  The concept for this 
study was developed in cooperation with several of the transit operators in response to bus service 
reductions, especially in later evening service, implemented in FY 2010-11 by the Sacramento 
Regional Transit District and other operators because of reduced funding levels. 
 
This study is designed to identify transportation needs and propose alternatives for those in training 
or working non-traditional shifts in larger employment markets. The study’s scope includes defining 
and evaluating a number of alternatives to address the needs for after 9 p.m. or early morning 
service, and identifying the target population and geographic area for such service alternatives.  
Alternatives to be reviewed include, but are not limited to: (1) dual use of paratransit services already 
operating during the late night hours; (2)  use of private sector taxi companies; (3) flexible extensions 
of service by public operators still operating late night service; (4) phased return of targeted, limited 
levels of late night service in selected areas using low-cost operating alternatives; (5) vanpooling or 
other ridesharing opportunities; (6) collaborative partnerships with employers for targeted, limited 
service provision; and (7) other service alternatives yet to be determined. 
 
SACOG’s Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC) has been directly involved, and work is also being 
coordinated with SRTD’s Comprehensive Operational Analysis and other operator service planning 
efforts.  
 
This work is being performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Establish project management team and discuss with TCC. (Work started in the third quarter 

of FY 2011-12) 
b. Research target population, geographic area, and needs for development of service alternatives. 

(July/August 2012) 
e. Identify and assess alternatives for providing services to meet non-traditional shift 

transportation needs. (August/September 2012) 
f. Develop evaluation and selection process for any demonstration program alternatives. 

(September 2012) 
g. Develop funding plan to provide service using funds provided through JARC funding round. 

(September 2012) 
h. Conduct project selection process. (October 2012) 
i. Assist in project implementation, as necessary. (October – December 2012) 
j. Goal for implementation of selected demonstration projects. (January 2013) 
 
14. ONLINE BICYCLE TRIP PLANNER  Project #13-003-14  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SACOG staff will continue to update and refine the online bicycle trip planner using new software, 
working with local agencies, and through local users’ input.  The Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee will continue to advise SACOG staff on the direction of the trip planner project and will 
provide staff guidance on developing an online bicycle map.  
 
The Online Trip Planner is now accessible through www.mayisbikemonth.com or directly through 
www.sacregion511.org/bicycling.   
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This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products:  
a. Maintain and update web-based bicycle trip planner (Ongoing through June 2013) 
b. Development of mapping features (Ongoing through June 2013) 
 
15. PARATRANSIT, INC., SHORT-RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  Project #13-003-15  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
The proposed project is the development of the first Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP) for 
Paratransit, Inc., since a draft plan was developed in the 1990s.  The project study area consists of 
the current and potential boundaries of Paratransit, Inc., which is the Consolidated Transportation 
Services Agency (CTSA) for an area that is coterminous with the activated boundaries of the 
Sacramento Regional Transit District.  Currently, the cities of Citrus Heights, Folsom and Elk Grove 
are not a part of the CTSA service area.   
 
The SRTP is the vehicle through which the continuing comprehensive and coordinated transit 
planning process is implemented, and provides essential information, analysis, and recommendations 
regarding future operations.  It also provides the planning analysis and documentation for a transit 
operator to be eligible to receive certain state and federal funds.   
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and/or a consultant. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Introduction/background and description of system (July 2012) 
b. Paratransit, Inc., service, system and program analysis (July 2012) 
c. Review of Paratransit, Inc., business plan, service plan, goals, policies, and objectives (August 

2012) 
d. Financial analysis (September 2012) 
e. Develop service alternatives (November 2012) 
f. Community outreach and meetings, as necessary (January 2013) 
g. Prepare recommendations (April 2013) 
h. Draft SRTP (May 2013) 
i. Final SRTP ( June 2013) 
 
16. YCTD SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  Project # 13-003-16  
(Federal and State Requirement) 
The project is an update of the 2006 Yolo County Transportation District (YCTD) Short Range 
Transit Plan for Yolobus and Yolobus Special services. Stakeholders will be included in 
development of the plan. The new SRTP will guide future transit services and planning for the 
broad areas and diverse populations served by Yolobus.  
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and is funded by a Caltrans Statewide or Urban 
Transit Planning Studies discretionary grant. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Background/Introduction (July 2012) 
b. Existing System Description (September 2012) 
c. Analysis of Transit Demand (November 2012) 
d. Analysis of System Performance (November 2012) 
e. Review of YCTD goals/objectives, policies, audits, studies etc. (December 2012) 
f. Analyze and draft SRTP sections on goals, policies and issues (December 2012) 
g. Conduct on-board surveys (January 2013) 
h. Review current financial conditions and future outlook (January 2013) 
i. Financial Issues Analysis (January 2013) 
j. Develop Service Alternatives (March 2013) 
k. Schedule community meetings and publicize (March 2013) 
l. Hold and summarize community meetings (March 2013) 
m. Prepare recommendations, implementation plan (April 2013) 
n. Prepare draft and final SRTPs (May 2013) 
o. Project Management & Administration (On-going) 
p. Meeting Notes (July 2012) 
q. Survey Results (January 2013) 
r. Stakeholder Meeting(s) Attendance Lists (March 2013) 
s. Quarterly Reports/Invoices (Quarterly) 
t. Draft SRTP (May 2013) 
u. Final SRTP (June 2013) 
  
17. ELK GROVE TRANSIT (E-TRAN) SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN  Project #13-003-17   
(Federal and State Requirement) 
The project is an update of the 2006 City of Elk Grove (e-tran) Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP). 
Stakeholders from the City of Elk Grove as well as Sacramento City and County will be included in 
the SRTP process.  The new SRTP will guide future transit services and planning in the area served 
by Elk Grove Transit (e-tran). 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Background/Introduction (July 2012) 
b. Existing System Description (September 2012) 
c. Analysis of Transit Demand (November 2012) 
d. Analysis of System Performance (November 2012) 
e. Review of e-tran goals/objectives, policies, audits, studies etc. (December 2012) 
f. Analyze and draft SRTP sections on goals, policies and issues (December 2012) 
g. Review current financial conditions and future outlook (January 2013) 
h. Conduct on-board surveys (January 2013) 
i. Financial Issues Analysis (January 2013) 
j. Develop Service Alternatives (January 2013) 
k. Schedule community meetings and publicize (March 2013) 
l. Hold and summarize community meetings (March 2013) 
m. Prepare recommendations, implementation plan (April 2013) 
n. Prepare draft and final SRTPs (May 2013) 
o. Project Management & Administration (On-going) 
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p. Meeting Notes (July 2012) 
q. Survey Results (January 2013) 
r. Stakeholder Meeting(s) Attendance Lists (March 2013) 
s. Summary of Outreach Efforts (April 2013) 
t. Summary of Input from e-tran drivers and other operators (April 2013) 
u. Quarterly Reports/Invoices (Quarterly) 
v. Draft SRTP (May 2013) 
w. Final SRTP (June2013) 
 
18. UNITRANS SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN   Project #13-003-18  
(Federal and State Requirement) 
The project is an update of the 2006 Unitrans Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP). The previous 
Unitrans SRTP has nearly expired, leaving the transit agency without any policy or financial direction 
for the upcoming years. Unitrans will incorporate a marketing element in the SRTP process to 
determine the best use of real-time data to strengthen ridership, and how to increase ridership 
among seniors and other likely transit dependent populations.  
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and is funded by a Caltrans Rural or Small Urban 
Transit Planning Studies discretionary grant. 
  
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Background/Introduction (July 2012) 
b. Existing System Description (September 2012) 
c. Analysis of Transit Demand (November 2012) 
d. Analysis of System Performance (November 2012) 
e. Review of Unitrans goals/objectives, policies, audits, studies etc. (December 2012) 
f. Analyze and draft SRTP sections on goals, policies and issues (December 2012) 
g. Review current financial conditions and future outlook (January 2013) 
h. Conduct on-board surveys (January 2013) 
i. Financial Issues Analysis (January 2013) 
j. Develop Service Alternatives (January 2013) 
k. Schedule community meetings and publicize (March 2013) 
l. Hold and summarize community meetings (March 2013) 
m. Prepare recommendations, implementation plan (April 2013) 
n. Prepare draft and final SRTPs (May 2013) 
o. Project Management & Administration (On-going) 
p. Meeting Notes (July 2012) 
q. Survey Results (January 2013) 
r. Stakeholder Meeting(s) Attendance Lists (March 2013) 
s. Summary of Outreach Efforts (April 2013) 
t. Quarterly Reports/Invoices (Quarterly) 
u. Draft SRTP (May 2013) 
v. Final SRTP (June 2013) 
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19. SACOG TRANSIT INTERN  Project #13-003-19  
(Federal and State Requirement) 
This project will continue the Transportation Intern program through SACOG, providing interested 
students in planning or related fields the opportunity to gain real-world planning experience while 
assisting SACOG planners in meeting the organization’s goals as both a Metropolitan Planning 
Organization and a Regional Transportation Planning Agency.  
 
This work will be performed by the intern and is funded by a Caltrans Transit Planning Internship 
grant. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Intern Selection (July 2012) 
b. Mitigation Measures Implementation (April 2013) 
c. MTIP Amendments (January 2013) 
d. Programming Project List Update (April 2013) 
e. Transit Technical Assistance (As needed) 
f. Transit Coordinating Committee (Monthly) 
g. Data and Report Collection (As needed) 
h. FTA Programming Round (As needed) 
i. SRTP Coordination and Outreach (As needed) 
j. SRTP Recommendation Evaluation (March 2013) 
k. Unmet Transit Needs Hearings Coordination (November 2012 - April 2013) 
l. SSTAC Meetings (March 2013) 
m. Resolution/Staff Report Preparation (As needed) 
n. Project Management & Administration (On-going) 
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ELEMENT 13-004: CONTINUING TRANSPORTATION SERVICES IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Objective:  To identify those projects which are ongoing and span multiple years.  These projects 
support efforts related to programming of federal and state funding, regional air quality planning 
activities, and Metropolitan Transportation Plan implementation. 
 
Discussion:  This element brings together a number of projects that continue from one year to 
another, such as the selection of transportation projects eligible for federal and state programming; 
the monitoring of the regional transportation system in order to provide the technical tools required 
of SACOG and members for land use, transportation, air quality planning; and the implementation 
of the MTP 2035.  Also included in this element are those ongoing projects related to transit 
assistance and monitoring and implementation of state and federally-mandated climate change and 
greenhouse gas reductions. 
 
Projects: 
 
1. REGIONAL AIR QUALITY PLANNING Project #13-004-01 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
This project will continue the coordination with the local air districts, California Air Resources 
Board (CARB), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and other stakeholders on interagency 
consultation matters.  Specific emphasis will be place in the development of a PM2.5 Attainment 
Plan.  SACOG will also coordinate with partner agencies in responding to new pollutant regulations 
and plan development as they arise. 
 
SACOG will prepare ozone, PM10, PM2.5 and CO conformity determinations for amendments to the 
MTP 2035 and the 2011-14 MTIP for the Yuba-Sutter and Sacramento air quality planning areas.  
As part of the air quality consultation process, SACOG will continue to hold meetings of the 
Regional Planning Partnership (RPP) to review procedures, assumptions, timelines, and completed 
conformity determinations. 
 
SACOG will continue to monitor the implementation of TCMs as part of each conformity update.  
On an as-needed basis, staff will work to educate local agencies on the required implementation of 
the project/policies.  Additionally, staff will provide any necessary consultation in TCM substitution. 
 
SACOG will continue to work with project sponsors on the new/expanded requirements affecting 
project level conformity.  All project sponsors of federally funded, non-exempt projects located in 
the PM10/PM2.5 Conformity Boundaries bring their projects to the RPP to determine whether they 
have a Project of Air Quality Concern, or present a PM10/PM2.5 Hot Spot Analysis. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Participate in the regional Air Pollution Control Officers’ meetings (Bi-monthly) 
b. Conformity determinations on amendments to the MTP or MTIP (December 2012) 
c. Interagency Consultation on Plans and Determinations (August 2012) 
d. Monitoring of TCMs (January 2013) 
e. Assistance on Projects of Air Quality Concern (Available upon request) 
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2. FEDERAL AND STATE PROGRAMMING Project #13-004-02 
(Federal and State Requirement) 
The 2012-13 SACOG federal and state programming activities will involve administering existing 
programs and taking advantage of any funding opportunities, be they a new stimulus act, 
reauthorization of a new federal transportation bill or a new transportation bond measure.  SACOG 
will prepare MTIP amendments during this period on a quarterly basis and make administrative 
modifications to the MTIP.   
 
In FY 2012-13, programming activities include participation in guideline development and reviews, 
liaison to support partner organizations on programming requirements for both state and federal 
programming, collaborating with others for developing positions for the reauthorization of a new 
federal transportation act, participating with the California Federal Programming Group (CFPG), 
and liaising with the FHWA and FTA.   
 
SACOG will also continue implementation, improvements, and maintenance of its SACTrak 
database, with an emphasis on linking SACTrak to federal funding databases to enhance the 
SACOG MPO and Designated Recipient role, and the associated reporting and financial 
management capabilities.  Hosting and maintenance of the database will be provided by the 
consultant throughout the fiscal year. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and a consultant for technical assistance on 
programming issues and the federal transportation bill. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Regular MTIP amendments (Quarterly) 
b. Administrative modifications to the MTIP (Periodically) 
 
3. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION MONITORING Project #13-004-03 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
This project involves assembly of observed transportation data collected by others and the coding 
and integration of that data to make it useful for various other SACOG projects and member 
agencies.  Key observed transportation data are:  changes to the region’s roadway, transit, and 
bikeway systems; vehicle volumes on roadways (traffic counts); transit passenger boardings and 
alightings; ongoing Census-related surveys (e.g., American Community Survey); special surveys 
conducted by other agencies (e.g., employee surveys by TMAs and passenger surveys at airports) and 
research institutions; accident statistics from the State-Wide Integrated Traffic Record Systems 
(SWITRS); congestion surveys by Caltrans and the Texas Transportation Institute; and speed and 
volume data from the States Freeway Performance Measurement System (PeMS).   
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Status report on monitoring efforts (June 2013) 
 
4. RURAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND COORDINATION Project #13-004-04 
(Board Policy) 
SACOC will continue to work towards implementing recommendations of the Rural-Urban 
Connections Strategy (RUCS) Transportation Working group and coordinate with and support 
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efforts of other RUCS working groups.  Staff will work with stakeholders from the rural and small 
urban areas of the SACOG region to identify transportation planning challenges, help formulate 
solutions and strategies, and seek the necessary resources to implement programs and/or technical 
assistance.  Work will also include leading or collaborating with partner agencies and other 
stakeholder groups on technical studies; liaising with outside partner agencies, committees, and their 
related staffs; and meeting with SACOG advisory and technical committees such as the Regional 
Planning Partnership, Transit Coordinating Committee, Planners Committee, and other stakeholder 
groups. 
  
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Consult with rural and small urban stakeholders  
b. Attend SACOG committees and local jurisdictional meetings  
c. Deliver technical assistance as recommended by the Transportation Committee  
 
5. PASSENGER RAIL IMPROVEMENTS  Project #13-004-05  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SACOG will participate in planning, programming, and operations activities of the Capitol Corridor 
Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) through its membership on the Staff Coordinating Group (SCG).  
The main focus of this participation will be to identify funds and resolve issues related to supporting 
the current sixteen weekday and eleven weekend round trips and to improve travel times, safety and 
reliability.  In this regard, obtaining additional locomotives and coaches and performing needed 
upgrades to support Positive Train Control are the highest priority items.  The agency will also 
monitor and participate in the efforts to implement regional rail (i.e., commuter) service between 
Auburn and Oakland. 
 
SACOG will also participate in the Central Valley Regional Rail Working Group, a collection of 
Central Valley jurisdictions working with the California High-Speed Rail Authority to enhance 
regional rail in the Central Valley corridor between Sacramento and Merced.  In addition, SACOG 
will monitor the work of the California High-Speed Rail Authority and provide input to the 
Authority as it proceeds with its plans for implementing a high-speed rail system between northern 
and southern California.  SACOG staff will actively participate in the planning activities connected 
with development of the downtown Sacramento Intermodal Project.  SACOG will also attend San 
Joaquin Valley Rail Committee meetings, working with Caltrans and others to enhance the San 
Joaquin Rail service.  Finally, SACOG responds to various passenger rail proposals, which are 
reviewed for potential connectivity to the SACOG region. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Coordination of Capitol Corridor Service with Regional Commuter Rail Proposals 

(Throughout FY 2012-13) 
b. Meeting Reports to SACOG Committees and/or Board on passenger rail development efforts 

(Periodic) 
c. Progress Reports on the efforts of the Central Valley Regional Rail Group to implement a 

regional rail service between Sacramento and Merced (Periodic) 
d. Progress Reports on the San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee meetings (Quarterly)  
 
6. CONNECT CARD IMPLEMENTATION Project #13-004-06 
(State and Federal Requirements)    
This project is the implementation planning, procurement, and deployment of a regional universal 
transit fare card system (Connect Card).  A new electronic fare system is expected to simplify transit 
system operations, improve system connectivity, contribute to regional air quality goals, and increase 
the attractiveness of transit to new patrons. 
 
In June 2011, the SACOG Board approved a contract with a primary vendor for the Connect Card 
System.  The successful conclusion of this contractor selection process began Phase 3 
(Implementation) of the project.  A memorandum of understanding (MOU) to govern the project 
through Phase 3 was executed in March 2011.  The consortium consists of six transit operators and 
SACOG.  SACOG is managing the vendor contract on behalf of the consortium. Two Placer 
County transit agencies have the option to join the consortium a later date. 
  
Phase 3 involves full system design, deployment, integration, and testing.  This third phase of the 
project will be guided by the Implementation Plan, the System Design Documents, and the MOU.  
Included in this latter phase is the establishment of a regional financial and management 
clearinghouse, the development of the regional maintenance and supply systems, and the 
implementation of smart card technology on the participating transit properties.  Full system 
deployment and acceptance is anticipated by January 2014. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff, consultants hired for system engineering services, 
partner agency staff, and system vendors. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Factory Acceptance Testing (October 2012) 
b. System Pilot (March2013) 
c. System Roll Out, Phase 1 (May 2013) 
d. System Roll Out, Phases 2-5 (August 2013) 
e. RMAT Approved/Final Acceptance (January 2014) 
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7. TRANSIT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND PROGRAMMING Project #13-004-07  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
SACOG provides general technical and analytical support for the region’s transit operators, as 
broadly directed by the Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC).  Activities may include data 
analysis, digital mapping, survey work, research, the hiring of an intern at the graduate school level 
funded by an FTA Section 5304 Discretionary Grant, and interagency consultations.   
 
SACOG will continue to execute its role as the designated recipient for FTA 5307 funds for the 
Davis and Yuba City Urbanized Areas.  
 
SACOG will continue to conduct the programming activities necessary to ensure that the projects of 
region’s transit operators are properly programmed in the SACOG MTIP and MTP so that the 
operators can file the grant applications necessary to operate, maintain, and carry out the programs 
of their systems.  
 
This task also includes all of the work of the transit team staff and finance staff necessary to 
implement, monitor, process payments, and report on the Public Transportation, Modernization, 
and Service Enhancement Account (PTMISEA)/State Transit Bond fund program.  SACOG is 
responsible for the programming, project selection process, application, monitoring, payment of 
invoices for reimbursement, and reporting process for all regional PTMISEA funds for the four-
county RTPA area.  These activities include a twice-a-year call for projects, project selection process, 
application process and execution of sub-recipient agreements with selected transit agencies.  The 
transit operators file semi-annual reports and corrective action plans, as needed.  When projects are 
completed, close-out reports are prepared and filed. 
 
SACOG’s TCC will continue to serve as the FTA fund programming committee associated with the 
SACOG/transit operator MOUs and will prepare the recommended project lists for SACOG Board 
action in the MTIP and RTIP programming process.  Through the TCC, SACOG will continue to 
improve the integration of financial planning and the development and integration of short-range 
transit planning with the region’s long-range transportation plan.  TCC will continue to improve its 
programming process through the ongoing refinement of the project selection process and the 
timely delivery of projects. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Annual FTA fund programming process (5307, 5309, 5310)  (June 2013) 
b. Annual PTMISEA Transit Bond Act call for projects and funding request submittals 

(July 2012) 
c. Reporting required by PTMISEA Transit Bond Act, including semi-annual reports, 

corrective action plans, close out reports, ten year expenditure plan, and other 
documentation required by the program (Available upon request) 

d. Technical Assistance to transit operators and member jurisdictions. 
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8. JOBS ACCESS REVERSE COMMUTE (JARC)/NEW FREEDOM Project #13-004-08  
ADMINISTRATION  

(Federal Requirement) 
SACOG will continue to execute its role as the designated recipient for the FTA 5316 Jobs Access 
Reverse Commute and 5317 New Freedom Program funds for the Sacramento Urbanized Area 
 
Under this project, transit team staff will continue to conduct the programming activities necessary 
to ensure the region’s transit operators projects are properly programmed in the SACOG MTIP so 
that SACOG can file JARC and New Freedom grant applications on behalf of the region's transit 
operators and any other qualified applicants. Additionally, SACOG staff and our legal counsel will 
work to negotiate and execute subrecipient agreements with the Sacramento Urbanized Area JARC 
and New Freedom awardees to allow grant funds to flow to those successful applicant agencies and 
organizations. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Annual FTA fund programming process (5316 and 5317) (September 2012) 
b. Administer the JARC and New Freedom grants for the Sacramento Urbanized Area 

(5316 and 5317) (Ongoing)  
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ELEMENT 13-005: LAND USE AND HOUSING PLANNING 
 
Objective:  To promote meaningful public discussions and provide planning, analysis, and other 
technical support to housing and land use efforts in the region.  These land use activities are 
designed to gather data and information from around the region to further the activities of MTP 
2035 implementation and to set the stage for the next MTP update. 
 
Discussion:  This element will continue the updating of current and alternative future land use 
patterns and their impacts on the transportation system; provide the technical monitoring data for 
analysis critical to that planning; and complete the housing allocation plan for the region.  One key 
project for this fiscal year will be the continuation of work begun last year on a rural-urban 
connections study to develop regional policies and tools to sustain the economic health and quality 
of life for the region’s rural areas, as well as assess the transportation needs of the rural areas within 
the SACOG region.  Also included is the continuation of the work related to the Airport Land Use 
Commission and new Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans.   
 
Projects: 
 
1. SACRAMENTO REGION BLUEPRINT IMPLEMENTATION Project #13-005-01 
(Local Agreement) 
SACOG staff will continue to update the Blueprint regional land use database with the most recent 
land use plans and zoning codes for each jurisdiction.  These activities will support ongoing regional 
Blueprint implementation efforts.  SACOG staff will continue to provide educational presentations 
on Blueprint (as requested), respond to Blueprint data and information requests, and maintain up-
to-date content on the Blueprint website.  SACOG will organize up to nine 2-hour weekday 
seminars geared toward local government, planning, and public works staffs on topics of Blueprint 
implementation, including the MTP and the Regional Housing Needs Allocation and updates to 
related regional planning efforts.  The topic areas will be developed in consultation with the 
Planners Committee.   
 
SACOG staff will continue to, at the request of a jurisdiction, review and comment on major 
developments and their alignment to Blueprint principles.  These developments are in various stages 
of the development review process.  In most cases, SACOG staff examines modeling data from 
SACSIM and I-PLACE3S to summarize how the idea or site plan compares with the Blueprint in a 
comment letter.  Sometimes this service includes meetings with local government staff and/or 
representatives from the applicant and/or public testimony at the council/board hearing for the 
project.  SACOG will also continue to coordinate with the other area Joint Power Authorities (JPAs) 
and transit districts that frequently comment on development proposals.   
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Update parcel-level land use database (Ongoing) 
b. Blueprint presentations, response to data and information requests, maintain website content 

(Ongoing)   
c. Review of development proposals, upon request (Ongoing) 
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d. Planners Committee seminars on Blueprint Implementation and topics of regional interest (Up 
to nine during the year) 

e. Development review letters, upon request (Ongoing) 
f. Develop Blueprint implementation materials and website information to assist local 

jurisdictions in Blueprint implementation (Ongoing) 
 
2. REGIONAL LAND USE MONITORING Project #13-005-02  
(State and Federal Requirements) 
This project maintains up-to-date inventories of available data on housing, employment, land use, 
and local agency general plans in the region.  The inventories developed under this project are 
primarily for internal use.  The Integrated Basemap project (Member, Agency and Transportation 
Services, Project #13-007-14) provides our planning partners, the public, and various researchers 
with these data on an ongoing basis.  A number of ongoing monitoring programs are included in 
this project, and each year, several are highlighted for special attention and included as separate 
projects.  The ongoing monitoring programs included in this project integrate the housing, 
employment, and general plan information with parcel data sets and land development economic 
data. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and by a consultant for metro study housing data. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Information and research for agencies and the public (Available upon request) 
 
3. REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA)                        Project #13-005-03 
(State Requirement) 
State housing element law requires each council of governments to prepare a Regional Housing 
Needs Plan (RHNP) for all cities and counties within its jurisdiction.  The RHNP provides each city 
and county with a measure of its share of the region's projected housing need by household income 
group over the eight-year period of each jurisdiction's updated housing element.  For the fifth cycle 
of the RHNP (2013-21), SACOG will prepare the plan for El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, 
Yolo, and Yuba Counties for adoption in the second half of 2012.  
 
The emphasis in FY 2012-13 will be to complete the adoption process of the RHNP, and assist local 
jurisdictions with meeting their housing element requirements as needed.     
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Final Regional Housing Needs Plan (October 2012) 

 
4. COMMUNITY DESIGN PROGRAM  Project #13-005-04 
(Local Agreement) 
SACOG will work with recipients to programming their projects from the fifth round of program 
funding (2011-13). It will also continue monitoring and assisting with the approximately 85 grants 
distributed in the five rounds of funding in prior years.  This cycle will place an emphasis on smart 
growth implementation, appropriate timeline programming and delivery.  The development of the 
sixth round (2013-15) of programming guidelines will be initiated in early 2013.  
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This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Monitoring of award program-awarded projects (Ongoing through June 2013) 
b. Draft Guidelines for the sixth round (2013-15) of program funds (June 2013) 
 
5. RURAL-URBAN CONNECTIONS STRATEGY Project #13-005-05 
(Board Policy) 
The Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) is a mitigation measure and Transportation Control 
Measure for the MTP 2035 and a complementary effort to Blueprint implementation.  It approaches 
the region’s growth and sustainability objectives from a rural perspective, emphasizing the challenges 
and opportunities in rural areas.  The project is developing policy recommendations and technical 
tools to support local and regional objectives for enhancing agriculture and rural economies, 
resource conservation, recreation, quality of life, and regional sustainability.  Working groups have 
informed the study of challenges, opportunities, innovations, and implementation strategies for issue 
areas including land use, transportation, local markets/agritourism, and forestry. Reports from these 
working groups draw upon local and national case studies to demonstrate potential for various 
innovations and strategies. The project continues to build on this foundation and case studies have 
been initiated to apply tools that are being developed to evaluate and compare scenarios. Additional 
topics, including water, labor, processing, distribution, and local food demand were initiated in the 
2011-12 fiscal year and will continue into the 2012-13 fiscal year.  The majority of this work will be 
associated with the execution of the Strategic Growth Council grant work (see project # 13-005-10). 
Research findings will be presented to the SACOG Board, including elected representatives of the 
six-county region, to address growth and sustainability objectives for rural areas. Data and I-
PLACE3S modeling support is needed to evaluate and compare strategies.  These activities will 
support Board policy discussion, inform local governments, and support the continued development 
of a “toolkit” of policy, planning, funding, regulatory, economic, data, and modeling techniques that 
can be used to implement the innovations. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and by consultants for studies related to the RUCS 
project, public outreach activities, and infrastructure cost model. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Collect or create data and maps to support the project (Ongoing) 
b. Conduct specific research as needed to support the project and its partners (Ongoing) 
c. Outreach and collaboration with regional stakeholders and other stakeholders outside the 

region (Ongoing) 
d. Data, maps, and modeling to support the project (Ongoing)  
e. Reports on innovations and strategies for rural sustainability (Ongoing) 
f. Toolkit of policy, planning, funding, regulatory, economic, and modeling techniques 

(Ongoing) 
g. Case studies with local jurisdictions and stakeholders (Ongoing) 
h. Research on regulations affecting agriculture and forestry (Ongoing) 
i.   Research on recreation and related economic development opportunities (Ongoing) 
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6.  AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION (ALUC) Project #13-005-06 
(Board Policy – Local Agreement) 
SACOG is the designated ALUC for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties and is 
responsible for developing and maintaining Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs) for the 
areas around each airport and working with cities and counties to ensure consistency between the 
ALUCPs and local land-use decisions.  Staff will continue to review development proposals for 
consistency with adopted ALUCPs and provide consistency determinations for member cities and 
counties.  ALUC planning boundary maps will also be updated using GIS tools.  During the fiscal 
year, regional airport operators may request SACOG to update the Airport Land Use Compatibility 
Plans for their airports.  Such updates will be added as contracts. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Consistency reviews of development proposals (Ongoing) 
b. Up-to-date ALUC planning boundary maps for individual airports (As appropriate) 
 
8. SACRAMENTO COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLANS— Project #13-005-08  
 MCCLELLAN FIELD AND SACRAMENTO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
SACOG serves as the Airport Land Use Commission for Sacramento County.  Two airports—
McClellan Field and Sacramento International Airport—are both updating their Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plans (ALUCP).  The ALUCP for McClellan has been ongoing and is expected to be 
completed and adopted by the end of FY 2012-13.  The updated plan for Sacramento International 
Airport is expected to be adopted in 2013.  The updated plans will consider current and project 
airports operations, airport layout, noise impacts and the County’s draft General Plan update.   
 
The work will be performed by SACOG staff, partner agencies and consultants. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Draft updated ALUCP for McClellan Field (Winter-Spring 2012-2013) 
b. Draft updated ALUCP for Sacramento International Airport (Winter 2012-2013) 
c. Conduct Public Review Process for Review of Plans (on-going as needed) 
d. Final adopted McClellan ALCUP (Spring, 2013) 
 
9. RURAL-URBAN CONNECTIONS STRATEGY SUSTAINABLE  Project # 13-005-09 
 COMMUNITIES STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION 
(Board Policy) 
The Sacramento region is planning for sustainable communities, from the urban centers to rural 
edges in the region. This project includes work activities that address goals of Senate Bill 375 and 
Assembly Bill 32, including creating economically, environmentally, and equitably sustainable rural 
communities with direct and indirect land use benefits throughout the entire region. A Strategic 
Growth Council grant award is being used as part of SACOG’s implementation of the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. In line with SACOG’s approach of balancing urban growth planning with 
rural economic and environmental sustainability, work for this project will mainly focus on ways to 
support the agriculture industry and rural communities.  
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Building upon the RUCS project (Project #13-004-04), the work assesses ways to support 
agriculture with employment, housing, transportation and access to services. Distribution and 
processing infrastructure needs are being determined and feasibility and pro forma work will help 
craft strategies for deploying facilities. Project work also includes supporting rural communities with 
tools to assist in quantifying cost and fiscal constraints of infrastructure and service improvements.  
The project also includes using diet surveys to identifying market demand in the six-county area for 
local growers and suppliers and to expand food access to reduce the occurrences of food deserts. 
 
This work on enhancing rural economic viability is supported by additional tasks covered by the 
grant. Support will come from work on CEQA streamlining, which will design a tiering instrument 
and toolkit by and for local partners and stakeholders. SACOG will also conduct any needed  
outreach for the updated MTP2035 including information sessions and public hearings.  
 
Other work includes data development and research on an I-80/Capitol Corridor Strategic Plan. 
This plan will address goods movement and strategies to reduce interregional VMT, including smart 
growth land use policies along the corridor. The work will help coordinate air quality, land use and 
travel demand assumptions and models for each region. Other work includes assembling rural 
policies and plans into a toolkit to help jurisdictions with land use plan updates that protect 
agricultural lands and reduce VMT.   
 
Tasks and End Products 
a. Identify unmet demand for healthy locally grown food (May 2012 – May 2013) 
b. Determine needs for agriculture infrastructure to support more locally consumed food (June 

2012 – June 2013) 
c. Identify needs to support adequate agricultural labor in the region (May 2013 – May 2013) 
d. Determine agricultural labor needs (May 2012 – August 2012) 
e. Determine infrastructure and service needs for rural communities and estimate the cost and 

sources of revenue (July 2013 – June 2013) 
f. Build CEQA Streamlining/Tiering tools ( July 2013 – September 2013) 
g. Conduct Public Outreach & Visualization (Ongoing) 
h. Survey of diets for various community groups and a regional food consumption 

summary, including a food desert profile report  (May 2012 – May 2013) 
i. Inventory of current processing and distribution facilities and assessment of facilities 

that can be supported by various regional crop production patterns (June 2012 – June 
2013) 

j. Performance measures, funding strategies and gap assessment to implement the 
Agricultural Worker Transportation Program (July 2012 – June 2013) 

k. Estimate number of agriculture laborers needed and location of that demand for 
current crop production and agriculture infrastructure as well as for scenarios (May 
2012 – August 2012) 

l. I-PLACE3S model update with an infrastructure cost and fiscal analysis module (July 
2012 – June 2013) 

m. Work with rural communities, counties and housing agencies to assess infrastructure 
needs, costs and municipal revenues for rural communities and other locations 
where agricultural facilities and labor housing may be sited (July 2013 – June 2013) 
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n. A CEQA tiering instrument and toolkit designed by SACOG and its public and 
private sector partners  to design an instrument that is objective and consistent with 
the SCS (May 2012 – June 2012) 

o. Public outreach for Updated MTP2035 as needed (Ongoing) 
 
10. SPECIALTY CROP BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM Project #13-005-10 
(Board Policy) 
This two-year grant through the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CFDA) will 
complete work needed to assess the feasibility of building a local food system in the greater 
Sacramento region. Key questions that will be addressed include: how to reinvest for local food 
production and aggregation, distribution and transportation infrastructure. Farmers face issues such 
as price, food safety and traceability, storage and cooling, and marketing. Such barriers can be 
addressed through incentives and programs that support farmers growing for local markets. The 
project will identify solutions for farmers and gauge feasibility by analyzing the economic impacts of 
incentives and programs. SACOG will also test the concept of a food hub by focusing on the 
feasibility of food banks serving this purpose. SACOG will study the feasibility of generating the 
volume and scale needed to supply institutions, wholesale and retail markets, while also expanding 
food bank distributions in underserved areas. This work offers a model for improving access to 
fresh, healthy food in underserved, low-income communities, where malnutrition, hunger and 
obesity rates are high. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff with assistance from consultants and regional 
stakeholders. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Review existing research and interview growers and stakeholders to establish existing 

conditions and barriers to growing product for local markets (May 2012 -  April 2013) 
b. Identify incentives and programs to overcome barriers (December 2012 – April 2013) 
c. Assess current food bank operations and assess feasibility of expanding operations to increase 

supply for other entities (June 2012 – June 2013) 
d. Assemble reports of project findings (May 2013 - June 2013) 
e. Conduct workshops to report project analysis; Present report to SACOG Board and other 

organizations (Ongoing) 
f. Report on existing barriers to local production, incentives and programs to overcome 

barriers ( May 2012 – April 2013) 
g. Report on food bank operations and feasibility of expanding operations to supply other 

entities (June 2012 - June 2013) 
h. Workshops with local food system stakeholders (Ongoing) 
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ELEMENT 13-006: METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN PLANNING 
 
Objective:  To build and document consensus in a dynamic forum on policies, strategies and 
projects to address the transportation needs of the region and to balance state and federal mandates 
with the needs and interests of our member jurisdictions. 
 
Discussion:  This element brings together the various projects that directly support the 
development of the new Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  Ongoing work in various other 
transportation planning, research, and analysis activities will continue under other work elements.  
 
Projects: 
 
4. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE Project #13-006-04  
 COMMUNITIES STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
Initial MTP/SCS 2035 implementation efforts will focus on strategies to fund early year plan 
priorities and support local jurisdictions interested in pursuing SB 375 CEQA benefits that become 
available with the adoption of the MTP/SCS.  Additional efforts will include  improving upon 
SACOG’s transportation and land use monitoring activities to support monitoring of the 
transportation and land use indicators.  Data gathered from this effort will be used by SACOG to 
inform the next plan update and will be made available to member and partner agencies.  All 
implementation efforts will extend the MTP/SCS 2035’s comprehensive approach to education and 
public outreach and involve SACOG’s advisory committees in every step.   
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a.  Support local jurisdictions interested in using the MTP/SCS to take advantage of the 

CEQA streamlining benefits in SB 375 with data and modeling tools, as applicable 
(Ongoing) 

b. Develop funding and implementation strategies for near-term significant projects 
identified in the MTP/SCS 2035 that provide regional benefit (ongoing) 

c. Provide environmental consulting services to realize CEQA streamlining opportunities 
and to resolve mitigation conflicts (ongoing) 

d. Develop screening and selection criteria for regional funding priorities in support of 
MTP/SCS 2035 priorities (June 2013) 

 
5. SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES REGIONAL PLANNING GRANT PROGRAM Project #13-006-05  
(Board Policy) 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) awarded the Sacramento 
Regional Consortium a Sustainability Communities Grant to further integrated planning in the 
SACOG region.  
 
Three work activities will build an enhanced planning process to expand the MTP into the HUD 
grant’s required end products call the Regional Plan for Sustainable Development (RPSD).  The first 
activity will increase the opportunity for housing and employment in transit-oriented sustainable 
communities through new performance metrics, enhanced and more inclusive analysis, an expanded 
environmental review process for the MTP, and a screening process to identify and activate portions 
of the MTP transit priority area.  The second activity will improve the integration of the housing, 
land use, and transportation components of the existing regional plans and develop 
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recommendations to cross-connect these plans.  The third activity will integrate natural resources 
planning with the RPSD to protect valuable environmental assets and increase housing 
opportunities near employment centers. 
   
A core team of six grant partners will broaden the foundation from SACOG to build and sustain the 
new Sacramento Regional Consortium as we develop the region’s first SCS and RPSD. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and members of the Sacramento Regional 
Consortium. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Expand MTP Performance Metrics with input from the Sacramento Regional Consortium 

(June 2011) 
b. Conduct Screening Process to identify the areas of the Transit Priority Areas most ready for 

development, Prepare a Report on the Screening Process and Public Charrette (June 2011) 
c. Report on Permitting Strategies for Six-County Aquatic Resources Inventory 

(December 2012) 
d. Prepare Draft EIR for SACOG SCS/MTP with Mitigation Measures (December 2011) 
e. Assessment of Existing Affordable Housing Conditions, Inventory of Policies, and 

Funding (April 2012) 
f. Regional Document Reviewing Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing(December 

2012) 
g. Develop Action Plans for the Transit Priority Areas (Available upon request) 
h. Regional Plan for Sustainable Development (December 2012) 
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ELEMENT 13-007: MEMBER, AGENCY, AND TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
 
Objective:  To inform local government decisions with impacts to the region’s transportation 
system, SACOG provides core services to its member jurisdictions, local cities, and counties.  The 
agency is responsible for planning, funding, and supporting transportation project delivery within 
federal requirements for reducing vehicle miles traveled, air quality emissions, and some 
consideration for impacts of transportation and land use on greenhouse gases.  Beyond the core 
transportation services, there are a variety of data collection, analysis, and regional services that 
SACOG is in a position to provide to local governments at an economy of scale based on the shared 
interests of the region’s local governments.   
 
Discussion:   This element supports projects that include planning consideration for regional 
amenities such as:  Airports, STARNET, Intelligent Transportation Systems Operations, 
Transportation Development Act Administration, 511 Services, Rideshare Services, I-PLACE3S and 
SACSIM Training, Transit Assistance, Integrated Basemap Program, Sacramento Emergency Clean 
Air and Transportation Program, Regional Information Center, Climate Action Planning, Transit 
Trip Planning, Civic Engagement Grants, Airport Land Use Commissions, McClellan Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan Update, Multi-Agency Project Study Reports, Capitol Valley Service 
Authority for Freeways and Expressways, Glenn County Service Authority for Freeways and 
Expressways, and Safe Routes to School.   
 
This element includes reinforcing relations with our member jurisdictions, public agencies, and 
service providers within the six-county area by regularly monitoring websites, agendas, and public 
meetings and maintaining a staff presence on projects and issues related to our core policy areas.  
Staff will continue to provide regular updates to all interested government agencies and elected 
officials on SACOG Board actions and staff activity and attend regular meetings with jurisdictional 
staff through advisory committees and regional city and county managers groups.  It includes 
identifying areas of shared needs for new data collection, analysis, and research services to help 
inform member jurisdiction staff and elected officials.  This element may also include pursuing a 
financing structure or shared staff positions for areas of common interest and need. 
 
Projects: 
 
1. PROJECT DELIVERY Project #13-007-01  
(State Requirement – Board Policy) 
Emphasis for FY 2011-12 will be to continue to foster timely use of funds, provide assistance to 
member jurisdictions in delivering projects, and improve project readiness.  Managing project 
delivery in the region will ensure that projects in the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP) reflect the regional priorities established in the MTP.  In addition, state legislation 
has established provisions concerning timely use of funds for projects adopted into the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and for federal funding programmed by the local 
agencies.  SACOG will ensure that project delivery is successful by assisting project sponsors 
through the project scoping, environmental, design, right-of-way, and construction phases of these 
projects.  Particular emphasis will be placed on large scale projects with the potential to be delayed 
by environmental issues.  
 
In cooperation with the project sponsors, SACOG will track projects and ensure that appropriate 
funding is available to ensure timely completion.  SACOG will aggressively work with project 
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sponsors, as it has since 2004, to ensure that all state and federal projects ready for delivery are 
delivered, irrespective of the years they are programmed, to ensure maximum use and benefit from 
federal and state funds.  Reports will be made to the SACOG Board, regional partners, and the state 
on the status of projects.   
 
In FY 2012-13, project delivery work will include review of requests for fund allocations, time 
extensions, STIP amendments, and participation at the CTC, RTPA, and Rural Counties Task Force 
meetings.  Additionally, SACOG will work with SACOG Proposition 1B bond project sponsors to 
raise the likelihood that all projects are delivered.  Periodic workshops will be developed and 
presented as needed throughout the region.   
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Workshops and training sessions (Available upon request) 
b. Tracking and monitoring projects for delivery issues and timely use of funds (through June 

2013) 
c. Attendance at RTPA, RCTF and CTC meetings (through June 2013) 
d. Reports on delivery status for Regional Surface Transportation Plan and Congestion 

Management and Air Quality programs (Available upon request) 
e. Approved STIP allocation requests (When submitted by sponsoring agencies) 
f. Annual Report on Status of 2012 Project Delivery for Federal Funding (January 2013) 
g. Annual Obligation Plan to Caltrans for 2013 Delivery (April 2013) 
 
2. REGIONAL INFORMATION CENTER Project #13-007-02 
(Federal Requirement – Board Policy) 
SACOG provides information for public access through three channels:  the Information Center 
staff, the SACOG library, and our electronic media.  The library is primarily used by SACOG staff, 
but outside users may also view materials.  Electronic media include SACOG’s website and e-mail. 
The Information Center receives most of its data requests by telephone and e-mail, but occasionally 
users visit in person.  Available information ranges from current estimates and forecasts of detailed 
demographics including population and employment, to detailed U.S. Census data on the region’s 
population.  SACOG’s Information Center staff also provides references to sources of information 
available at other organizations.   
 
Much of SACOG’s information is available in both written and electronic format, for the 
convenience of the person requesting it.  This year, SACOG staff will add new data summaries to 
the agencies web-based information center tools.  The information is updated regularly as needed. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and by independent auditors. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Data summaries (Available upon request) 
b. Updated website (Available upon request) 
 
3. TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT ADMINISTRATION Project #13-007-03  
(State Requirement) 
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As the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for 4 counties and 15 cities, SACOG 
provides the review and approval of claims submitted for authorized uses.  As part of this process, 
SACOG prepares and releases Findings of Apportionments for Local Transportation Funds and 
State Transit Assistance funds. 
 
SACOG conducts the annual unmet transit needs process with public hearings throughout the 
RTPA region regarding transit needs and supports the development of short-range transit plans to 
assist in defining unmet transit needs.  Based on hearing results, SACOG performs analyses of 
transit needs to determine whether or not they are reasonable to meet using adopted SACOG 
criteria.  Meetings are held with the Sutter, Yuba, Yolo, and Sacramento County Social Service 
Transportation Advisory Councils to receive input on the staff analysis.  Findings and 
recommendations are then made to the SACOG Board.   
 
SACOG is also responsible for providing necessary annual fiscal and triennial performance audits of 
all claimants.  Performance audits of the operators and SACOG were last prepared in FY 2009-10 so 
a new cycle will be completed in FY 2012-13.  This work will include the RFP process to engage 
consultants to perform the audits and the completion of the actual audits 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Approve claims and file documentation (Available upon request) 
b. Newspaper notices, fliers, and posters (November 2012) 
c. Minutes of Social Service Transportation Advisory Council Meetings (Available upon request) 
d. Fiscal and compliance audits of all claimants (January 2013)  
e. RFP for Performance Audits (October 2012) 
f. Performance Audits of SACOG and the required transit operators (June 2013) 
g. Minutes of Public Hearings (March 2013) 
h. Local Transportation Fund (LTF) Findings of Apportionment for FY 2013-14 

(February 2013) 
i. Unmet Transit Needs Findings for each jurisdiction (April 2013) 
j. STA Findings of Apportionment for FY 2013-13 (Quarterly) 
 
6. 511/STARNET CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS  Project #13-007-06 
(Board Policy) 
The SACOG 511/STARNET Capital Improvements project will continue to develop and deploy 
modules for the purpose of regional coordination and data collection and for providing traveler 
information.  These activities will be coordinated with our regional partner agencies through the 
Intelligent Transportation Systems committee.   
 
The work will be managed by SACOG staff and the programming will continue as part of the 
contract with Castle Rock Associates.  It is anticipated that this work will reach conclusion in this 
2013-14 budget cycle.  The funds for this work have been fully encumbered as of the 2009-10 fiscal 
year. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Continued discussion of design and deployment options with partner agencies within the 

Intelligent Transportation Committee (Ongoing) 
b. Manage contract with Castle Rock Consultants (Ongoing) 
c. Continued interaction with partner agencies as modules are developed for specific individual 

applications.  Review of Interface Control Documents (ICDs), Concept of Operations 
(ConOps) Testing, and Verification Plans (Ongoing) 

d. Develop Testing and Verification Plans for each delivered element (Ongoing) 
e. Identify future opportunities with additional partner agencies and within the design contract to 

best serve the needs of the public (Ongoing) 
f. STARNET and 511 website deployment for data input and display to the public 

(Ongoing) 
g. 511 telephone system incorporating real-time data as input by partner agencies in 

STARNET application (Ongoing) 
 
7. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT Project #13-007-07 
(Board Policy – Local Agreement) 
SACOG’s Regional Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program promotes alternative 
mode use (carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, bicycling, walking, and telecommuting) for all types 
of trips and supports planning efforts that support those modes.  SACOG provides region-wide 
Internet ridematching and alternative mode information through the 511 telephone number and 
website.  Outreach is done primarily through Outreach Partners (transportation management 
agencies and public agencies that work directly with employers).  The emphasis for FY 2012-13 will 
be on working with the TDM Task Force to market alternative modes through the 511 phone 
system and website.  Staff support will be provided to the Task Force and its subcommittees, which 
will advise SACOG on the TDM program and on other related issues.  SACOG will continue its 
role in planning and coordinating the Sacramento Regional May Is Bike Month campaign.  For FY 
2012-13, campaigns are planned throughout the year in addition to ongoing ride matching and TDM 
information services.  Staff will also monitor memoranda of understanding with each of the 
transportation management associations that receive SACOG TDM outreach funds.  
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and the local transportation management 
organizations. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. TDM Task Force meetings (Ongoing) 
b. Brochures and incentive items  (Ongoing) 
c. Contract for rideshare database services (Ongoing) 
d. Contract for call center services (Ongoing) 
e. Coordinate regional behavior change campaigns such as May Is Bike Month (Ongoing) 
f. Wrap-up report for May Is Bike Month campaign (July 2013) 
g. Completion of parking and pricing Transportation Control Measure work elements in 

support of TDM program objectives (December 2012) 
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8. 511/STARNET OPERATIONS Project #13-007-08  
(Board Policy – Local Agreement) 
Travelers in the Sacramento region and beyond are able to dial one easy-to-remember telephone 
number for complete, comprehensive traveler information:  511.  511 provides access to 
information about all modes of travel:  traffic conditions for commuters, bus and light rail 
information for more than 20 transit agencies, paratransit services for the elderly and disabled, 
ridesharing information, and information on commuting by bike in both English and Spanish. 
 
The Sacramento region, which includes El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba 
counties, is the primary area for this service; however, the number also links callers to 511 services in 
the Bay Area, Nevada, Oregon, and Butte and Glenn counties. 
 
In fiscal year 2012-13, the 511 system is being expanded to provide “511–Roadside Assistance” 
services to additional providers of cellular service.  This feature will allow access to the system 
through the use of cellular phones in the regions covered by the California Highway Patrol (CHP) 
Valley Division (Chico, Truckee, Sacramento, and Stockton communication centers). 
 
In conjunction with the phone service, the website www.sacregion511.org helps users plan their 
daily commute, access transit providers, find a carpool partner, and learn about bicycling as a 
commute option.  With the traffic information on this site, users can check their commute options 
and know the road before they go.  In FY 2011/12, users began to be able to develop and save 
personal routes.  Reporting along these routes can be scheduled based on route and time of day.  
Once behind the wheel, users can call 511 for traffic updates.  If users have saved routes associated 
with their phone numbers, the system will inquire if they wish to hear updates on their personal 
routes or any other 511 option once our new telephone system is implemented in early 2012/13.  
Users can have alerts on their routes pushed to their e-mail accounts or other personal devices as 
part of the new feature set.  511 is a joint project between SACOG, Caltrans, and other partners.  
The main emphasis during FY 2012-2013 will be fine tuning both smart phone services and 
improved web services.  New website features will include a commercial vehicle specific page, smart 
phone webpage and a low bandwidth webpage for the traffic and transit data. These efforts will be 
the cumulate the multi-year program to greatly improve the quality of information provided to the 
public via the 511 telephone and internet based systems.  Features scheduled for this release include 
200 more regional closed circuit televisions (snap shot and full streaming video), display of Caltrans 
lane closure and chain control data, weather information, transit  real-time location and arrival time 
prediction information and additional transit providers static information.  The 511 program should 
begin the Maintenance and Operation phase at the end of the 2012/13 fiscal year. Staff will also 
provide regular updates to our region’s Geographic Information System street map that serves as 
background for both public and private sector traveler information efforts. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. 511 phone services (Ongoing) 
b. 511 website services (Ongoing) 
 



DRAFT 

DRAFT OWP FY 2012-13 – February 27, 2012 Page 36 
 

9. 511 AUTOMATED TRANSIT TRIP PLANNING Project #13-007-09 
(Board Policy – Local Agreement) 
This project is administering a regional Google Transit database for eleven transit operators in the 
Sacramento Region.  The Sacramento Regional Transit District (SRTD) is managing the project with 
SACOG oversight and a performance-based funding agreement.  The agreement will fund SRTD 
based upon delivery of information and successful implementation of each transit operator into the 
Google Transit database.  SRTD is also maintaining relationships with each transit operator to 
maintain a stops manager database that will allow for updates to Google Transit as service changes 
are made by each transit operator.  
 
As the program transitions to the Region’s smaller providers, SACOG staff will take a larger role in 
the development of the GTFS files. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and by SRTD staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Staff support for database development, training, and technical assistance (Ongoing) 
b. Current Bus/Light Rail information in Google Transit (Ongoing) 
 
10. SACRAMENTO EMERGENCY CLEAN AIR AND  Project #13-007-10 
 TRANSPORTATION (SECAT) PROGRAM 
(State Requirement) 
SECAT funding through Traffic Congestion Relief Program has been exhausted and CMAQ funds 
have been programmed to SACOG for the continued SECAT program.  SACOG will work with the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) to award funding to 
regional truck operators and administer the program. 
 
This work will be performed by SMAQMD staff and SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Review and authorize SECAT recipient contracts (Ongoing) 
b. Accounting and related activities for the CMAQ funds and contract awards (Ongoing) 
 
12. SACRAMENTO COUNTY TRANSIT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE  Project #13-007-12 
(Local Agreement) 
Previously, the Sacramento County Department of Transportation requested that SACOG provide 
transit technical assistance to the county for the management and operation of the transit programs 
in southern and eastern Sacramento County.  The services provided under this agreement are at a 
level above and beyond those normally provided by SACOG in its ongoing work with the region’s 
transit operators.  The scope of services may include the full range of transit management and 
administrative service required for the operation of a transit program, including grants management, 
contract and service monitoring, purchase of equipment and other related activities.  This work is 
performed and paid for on an as-needed basis.  Currently, there is not a contract or agreement with 
Sacramento County for these services.  
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
No revenue is already secured, but potential work activities may develop through coordination with 
Sacramento County that is based on a menu of services in the technical assistance services 
agreement. 
 
13. SUSTAINABILITY AND CLIMATE ACTION PLANNING ASSISTANCE Project #13-007-13 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
This project supports a number of climate change efforts at SACOG and around the region.  The 
climate change and sustainability projects that are acted upon by the Land Use & Air Quality 
Committee will be supported.  Staff will continue the coordination with the member agencies, local 
air districts, California Air Resources Board (CARB), and other stakeholders toward the 
development of AB32 and SB 375 implementation projects.  This project will have limited resources 
but will strive to provide as much coordination and support as possible to ongoing and new efforts 
to address climate change and sustainability.   
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Participate in the regional climate change meetings (Summaries available upon request) 
 
14. INTEGRATED BASEMAP PROGRAM Project #13-007-14 
(State and Federal Requirements) 
This project produces a regional Geographic Information Services (GIS) street and address file, a 
new housing construction and demolition permit database, and other regional layers that make up 
SACOG’s portion of the Regional Integrated Basemap used by many of our members.  Staff are 
members on two formal GIS Cooperative groups in Sacramento and Yolo counties and work with 
members in El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, and Yuba counties to collect and standardize street and 
address information for our quarterly published file.  The Regional Street and Address file is used by 
public safety agencies for local dispatch and regional emergency notification systems.  The file also 
supports 511 operations and planning throughout the region. 
 
This year, staff will be continuing work with our members to designate more basemap layers that 
SACOG that can be cooperatively maintained to efficiently compile the region’s basemap. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and by a consultant for metro study housing data. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Quarterly Publications of the Regional Street Address File (Available upon request) 
 
17. I-PLACE3S TRAINING FOR MARICOPA ASSOCIATION  Project #13-007-17 

 OF GOVERNMENTS  
(Local Agreement)   
SACOG will provide technical assistance in the use of the I-PLACE3S land use model for a 
Sustainable Transportation and Land Use Study by the Maricopa Association of Governments.  
SACOG will be a sub-consultant to ARUP, the lead consultant for the project.  The project started 
in FY 2010-2011 and will be completed this year.  SACOG will provide strategic advice and 
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feedback about the overall modeling approach and the interface between I-PLACE3S and any other 
modeling software used in the project.   
 
The tasks include: a) at the outset of the project helping MAG frame future efforts to better 
integrate land use and transportation; b) providing review and feedback on the development of 
alternative strategies; c) providing guidance and skill building on I-PLACE3S  application; and d) 
review and feedback during the final strategy development. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Status Report (June 2013) 
 
18. CAPITAL AREA PLUG-IN ELECTRIC VEHICLE PLANNING Project # 13-007-18 
(Board Policy and Local Agreement) 
This is a multi-year grant for $200,000 through the California Energy Commission (CEC), with 
Valley Vision providing a 20% match, for a total of $250,000. This project will begin planning for 
the infrastructure needed to support plug-in electric vehicles (PEVs) in the region. Surveying what 
other local, regional, and state governments are doing around the country will provide a base set of 
information that can be used to inform the process in the Sacramento region. From this effort, a set 
of model policies and strategies will be drafted that addresses the unique PEV challenges of the 
region, including siting and pricing of public PEV infrastructure, infrastructure for multi-family 
dwelling units, retro-fitting existing buildings for PEVs, and building new development with PEVs 
in mind. In order to disseminate the findings from the project, staff will conduct workshops and 
individual meetings with local staff, elected officials, private business, and the general public. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
           
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Meetings of a Regional PEV Coordinating Council (monthly beginning October 2011) 
b. Regional Best Management Practices Guide (June 2012) 
b. Draft model ordinance and permit streamlining (June 2012) 
c. First responder training (January 2013) 
d. Public PEV planning report (December 2013) 
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19. CALIFORNIA PLUG-IN ELECTRIC VEHICLE COLLABORATIVE Project # 13-007-19 
(Board Policy and Local Agreement) 
This is a one-year grant for $75,000 through the Department of Energy (DOE), Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District (SMUD), and the South Coast Air Quality Management District. In order 
to best prepare the region for plug-in electric vehicles (PEVs), a robust library of information needs 
to be collected and analyzed to begin framing policies for an efficient infrastructure network. 
Surveying what other local, regional, and state governments are doing around the country will 
provide a base set of information that can be used to inform the process in the Sacramento region. 
From this effort, a set of model policies and strategies will be drafted that addresses the unique PEV 
challenges of the region, including siting and pricing of public PEV infrastructure, infrastructure for 
multi-family dwelling units, retro-fitting existing buildings for PEVs, and building new development 
with PEVs in mind. 
  
This work will be performed by SACOG staff and by the City of Sacramento to document its online 
permitting application. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Regional planner meetings 
b. Regional Best Management Practices Guide (December 2012) 
 
20. SACRAMENTO COUNTY PLUG-IN ELECTRIC VEHICLE PLANNING Project # 13-007-20 
(Board Policy and Local Agreement) 
This is a three year grant for $500,000 through the Department of Energy (DOE) and Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District (SMUD).  This project, focusing entirely on Sacramento County, will begin 
planning for the infrastructure needed to support plug-in electric vehicles (PEVs) in the region. 
Surveying what other local, regional, and state governments are doing around the country will 
provide a base set of information that can be used to inform the process in the Sacramento region. 
From this effort, a set of model policies and strategies will be drafted that addresses the unique PEV 
challenges of the region, including siting and pricing of public PEV infrastructure, infrastructure for 
multi-family dwelling units, retro-fitting existing buildings for PEVs, and building new development 
with PEVs in mind. In order to disseminate the findings from the project, staff will conduct 
workshops and individual meetings with local staff, elected officials, private business, and the 
general public. The project will lead the way for the rest of the region in regard to PEV 
infrastructure planning, creating a regional best management practices that will help guide the 
process for the rest of the region. 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff. 
 
Tasks and End Products:   
a. Review existing PEV related policies (June 2012) 
b. Regional Best Management Practices Guide (June 2012) 
c. PEV stakeholder workshops (As needed) 
b. Draft model ordinance and permit streamlining (June 2012) 
c. First responder training (January 2013) 
d. Public PEV planning report (December 2013) 
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ELEMENT 13-008:  PASS-THROUGH TO OTHER AGENCIES 
 
Objective:  To record grants awarded to partner agencies as subrecipients to SACOG. 
 
Discussion:  This element identifies those grants that are awarded to transportation partners but 
must flow through SACOG as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the region.  
SACOG exercises limited administrative duties, such as progress reporting and financial 
reimbursement on behalf of the grantee; however, the grantee has responsibility for managing the 
tasks associated with the grant. 
 
Projects: 
 
8. REGIONAL TRANSIT COMPREHENSIVE OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS Project #13-008-08 
(Board Policy – Local Agreement) 
In 2010, Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) was awarded a Caltrans discretionary grant for a 
Comprehensive Operational Analysis (COA).  Due to the dramatic loss of operating revenues that 
accompanied the downturn in the economy, RT significantly reduced revenue service in June 2010.  
This turn of events provides RT with an opportunity to reevaluate the way it currently provides 
service and look for ways to make it more effective and efficient, as well as planning for how to best 
reinstate service hours as funds become available for expansion.  The COA includes a technical 
analysis of current service, demographics, and ridership and commute patterns, and looks at future 
transit needs.  The technical analysis is supported with significant community input on the short-
term service needs and preference for service options.  The COA will guide RT management and 
policy leaders to better meet the transit needs in the RT region and lay the groundwork for the long-
term implementation of the TransitAction Plan. 
 
The COA will have a Phase I Short-Term Service Plan (5 years) and a Phase II Long-Term Service 
Plan that matches the TransitAction Plan horizon (10 years). 
 
This work will be performed by RT staff and consultants.  The tasks and end products and schedule 
related to the grant are shown below. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Data Collection and Analysis  (Winter/Spring 2011)  Completed 
b. Market Demand Assessment  (Summer 2011)  Completed 
c. Service Analysis and Service Standards Review  (Summer/Fall 2011)  Completed 
d. Framework and Guiding Principles  (Fall 2011)  Completed 
e. Short and Long Term Service Plans  (Winter 2011/2012)  Completed 
f. Preferred Service Plan  (Spring 2012) 
g. Public and Stakeholder Involvement  (Ongoing throughout study) 
 
The foregoing tasks and end products will be completed in FY 2011/12.  If RT exercises its option 
for Phase 2 tasks, the consultant will develop a plan to accomplish the level-of-service goals stated in 
the TransitAction Plan based on a 2035 planning horizon.  This is beyond the scope of the current 
grant.   
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Potential Tasks and End Products: 
a. Develop new routes as part of the newly designed route network (TBD) 
b. Develop capital, operational, and implementation plans for new routes (TBD) 
c. Update the assumptions of the financial model (TBD) 
d. Prepare a Service Plan (TBD) 
 
9. AMERICAN RIVER CROSSINGS ALTERNATIVES STUDY Project # 13-008-09 
(State and Federal Requirements and Local Agreement) 
This project will analyze potential crossings of the American River as called for in the Sacramento 
2030 General Plan, the SACOG Regional Blueprint and the adopted Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan to relieve congestion on I-5 caused by limited options for local traffic to utilize local streets to 
connect employee-rich neighborhoods north of the river with the jobs-rich central core. 
 
This work will be performed by City of Sacramento staff and outside consultants and is funded by a 
Caltrans Partnership Planning grant. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Finalize scope; draft a comprehensive request for proposals; distribute RFP; conduct a pre-

proposal workshop; score and rank proposals; interview top candidates; select a preferred 
consultant team; perform final contract negotiations; and enter into a Professional Services 
Agreement (Work to be started in second quarter of 2011/2012) 

b. Establish a project management team and project advisory committee (Work to be started in 
the third quarter of 2011/13) 

c. Develop a Purpose and Need Statement; define a defensible study area; and identify logical 
crossing termini (Work to be started in fourth quarter of 2012/2013) 

d. Coordinate and facilitate stakeholder meetings; coordinate and facilitate stakeholder site visits; 
schedule, prepare, advertise and conduct public workshops to share project objectives and 
results with the general public and to gather public input; develop analysis summaries; develop 
PowerPoint presentations for City Council workshop and final adoption; conduct early 
informal outreach to regulatory agencies (Ongoing activity starting in third quarter of 
2012/2013 through project completion) 

e. Perform GIS mapping of physical, environmental, and neighborhood constraints to inform 
the determination of feasible bridge locations; select and map potential bridge locations and 
types based upon the opportunities and constraints analysis as well as the stakeholder input 
and the Purpose and Need Statement (Work to be started in first quarter of 2012/2013) 

f. Conduct a screen line analysis of river crossing travel demand within the study area to evaluate 
performance measures; prepare planning level cost estimates for each of the potential bridge 
crossing locations and cross section alternatives; develop a set of performance measure 
evaluation criteria based upon the Purpose and Need Statement, well-established community 
values, and stakeholder input; apply the evaluation criteria to the feasible crossing alternatives 
to objectively evaluate the options (Work to be started in second quarter of 2012/2013) 

g. Document and summarize all previous technical analysis including a recommendation for 
subsequent steps for leading alternatives; prepare draft and final plan and a concise summary 
of the Final Report for general distribution (Work to be started in the second quarter of 
2012/2013)  

h. Draft Report (January 2013); Final Report and Executive Summary (March 2013) 
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10. UNITRANS INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM (ITS) PROJECT Project #13-008-10 
(California Transportation Commission Allocated Funding) 
The California Transportation Commission grant funded Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 
Project will provide implementation of the third/final phase of the Unitrans ITS project. The first 
phase of the Unitrans ITS Project, which was completed in 2007-08, included installation of infrared 
emitters on each bus that requests extension of the green phase for three intersections on the UC 
Davis campus. The second phase completed in 2009-10, included installation of a GPS-based 
automatic vehicle location system that provides automatic passenger counters on each bus.  
 
Project goals include the following: 
 
 Improve schedule adherence for Unitrans buses and reduce transit vehicle emissions. 
 Provide access to the gated portions of the UC Davis campus for Unitrans and Yolobus 

vehicles. 
 Provide local matching funds for the completion of the construction of the interactive 

transit information kiosk at the Davis Intermodal Station to provide real time bus arrival 
times and other passenger information to riders transferring between Amtrak operated trains 
and Unitrans, Davis Community Transit and Yolobus services. The kiosk is federally funded 
by a Federal transit Administration grant that requires a local matching source to begin the 
project.   

 
This work will be performed by Unitrans staff, with assistance from third-party contractor(s) for 
installation of equipment. 
 
The third /final phase includes the following tasks and end products.  
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. GPS emitters for each bus to coordinate with traffic signals to improve on time 

performance (November 2012). The following tasks will be performed to achieve this 
milestone: 
1. Develop final scope of work for the emitter equipment (May 2012) 
2. Advertise for procurement of emitters and related equipment (June 2012 through July 

2012) 
3. Award contract for emitters and related equipment (July 2012) 
4. Install emitters and related equipment (August 2012 through September 2012) 
5. Finalize testing and close-out contract (October 2012 through November 2012) 

b. The installation if GPS/Infrared phase selectors for intersections on the UC Davis 
campus and the City of Davis (February 2013). The following tasks will be performed 
to achieve this milestone: 
1. Develop final scope of work for the phase selector and other related intersection 

equipment (May 2012) 
2. Advertise for procurement of phase selectors and related equipment (June 2012 through 

July 2012) 
3. Award contract for phase selectors and related equipment (July 2012) 
4. Advertise for procurement of phase selector contractor installation services (July 2012) 
5. Award contract for phase selector installation services (August 2012) 
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6. Install emitters and related equipment (September 2012 through November 2012) 
7. Finalize testing and close-out contract (December 2012 through February 2013) 

 
c. Implementation of an interactive transit information kiosk at the Davis Intermodal 

Station (April 2013).  The following tasks will be performed to achieve this milestone: 
1. Develop final scope of work for the kiosk and other related equipment (March 2012) 
2. Advertise for procurement of kiosk and related equipment (April 2012 through June 

2012) 
3. Award contract for kiosk and related equipment (July 2012) 
4. Advertise for procurement of kiosk contractor installation services (August 2012) 
5. Award contract for kiosk installation services (September 2012) 
6. Receive delivery of kiosk (October 2012) 
7. Install kiosk and related equipment (November 2012 through December 2012) 
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ELEMENT 13-009: MISCELLANEOUS OTHER FUNDING 
 
Objective:  To add required projects to the OWP which are funded and executed by partner 
agencies. 
 
Discussion:  Partner agencies receive certain funding from FTA for projects within their district.  
However, federal regulations require that SACOG carry these authorized projects in its OWP in 
order to meet the funding guidelines.  These are projects over which SACOG has no authority 
except as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the region. 
 
Projects: 
 
1. UNITRANS – CNG FUELING FACILITY STUDY Project #13-009-01 
Unitrans completed its compressed natural gas fueling facility in 1996.  This important facility 
provides primary fueling for Unitrans’ fleet of almost 40 buses, as well as secondary/back-up fueling 
for Yolobus, Davis Community Transit, and U.C. Davis Fleet Services.  A difficulty with the current 
facility is that it uses two of the only three Pignone Nuovo natural gas compressors in North 
America, and parts are becoming difficult to obtain.  In fact, Unitrans maintenance staff has had to 
custom manufacture normal-wear parts, as well as major components, for these two compressors in 
order to keep the fueling facility online.  As such, Unitrans is seeking professional advice from a 
natural gas fueling facility expert on methods to ensure continued long-term CNG capacity for 
Unitrans and its partners.  
 
The start date for this project is unknown as this study currently does not have a source of funding. 
However, once funding is identified, Unitrans staff anticipates this project will take less than one 
year to complete. 
 
This work will be performed by outside consultants. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Project initiation and scoping meeting  
b. Publish RFP and award contract  
c. Begin study (September 2012) 
d. Publish Recommendations Report ( June 2013) 
 
3. UNITRANS – PARKING LOT STUDY FOR DOWNTOWN DAVIS Project #13-009-03 
The city of Davis has a vibrant downtown, within close proximity of the U.C. Davis campus. 
Travelers within the area, as well as those that travel to and from the area, are blessed with a 
relatively wide range of travel modes, including high-intensity Unitrans fixed route bus service, 
Amtrak trains, intercity and regional bus (Amtrak Thruway, Yolobus, Fairfield-Suisun Transit), 
extensive bicycling facilities and use, regional and local paratransit services, and a high degree of 
pedestrian travel.  However, the interaction of these modes, capacity constraints, and access are 
often in conflict as the city and campus continue to expand.  This study will address these conflicts 
and will attempt to ascertain the need for a long-term parking facility in the downtown area. 
Specifically, the study will detail the parking shortcomings in the downtown area, develop and 
review a list of potential parking facility sites, review the potential environmental impacts at each 
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site, choose a locally-preferred site, and determine the funding that would be available from the 
various stakeholders (transit operators, redevelopment agency, city, etc.).   
 
This work will be performed by outside consultants. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Project initiation and scoping meeting  
b. Publish RFP and award contract  
c. Begin study (September 2012) 
d. Publish Recommendations Report (June  2013) 
 
4. SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT DOWNTOWN-NATOMAS- Project #13-009-04 
 AIRPORT RAIL PROJECT 
(Federal Requirement) 
The transitional analysis for the Green Line to the Airport has been completed.  The scope of the 
next phase of work to be conducted by Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) will be defined 
through further discussions between SACOG and RT.   
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Continued development of technical and environmental analysis work on the 

Downtown-Natomas-Airport rail project.  The final scope of work, tasks and end 
products will be developed by April 1, 2012. 

 
5. SACRAMENTO/WEST SACRAMENTO CORRIDOR  ALTERNATIVES Project #13-009-05  

ANALYSIS AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY 
(Federal Requirement)   
This analysis is being conducted through a cooperative effort among the cities of Sacramento and 
West Sacramento.  The Sacramento Regional Transit District and the Yolo County Transportation 
District will conform with the Federal Transit Administration Small Starts guidelines in considering 
the public transportation needs within the corridor, defining and evaluating alternatives, selecting a 
locally preferred alternative, and conducting environmental review under NEPA and CEQA.  The 
project will build on work previously conducted, offering both cost and time savings.  
 
The first step in the process is the completion of an Alternatives Analysis (AA) in compliance with 
FTA New Starts/Small Starts Guidance and select ion of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for 
the Downtown/Riverfront transit connection.  Following the selection of the LPA, environmental 
review as required will be completed with the anticipated products being an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) under NEPA and identification of any additional work required to meet state and 
federal environmental requirements.   
 
This work will be performed by a combination of consultants and the staffs of the cities of 
Sacramento and West Sacramento, the Sacramento Regional Transit District, and the Yolo County 
Transportation District. 
 



DRAFT 

DRAFT OWP FY 2012-13 – February 27, 2012 Page 46 
 

Task 1 – Project Management/Study Initiation 
This task includes a startup meeting with FTA staff, appointing a project manager and agency to 
coordinate and guide the project, establishing a technical advisory committee (TAC), preparing and 
issuing a Request for Proposal for professional consulting services; and selecting a consulting team 
in accordance with FTA Procurement guidelines.  
 
Task 1 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Project Management Plan, including a refined work scope, schedules, and budgets, 

and a table of deliverables, and assigned roles and responsibilities for each agency 
(April 2012) 

b. Revised MOU and other agreements among the four agencies, including 
reimbursement and force account provisions (May 2012) 

c. Document List  (May 2012) 
d. Draft project schedule (May 2012) 
e. Draft Purpose and Need Statement for FTA review of the project (July 2012) 
f. Request for Proposals for professional consulting services. (May 2012) 
g. Approved contract with a qualified consulting team (July 2012) 
 
Task 2 – Data Collection and Project Understanding 
Quantitative and qualitative descriptions of existing and future conditions in the Study Area will be 
accomplished in this task. The team should be able to rely on those previous efforts and save time 
and expense in this phase of work.  The management team will work with the consultant to refine 
the scope, schedule, and budget.   
 
Task 2 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Refined Scope, Schedule and Budget (July 2012) 
b. Calendar or schedule of meetings of the TAC and Policy Steering Committee (PSC) for 

review of progress, and with FTA for oversight. (July 2012) 
c. Final study area map (August 2012) 
d. Narrative and quantitative description of existing conditions (September 2012) 
 
Task 3 – Public Involvement 
The AA and NEPA processes will continue the public involvement efforts that were established 
during the previous Feasibility Study, Preliminary Engineering and EIR, and Sacramento Streetcar 
Planning Study (SPS).  Special outreach efforts for each neighborhood in the project area and for 
targeted interest groups including transit riders, bicycle and pedestrian organizations, the disabled 
community, minority groups, elderly and youth representatives, business groups, neighborhood 
organizations, and tourist organizations. 
 
Task 3 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. List of interest groups and individuals (August 2012) 
b. Public outreach, education, and Involvement plan (August 2012) 
c. Meeting agendas and minutes (On-going)  
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Task 4 – Purpose & Need Statement and Evaluation Criteria  
The consultants and project staff will devise a Purpose and Need statement based on the statements 
used for the Sacramento SPS, the Feasibility Study, subsequent engineering and environmental 
documents, and public input.  Evaluation criteria will be derived from the Need and Purpose 
statement and from FTA Project Justification criteria.   
 
Task 4 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. A final Purpose and Need statement. (September 2012) 
b. A project initiation package for FTA that summarizes the Purpose and Need for the 

project and the evaluation criteria and indicators for each criterion. (October 2012) 
 
Task 5 – Alternatives Identification and Evaluation  
Building on previous work, a list of alignment and modal alternatives will be developed and screened 
to a short list of viable alternatives.  Alternatives will be developed to meet the purpose and need for 
the project, and the team will review the selected transit alternatives and evaluation methods and 
results with the TAC, the public and advisory groups.  The culmination of the process is a trade-off 
analysis that highlights the key differences among the alternatives across all performance measures.  
 
Task 5 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Final description of alternatives including operating scenarios (January 2013) 
b. Summary of screening process and results (February 2013) 
c. Evaluation Report and Recommendation for Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)  

March 2013) 
 
Task 6 – Conceptual Engineering, Cost Estimates and Operational Analysis 
Conceptual engineering and costs will be updated for concepts previously analyzed and newly 
developed alternatives, and alternative operating scenarios will be considered. Operational feasibility 
will be evaluated in the context of RT’s existing, near-term (next 5 to 10 years) and long-term (10 to 
20+ years) expansion plans.  An assessment of the pros and cons of relocating the Blue Line from K 
Street to H Street will also be conducted. The evaluation will be conducted in close coordination 
with RT staff.   
 
Task 6 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Conceptual Engineering Plans (May2013) 
b. Draft Technical Methodology Reports  (May 2013) 

 Capital Costs 
 O&M Costs 
 Operational Analysis 

c. Draft Technical Result Reports (May 2013) 
 Capital Cost Estimates 
 O&M Cost Estimates 
 Operations Report 

 
Task 7 – Mobility Improvements and Operating Efficiencies 
The purpose of this task is to assess the transportation and operational benefits and impacts of each 
alternative.  The technical analysis will conform to FTA guidance on modeling, and provide 
ridership forecasts and comparison of operating efficiencies.  
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Task 7 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Comparison and Selection of Travel Forecast Model (local (SACMET or SACSIM) vs. 

national) 
b. Technical Methodology Report on travel modeling and operating scenarios  (April 

2013) 
c. Report on Current Year and Horizon Year forecasts, including sub-groups, with 

scoring results for mobility improvements per FTA (April 2013) 
d. Report on Operating Scenarios and affected transit elements, with scoring results for 

FTA place miles (April 2013) 
 
Task 8 – Economic Development, Land Use, Environmental, and Other Benefits 
The economic development effects of the project will be enumerated, including transit supportive 
policies, station area character, housing, job development, and other factors.  The intent is to 
quantify the potential economic growth effects of the project and overall economic benefit. 
 
Task 8 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Report on economic benefits and the associated rankings per FTA criteria, and local 

criteria (May 2013) 
b. Report on environmental benefits and their economic value  (May 2013) 
c. Report on assessment of the land use components and FTA ratings. (May 2013) 
 
Task 9 – Cost Effectiveness Evaluation  
Following the FTA guidance, the proposed cost per trip for the project will be prepared and 
documented.  Additional betterments to the cost effectiveness calculation (e.g., LEED status) will be 
assessed for consideration.   
 
Task 9 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Documentation of capital and O&M costs and cost effectiveness calculation as defined 

in the Small Starts Guidance  (June 2013) 
 
Task 10 – Funding and Operational Plans 
The project will develop a funding plan which identifies options for funding the capital and 
operating costs of the preferred project.   In concert with funding is the determination of the 
business model associated with the streetcar operation, the operational entity, and the governance of 
that entity.  This task will also assess and document the financial capability of the project sponsors.   
 
Task 10 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Funding Plan that identifies potential local, state, federal, and private funding sources. 

(June 2013) 
b. Business outline, operating entity considerations, and governance recommendations. 

(June 2013) 
 
Task 11 – Documentation and FTA Review 
The project will be documented, with  the process and outcomes of the study presented in a draft 
and final Alternatives Analysis summary report, following the FTA guidance.   
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Task 11 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Draft Alternatives Analysis report (July 2013) 
b. Final Alternatives Analysis reports (August 2013) 
c. “Entry into Project Development Phase” documentation (August 2013) 
 
Task 12 – Environmental Scoping  
The FTA guidance based on the proposed New Starts/Small Starts Guidance dated 1/24/2012 does 
not call for a full environmental assessment - only the benefits identified in Task 8.  Environmental 
scooping will be conducted to identify the key areas and potential impacts (e.g. Tower 
Bridge/SHPO, Traffic, Other Air Quality, Cultural, Noise, etc.).  The consultant will advise on the 
need for additional environmental documentation.   
 
Task 12 – Tasks and End Products: 
a. Environmental Scoping Report and Recommendations (November 2013) 
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ELEMENT 13-012: FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION JOB ACCESS REVERSE COMMUTE AND 
NEW FREEDOM PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 
 
Objective:  To administer the FTA Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) and New Freedom grant 
programs for the Sacramento Urbanized Area (5316 and 5317). 
 
Discussion:  SACOG will continue to execute its role as the designated recipient for the FTA 5316 
Jobs Access Reverse Commute and 5317 New Freedom Program funds for the Sacramento 
Urbanized Area. 
 
Under this project, SAOG staff will continue to conduct the programming and administrative 
activities necessary to ensure the region’s transit operations projects are properly programmed in the 
SACOG MTIP so that SACOG can file JARC and New Freedom grant applications on behalf of 
the region’s transit operators and any other qualified applicants, and SACOG can let subrecipient 
agreements with successful JARC and New Freedom applicants.  
 
Projects: 
 
1. SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT JARC OPERATING  Project #13-012-01 
 ASSISTANCE   
(Federal Requirement) 
The Sacramento Regional Transit District (SRTD) is using FFY 2009 and2010 JARC funds to fund 
extended service hours in the early morning (prior to 7 a.m.), evening (after 6 p.m.) and weekend 
(Saturday and Sunday).  The Unmet Transit Needs process has identified gaps in services, including 
early morning and later evening service, additional/longer peak period service (for suburb-to-suburb 
commutes), and weekend services.  In working with Sacramento County’s various human services 
agencies, SRTD has found that many existing fixed route transit services do not run early enough or 
late enough to meet the needs of the many people who work outside of traditional Monday-Friday 8 
a.m. to 5 p.m. work periods. 
 
This work will be performed by SRTD. 
  
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide JARC program qualified transit services (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly)  
 
2. ROSEVILLE TRANSIT JARC OPERATING ASSISTANCE Project # 13-012-02 
(Federal Requirement) 
The city of Roseville Transit is using FFY 2010 JARC funds to extend their weekday revenue hours 
on core fixed routes, as well as an extension of the hours on their Dial-A-Ride (DAR) services (and 
operate DAR on three current non-service holidays) to provide transportation to employees getting 
off work in the evening.  The additional hours will also allow employees to connect with Placer 
County Transit and Sacramento Regional Transit in the evening. 
 
This work will be performed by the city of Roseville. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide JARC program qualified transit services (Ongoing) 
b.   FTA Reporting (Quarterly)  
 
3. SACOG Region JARC OPERATING ASSISTANCE Project #13-012-03    
(Federal Requirement) 
Building off of the information learned in the “After 9 PM Transit Service Alternatives Study,” 
SACOG intends to oversee the implementation of the recommended late night (after 9 PM in most 
areas, though 'late night' may be defined differently for each operator).  Demonstration 'late night' 
transit services alternatives are expected to begin in late 2012 or early 2013 and continue for a pre-
determined demonstration period (through October 2014) with the purpose of providing an 
affordable, safe, reliable service to/from work for residents with non-traditional work shifts. 
SACOG will contract out the operation of this service to whichever agency, organization, or 
combination of agencies and/or organizations is deemed the most practical by the “After 9 PM 
Transit Service Alternatives Study.” 
 
This work will be performed by SACOG staff, local transit agencies and social/human service 
organizations. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Accept applications and choose operators/organizations for funding late night “after 9 PM” 

transportation services from Sacramento Urbanized Area operators/organizations based on 
recommendations from the After 9 PM Transit Service Alternatives Study (October 2012) 

b. Negotiate contracts for operation of late night ‘after 9 PM’ transportation services to agency, 
organization, or combination of agencies and/or organizations deemed best suited to run the 
“after 9 PM” services (November 2012) 

c. Launch service(s) awareness campaign preceding implementation of ‘late night’ transportation 
services through local TMAs, employment centers with non-traditional working hours, other 
organizations devoted to helping low-income individuals seek and maintain employment, 
relevant media, and transit operators (December 2012 – ongoing) 

d. Oversee implementation of late night “after 9 PM” transportation services in the Sacramento 
Urbanized Area (Ongoing) 

e. Service contract(s) (November 2012) 
f. Awareness outreach materials (December 2012) 
g. Quarterly Reports/Invoices (Quarterly) 
h. Summary of Service Use and Effectiveness (October 2014) 
 
5. COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH Project # 13-012-05 
 JARC OPERATING ASSISTANCE  
(Federal Requirement) 
The County of Sacramento, Department Human Assistance (Sacramento County) is using FFY 2008 
and 2009 JARC funds to fund the following:  (1) Foster Grandparents, which provides low-income 
seniors with a small stipend and transportation reimbursement provided they work 20 hours per 
week in service to children in their community; (2) Senior Companions, which provides a small 
stipend and transportation reimbursement to low-income seniors who provide light respite care and 
transportation assistance where traditional transit services are not available; and (3) Mather 
Community Campus (MCC), which serves qualified homeless families and single adults who believe 
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employment is an essential part of building a new life.  Because of transportation challenges faced by 
the residents, MCC currently has a contract with Volunteers of America to provide bus 
transportation to sites important to residents.  Operating primarily on a fixed schedule, this core bus 
service supplements limited RT service to the Mather Light Rail station by making numerous trips 
throughout the day, starting as early as 5 a.m. and ending as late as 10:30 p.m.; provides direct 
service to the Charles A. Jones Skills Center and other job training sites; provides service to nearby 
Alcoholic Anonymous meetings (required for residents recovering from substance abuse) to help 
residents stay sober and maintain their employability; and provides transportation for residents and 
their belongings when they move into MCC.  As an ancillary service, the van provides transportation 
to nearby shopping locations so residents can purchase food and other necessities.  On an 
emergency basis, the van occasionally provides transportation to individuals with urgent medical 
appointments.  This service is ADA accessible.  
 
This work will be performed by Sacramento County. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide JARC qualified operations (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly) 
 
6. YOLO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT JARC OPERATING Project # 12-012-06 
 ASSISTANCE 
(Federal Requirement) 
The Yolo County Transportation District (YCTD) is using FFY 2009 and 2010 JARC funds to 
operate early morning and later evening fixed route bus services targeting the transit dependent 
population is in Yolo and Sacramento counties. 
 
This work will be performed by YCTD. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide JARC qualified operations (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly) 
 
 
7. CITY OF ROSEVILLE SOUTH PLACER COUNTY NEW FREEDOM Project # 13-012-07 
 ONE-STOP CALL CENTER 
(Federal Requirement) 
The city of Roseville is using FFY 2008, 2009 and 2010 New Freedom funds to operate a one-stop 
call center for call intake and trip dispatching for all participating public transit operators and 
private/non-profit transportation providers in South Placer County.  This project involves the 
purchase and or leasing of equipment, furniture and facilities to handle at least five to seven 
dispatchers and customer service representatives to take calls and dispatch vehicles for demand-
response transit trips. 
 
This work will be performed by the city of Roseville. 
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Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide New Freedom qualified mobility management services (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly) 
 
8. PARATRANSIT, INC., NEW FREEDOM MOBILITY MANAGEMENT Project # 13-012-08 
(Federal Requirement) 
Paratransit, Inc., (PI) is using FFY 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010 New Freedom funds for a project that 
will expand PI`s current services to include mobility management activities, including those activities 
outside of the current Paratransit, Inc. service area. 
 
This work will be performed by Paratransit, Inc. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide New Freedom qualified mobility management services (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly)  
 
9. SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT NEW FREEDOM  Project # 13-012-09 
 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS  
(Federal Requirement) 
The Sacramento Regional Transit District (SRTD) is using FFY 2007 and 2009 New Freedom funds 
for projects to provide enhanced system access for persons with disabilities, including particularly, 
persons with limited mobility and visual impairments. 
 
This work will be performed by SRTD. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide New Freedom qualified capital improvements (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly)  
 
10. WESTERN PLACER CTSA NEW FREEDOM OPERATING ASSISTANCE Project # 13-012-10 
(Federal Requirement) 
Western Placer CTSA is using FFY 2010 New Freedom funds to operate CTSA alternative public 
transportation service in the urbanized portion of Placer County. 
 
This work will be performed by Western Placer CTSA. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide New Freedom qualified operations (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly)  
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11. COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH Project # 13-012-11 
 NEW FREEDOM OPERATING ASSISTANCE      
(Federal Requirement) 
The County of Sacramento, Department Human Assistance (Sacramento County) is using FFY 2008 
New Freedom funds to operate the Senior Companions and Senior Nutrition Services transport 
programs in Sacramento County; these services are ADA accessible. 
 
This work will be performed by Sacramento County. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide New Freedom qualified operations (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly) 
 
12. YOLO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT NEW FREEDOM Project # 13-012-12 
 OPERATING ASSISTANCE  
(Federal Requirement) 
The County Yolo County Transportation District (YCTD) is using FFY 2008, 2009 and 2010 New 
Freedom funds to operate the Yolobus Special specialized public transportation services for elderly 
and disabled persons in Yolo, Sacramento and Solano counties. 
 
This work will be performed by YCTD. 
 
Tasks and End Products: 
a. Provide New Freedom qualified operations (Ongoing) 
b. FTA Reporting (Quarterly) 
 
 



 

        Item #12-3-5 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee               Action 
 
February 27, 2012 
 
State Advocacy Update 

Issue: What issues should SACOG pursue at the state level in 2012? 

Recommendation: This item is largely informational, but the Government Relations & Public Affairs 
Committee may wish to direct staff to take advocacy positions or revise advocacy principles, and recommend 
those actions to the Board. 

Discussion:  

Advocacy Principles 
Staff refined the state advocacy principles (Attachment A) and guiding principles for community 
revitalization (Attachment B), based on input from the Board in February.  Deletions are noted in 
strikethrough and additions in underline.  
 
Introduced Legislation 
The deadline for legislation to be introduced is February 24. Staff is reviewing legislation in all of the policy 
areas covered by the advocacy principles and will present a preliminary report at the committee meeting.  
 
Approved by: 

 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:EJ:ef 
 
Attachments 
 
Key Staff: Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 

Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224 
  Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
 
s:\sacog\board\gov't. relations & public affairs comm\2012\march\5-state advocacy update.doc1200104 
 



Attachment A 

Revised 2/27/2012 
 

SACOG State Advocacy Principles 
 
The principles outlined below help support SACOG’s work in linking transportation, air quality, and land use. SACOG 
will work to advance the interests of the Sacramento region. In order to accomplish these principles, SACOG will 
advocate for sufficient funding in legislation and the state budget, and seek out grants to effectively plan for and deliver 
projects that meet these principles.  
 
Financial Stewardship 
A transportation system that delivers cost-effective results that are feasible to construct and maintain.  
 Give regions and local governments additional revenue options and protections, including transferring legal control 

of state funds to local governments for transportation. 
 Maximize Offer regions and local governments tools for community revitalization and infrastructure, and provide 

them with additional financing options. 
 Provide local governments more flexibility and options, particularly for transit operations/capital and road 

maintenance/rehabilitation, in both rural and urban areas.  
 Restructure the state budget to help stabilize transportation funding. 
 Restructure state government to be more efficient, but do not silo the important integration of transportation, land 

use and air quality planning.  
 
Economic Vitality  
Efficiently connect people to jobs and get goods to market. 
 Fund goods movement improvements in the Sacramento region.  
 Fund rail freight improvements and regional air quality programs, and coordinate state passenger rail planning. 
 Fund improvements on rural farm-to-market roads. 
 Modify representation on state boards and commissions to provide equitable representation for those entities that 

directly impact SACOG or its members, and where appropriate, a dedicated Sacramento region representative, such 
as on the Air Resources Board.  

 
Smart Land Use  
Design a transportation system to support good growth patterns, including increased housing and transportation options, 
focusing more growth inward and improving the economic viability of rural areas. 
 Protect redevelopment funds and related tools that help existing communities of all sizes and support smart growth, 

Senate Bill 375 implementation, and Assembly Bill 32 implementation.  
 Amend housing element law and/or administrative procedures to give jurisdictions flexibility to provide affordable 

housing that is appropriate for their community, and remove disincentives and regulatory obstacles to providing 
affordable housing, including devolution of decision making from HCD to regions and local governments.  

 Create performance-based funding for local governments and regions to implement Senate Bill 375.  
 Help local governments and regions use CEQA benefits from Senate Bill 375. 
 Fund Williamson Act subventions.  

 
Environmental Quality & Sustainability 
Minimize direct and indirect transportation impacts on the environment for cleaner air and natural resource protection. 
 Strengthen the Williamson Act, and provide additional resources and tools for local governments to preserve 

farmland and open space through public or private programs. 
 Reform regulations to streamline review and approval of transportation and smart land use projects with low 

environmental impacts and positive benefits to state regional, and local goals. 
 Involve regional and local governments in flood management and water resources. 
 Support local flood protection efforts with funding and administrative support.  
 Fund innovations that link natural resource mitigation and habitat valuation on agricultural lands.  

 
Access & Mobility 
Improve opportunities for businesses and citizens to easily access goods, jobs, services and housing. 
Support complete streets designed to accommodate cars, transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians including education, 
encouragement, and infrastructure for Safe Routes to School. 



Attachment B 

 

 

Community Revitalization Guiding Principles 

Expanding on the State Advocacy Principle listed below, the SACOG Board and staff will use the 
following guiding principles in working with the legislature and stakeholders in developing alternative 
tools for community revitalization, and will not support proposals that conflict with these principles. 
 
State Advocacy Principle: Offer regions and local governments tools for community revitalization and 
infrastructure, and provide them with additional financing options. 
 
Redevelopment Dissolution 

 Provide for dissolution of existing redevelopment agency assets in a manner that protects the best 
interests of the public, which may include retention or transfer of assets to other public agencies. 

 Preserve existing affordable housing funds. 
 
Community Revitalization 

 Maximize tax-increment benefits to existing plans, including general plans and specific plans, and 
metropolitan transportation plans and sustainable communities strategies.  

 Encourage multijurisdictional coordination without restrictions or other conditions on tax-
increment benefits (e.g., regional tax sharing). 

 Provide financing and other tools for communities of all sizes to promote economic development 
and public infrastructure. 

 Offer CEQA streamlining to community revitalization plans and projects to accelerate projects. 
 Continue to provide a dedicated source of affordable housing for local governments to meet state 

requirements and community needs. 
  



 
 

	 Item #12-3-6 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee Action 

February 27, 2012 

Federal Flood Policy Issues 

Issue: A lack of funding and several regulatory and legislative issues at the federal level related to flood protection. 

Recommendation: None, this item is for information only. 

Discussion: At the February board meeting, several board members discussed both the need for federal funding as well 
as challenges related to current and proposed federal flood control policies. Staff is talking with flood control agencies in 
the region as well as SACOG’s federal advocate, Mike Miller with The Ferguson Group, about these issues. Below is an 
overview of some of the current issues. Staff will present additional information at the committee meeting. 
 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
Congress recessed last year without taking action on a comprehensive reauthorization of the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP). They did pass a continuing resolution that extends the existing program through May 31, 2012. The 
House of Representatives passed a comprehensive reauthorization of the program in July 2011 (H.R. 1309). The Senate 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs Committee also passed a bill, S. 1940, but the bill has not yet been considered by the 
full Senate. 
 
One item in the Senate bill that has generated particular controversy is a provision that would require homeowners and 
businesses to purchase federal flood insurance despite being protected by certified flood control infrastructure (Special 
Flood Hazard Areas or SFHA). 
 
In the House, Congressman John Garamendi, who represents the southernmost portion of Sacramento County and 
portions of several Bay Area counties, introduced legislation (H.R. 4020) intended to exempt agricultural structures in 
specific flood zones from NFIP. Congressman Lungren is cosponsoring this bill.    
 
Agricultural Floodplain Management Alliance 
A coalition of northern California counties (including SACOG members Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba) has formed 
the Agricultural Floodplain Management Alliance. They are planning to release a white paper on issues similar to those 
that H.R. 4020 seeks to address. The Ferguson Group is supporting this alliance, but SACOG and federal advocate Mike 
Miller are not involved. 
 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
As with the transportation authorization bill, many Members of Congress are interested in moving forward with a water 
authorization bill (WRDA) this year, but chances of passage are difficult due to the earmark moratorium. There is some 
interest in using WRDA to enact at least some recommendations included in the National Commission on Levee Safety’s 
report to Congress. A status report on the recommendations is attached. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:EJ:sb 
Attachment 
Key Staff: Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 

Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224 
  Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 



 

 

Status of the Recommendations 
for a National Levee Safety Program 

 

 

 

The National Committee on Levee Safety 
Congress created the National Committee on Levee Safety to develop recommendations for a national levee safety program, including a strategic plan for implementation of 
the program. The NCLS adopted the vision of an involved public and reliable levee systems working as part of an integrated approach to protect people and property from 
floods, and has been working toward this goal since October 2008. 
The NCLS recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program are based on three central concepts:   

 Leadership via a National Levee Safety Commission that provides for participating state levee programs, national technical standards, risk communication, 
and coordination of environmental and safety concerns; 

 Strong levee safety programs in and within all states that, in turn, provide oversight and critical levee safety processes; and 

 A foundation of well-aligned federal agency programs and processes. 
For more information on the NCLS and its recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program, please visit: www.leveesafety.org 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Overview & Context  

The National Committee on Levee Safety (NCLS) issued Recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program: 
A Report to Congress from the National Committee on Levee Safety on January 15, 2009.  In their Report to 
Congress, this diverse group of professionals from federal, state, local/regional governments, and the private 
sector outlined the critical components of a National Levee Safety Program and a high-level time frame and 
steps for its creation.   

Since completing the Report to Congress, the members of the NCLS have been working to further refine their 
recommendations, better understand the opportunities and challenges associated with the implementation of a 
National Levee Safety Program, and gather additional stakeholder feedback.  

Ultimately, progress on the NCLS recommendations hinges on the creation of a National Levee Safety Program 
and the authorities necessary to implement a program fostering national leadership, strong state levee safety 
programs, and aligned federal programs and processes.   

This summary of the status of the recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program includes actions by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) that advance certain 
elements of NCLS recommendations, and notes where the activities of the NCLS have contributed refinements to 
the recommendations, improved understanding of challenges, and better articulated recommendation 
rationales.   
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 Status of the Recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program 
 

Recommendations that Support Development of Comprehensive and Consistent National Leadership 

Establish a National Levee Safety 
Commission  
(Recommendation 1) 
 

 Establishment of a National Levee Safety Commission will require Congressional 
action. 

 Nonfederal members of the NCLS delivered to Congress a proposed legislative 
framework outlining recommendations in the Report to Congress that require 
legislation (February 2010).  Copies of this legislative framework and an 
alternative that would create the National Levee Safety Program within USACE via 
a Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) are available on the NCLS website, 
www.leveesafety.org. 

 USACE is working with the Administration to develop a WRDA proposal that would 
implement some recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program. 

 NCLS is conducting research to explore best practices related to governance of a 
National Levee Safety Program. 

Expand and Maintain the National 
Levee Database  
(Recommendation 2) 

 Authority and appropriation for USACE to conduct a one-time, federally-funded 
inventory and assessment of all levees in the United States would require 
Congressional action. 

 USACE continues to populate the National Levee Database with data about the 
location and condition of the levees participating in its programs, approximately 
2,000 levee systems, or 14,000 miles of levees. 

 USACE and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) are coordinating 
the full integration of FEMA’s Mid-Term Levee Database and the National Levee 
Database. 

 USACE rollout of National Levee Database for federal agencies is underway 
(Summer 2011).  Nonfederal rollout will be Fall 2011 to incorporate information 
voluntarily provided by state and local governments into the National Levee 
Database, as authorized in the Water Resources Development Act of 2007 (33 USC 
3303. SEC 9004).  

 National Levee Database Steering Committee is operational, with participation of 
members from the National Committee on Levee Safety. 

Adopt a Hazard Potential 
Classification System 
(Recommendation 3) 
 

Develop and Adopt National Levee 
Safety Standards 
(Recommendation 4) 

 The NCLS has recommended a recognized standards developing organization, 
such as the International Code Council, be funded to develop national levee safety 
guidelines and standards via a consensus-based stakeholder process. 

 NCLS members are participating with USACE and other countries in the 
development of an international levee handbook as a mechanism to increase 
understanding and develop foundational concepts and approaches for the 
anticipated eventual development of national levee safety standards, a hazard 
potential classification system, and other technical aspects recommended for a 
National Levee Safety Program.  

 USACE is developing a Levee Safety Action Classification system to prioritize 
activities and funding for the levees in its portfolio. A standard Hazard Potential 
Classification System applied to all levees will assist communities, states, and the 
federal government in identifying and prioritizing hazard in leveed areas. 
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Develop Tolerable Risk Guidelines 
(Recommendation 5) 

 The establishment of national tolerable risk guidelines would be conducted by the 
National Levee Safety Commission after its creation by Congress. 

 NCLS members are participating in a USACE-led effort to explore the development 
and application of tolerable risk guidelines for USACE operated and maintained 
levees.  TRG Workshop Report has been published. 

Change “Certification” to 
“Compliance Determination” for 
Accreditation in the National Flood 
Insurance Program  
(Recommendation 6) 

 USACE has adopted the term “levee system evaluation for the National Flood 
Insurance Program” (NFIP) to replace “certification” to describe the evaluation of 
levees for accreditation in the NFIP.  

 FEMA continues to clarify its communications with stakeholders to reinforce that 
“certification” refers only to the certification of the data being submitted as part of 
the NFIP accreditation package, and that no warrantee or guarantee of the levee’s 
condition is made or implied. 

Require Independent Peer Review 
of Levee Accreditation 
Determinations for the NFIP 
(Recommendation 7) 

 FEMA is investigating the cost and workload impact of requiring independent 
technical review of packages submitted for accreditation in the NFIP, including 
consideration of who would be responsible for the review (e.g., the levee 
owner/operator submitting the accreditation package or FEMA).  

Swiftly Address Emerging Levee 
Liability Issues  
(Recommendation 8) 

 The NCLS has recommended that Congress require the National Levee Safety 
Commission, once established, to submit a report to Congress with 
recommendations to identify and address legal liability associated with levee 
engineering work that prevents levee owners from being able to obtain needed 
levee engineering services, or that prevents development and implementation of a 
nonfederal levee safety program  

 The NCLS is investigating options for research in collaboration with stakeholders to 
identify the current state of the law as it applies to liability in a variety of contexts 
in the public and private sectors, as well as explore the public policy implications of 
various measures to manage liability for state and local levee management 
programs. 

Develop and Implement a Public 
Involvement and 
Education/Awareness Campaign 
(Recommendation 9) 

 The recommended National Public Involvement and Education Plan would be 
created and executed by the National Levee Safety Commission after its creation 
by Congress. 

 NCLS members are implementing a Communication and Stakeholder Involvement 
Plan to inform and involve stakeholders concerned with, and impacted by, levee 
safety issues of the recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program.   

 NCLS has established a quarterly newsletter, Levee Safety Connections, available 
on its website (www.leveesafety.org) and to nearly 500 subscribers to the NCLS 
electronic mailing list. 

 NCLS has developed and distributed 17 Issue Papers to more than 600 attendees at 
9 regional workshops and others via their website.  More than 2000 copies of the 
Recommendations for a National Levee Safety Program Report to Congress have 
been distributed since January 2009. 

 NCLS website, www.leveesafety.org, has been redesigned and will be launched in 
August 2011. 

 NCLS members have made presentations about the recommendations for a 
National Levee Safety Program to more than 30 national and regional 
organizations engaged in levee safety issues, annual meetings, etc. 

http://www.leveesafety.org/
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Provide Technical Materials and 
Technical Assistance 
(Recommendation 10) 
 

Develop a National Levee Safety 
Training Program 
(Recommendation 11) 

 Full implementation of these recommendations will follow development of 
national levee safety standards and program guidelines as developed by the 
National Levee Safety Program, once created by Congress. 

Harmonize Safety and 
Environmental Concerns 
(Recommendation 12) 

 NCLS has recommended a Standing Committee on Environment and Safety as part 
of the overall governance of the National Levee Safety Program, once established, 
to continue ongoing dialogue related to environmental concerns and levee safety. 

 NCLS is working through stakeholder efforts to better understand and frame 
environmental concerns and issues as they relate to endangered species, 
environmental permitting, ecological valuation, and other topics, as well as 
exploring factors contributing to successful collaboration around environmental 
concerns and levee safety. 

Conduct a Research and 
Development Program 
(Recommendation 13) 

 A federally funded research and development program under the auspices of the 
National Levee Safety Program would follow establishment of the National Levee 
Safety Program, as well as Congressional appropriations for implementation.  In 
the meantime, the NCLS encourages ongoing efforts to advance levee safety 
research and development.    

Recommendations to Support the Building and Sustaining Levee Safety Programs in All States 

Design and Engage State Levee 
Safety Programs  
(Recommendation 14) 

 

Establish a Levee Safety Grant 
Program   
(Recommendation 15) 

 The creation of a model state levee safety program would follow the establishment 
of the National Levee Safety Program, as well as Congressional authorization and 
appropriation of funding to implement.  The recommended Levee Safety Grant 
Program is a critical incentive for states to develop voluntary state levee safety 
programs, providing funding for levee safety activities and capacity building.  The 
NCLS encourages and supports those states that already have, or are developing, 
levee safety programs.  

 NCLS, as part of its Communication and Stakeholder Involvement Plan, will reach 
out to states to discuss their needs, concerns, and ideas in order to incorporate 
them back into program design for eventual use by Congress and the National 
Levee Safety Commission. 

Establish the National Levee 
Rehabilitation, Improvement, and 
Flood Mitigation Fund 
(Recommendation 16) 

 The recommended National Levee Rehabilitation, Improvement, and Flood 
Mitigation Fund would follow the establishment of the National Levee Safety 
Program and the inventory and assessment of the nations’ levees. Information 
about the location and condition of the nation’s levees and their hazard potential 
would prioritize the funding and activities of the Fund.  Congressional 
authorization and appropriations for implementation will be required. 

 NCLS will explore, through a literature review, options for the Fund structure and 
alternative approaches to a 65-35 cost-shared fund commonly administered by 
USACE (e.g., the proposed national infrastructure bank, low or no-interest loans, 
bonding alternatives, public-private partnerships, etc.). 
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Recommendations to Support the Aligning of Existing Federal Programs 

Explore Potential Incentives and 
Disincentives for Good Levee 
Behavior  
(Recommendation 17) 

 The NCLS continues to reach out to federal agencies and work with the Federal 
Interagency Floodplain Management Task Force to identify the programs and 
policies that encourage reduced risk associated with levees.   

Require Purchase of Risk-Based 
Flood Insurance in Leveed Areas 
(Recommendation 18) 

 Requiring the purchase of flood insurance and making the premiums risk-based 
would require new legislation or major rulemaking by FEMA.  The NCLS continues 
to explain the rationale for its recommendation, gather feedback, and share 
information with FEMA during the NFIP Reform process. 

Augment FEMA’s Mapping Program 
(Recommendation 19) 

 NCLS has requested FEMA develop a resource estimate for fulfilling the 
recommendation to display information of consequence zones on existing maps 
and/or updated flood insurance rate maps.  Creating XL and AL zones, as 
recommended by the NCLS, will require a significant mapping effort by FEMA as 
well as changes to NFIP regulations.  

Align FEMA’s Community Rating 
System to Reward Safety Programs 
that Exceed Requirements 
(Recommendation 20) 

 FEMA will work through its Community Rating System (CRS) Committee to consider 
adjustments to the CRS rating system and CRS Coordinator’s Manual once the 
National Levee Safety Program is established and requirements are finalized.   

 

 



 
 
 

Item #12-3-7 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee                   Action 
 
February 27, 2012 
 
Federal Advocacy Principles for 2012 
 
Issue:  What policy objectives should SACOG pursue at the federal level in 2012? 
 
Recommendation:  Staff is bringing forward the 2011 federal advocacy principles with proposed revisions for continued advocacy 
in 2012.    
 
Discussion:  Federal authorization will continue to be a primary focus in 2012, as was noted in the February Federal Advocacy 
Update to the board. The House and Senate are considering two distinct legislative packages. No activity has occurred since the 
February board meeting, as Congress is in recess this week. SACOG staff remains concerned about the adequacy of funding for 
public transit, as well as limited progress in funding flexibility, incentives for reaching performance standards, and regulatory reform.  
Staff will provide the latest updates on these proposals at the committee meeting.  
 
Staff proposes continuing with the four focus areas for 2012: authorization, grants, appropriations, and other relevant legislation.  
 
Changes between 2011 and 2012 Advocacy Principles 
Each year, the board adopts state and federal advocacy principles that identify broadly the priorities of the agency. Based on these 
principles, staff brings forward specific bills for information or a support/oppose position. Attached are suggested revisions to the 
federal advocacy principles (Attachment A). The policy objectives remain aligned under four relevant MTP principles. Specific edits 
are noted in strikeout. Going forward, staff recommends maintaining the advocacy principles until future changes are warranted for 
additional board direction. 
 
More explicit in the proposed 2012 principles are the specific advocacy points for flexible and stable funding for all modes of travel 
and opportunities for incentives or competitive funding opportunities in the absence of earmarks or appropriations for hard-to-fund 
programs and activities. With limited opportunities for larger projects, staff recommends continuing to pursue any opportunities in 
transportation authorization to fund projects such as interchanges, streetcars, light rail expansions, and bridges.  
 
The proposed advocacy principles continue to reflect support for integrated planning and maintaining federal funding for planning. 
Staff will continue to pursue program and grant support for continued work on the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. SACOG will also continue to represent public sector interests in the private sector initiated Next 
Economy effort. Next Economy is developing a Regional Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, which could open up 
U.S. Department of Commerce funding to the region and local communities. 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:RS:sb 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224 
  Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276 
  Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 
 
 
 

 



Attachment A 
 

SACOG Federal Advocacy Principles 
 
The principles outlined below help support SACOG’s work in linking transportation, air quality, and land use. SACOG will work to 
advance the interests of the Sacramento region. In order to accomplish these principles, SACOG will advocate for sufficient funding 
in legislation and seek out grants to effectively plan for and deliver projects that meet these principles. SACOG will also advocate for 
innovative financing options, such as subsidized bonds, public-private partnerships, and a national infrastructure bank.  
 
Economic Vitality 
Efficiently connect people to jobs and get goods to market. 
 Ensure stable funding sources for all modes of transportation infrastructure investments. 
 Include hard-to-fund, MTP2035 projects in the transportation authorization bill for transit, urban complete streets (e.g., Auburn 

Boulevard) and rural complete corridors (e.g., Beale Air Force Base Gateway), and major infrastructure projects, such as the 
Intermodal Transportation Facility, South Line and Green Line rail extensions, West. Sacramento-Sacramento streetcar, Rancho 
Cordova streetcar, the Watt Avenue at Highway 50 Interchange, Highway 113 at I-5 interchange, and Blueprint implementation 
planning for hard-to-fund projects such as river crossings in the Sacramento urban core.   

 Adjust funding formulas to support rural roads and other infrastructure needs, including rural farm-to-market roads. 
 Fund local food access and national food security, especially to assist with promoting a connection between rural and urban 

areas of the region, and also to help producers get their products to all markets. 
 Fund evacuation planning and supportive transportation infrastructure including bridges, local roads, as well as state and federal 

highway connections. 
 
Smart Land Use 
Design a transportation system to support good growth patterns, including increased housing and transportation options, focusing 
more growth inward and improving the economic viability of rural areas. 
 Support continued funding for transportation and land use linked planning and formula incentives for high performing projects 

resulting from integrated planning, support for regional planning tools for modeling and data gathering, and ongoing public 
education and engagement related to travel behavior. 

 Fund SACOG to implement the Blueprint preferred growth scenario, and continue technical assistance for cities and counties.  
 Enact greenhouse gas reduction measures that support and incentivize land use benefits from implementation of Blueprint and 

MTP/SCS 2035 objectives. 
 Encourage implementation of Blueprint preferred growth scenario with unique funding sources for new and improved 

infrastructure to support concentrated housing and employment in high frequency transit corridors. 
 Support regional economic development planning and fund implementation. 
  
 

Equity and Choice 
Provide real, viable travel choices for all people throughout our diverse region. 
 Support planning and fund Complete Streets in rural and urban communities designed to accommodate cars, transit, bicyclists, 

and pedestrians including education, encouragement and infrastructure for Safe Routes to School.  
 Provide discretionary funding for a balanced transit network. To support an integrated rail network that includes Northeast and 

Folsom light rail double tracking, passenger railcar rehabilitation, and streetcars that offer a cost-effective expansion of the areas 
served.  To support buses: continue to pursue funding for bus fund replacements and bus facilities to serve both lifeline and 
choice riders. To support regional rail: seek funding forfund enhanced passenger rail service on Capitol Corridor. 

 

Environmental Quality & Sustainability 
Minimize direct and indirect transportation impacts on the environment for cleaner air and natural resource protection. 
 Encourage continued application of Create a regulatory strategy with the Army Corps of Engineers that incentivizes Blueprint 

implementation. 
 Seek to influence legislation and work to acquire funds which will supportFund RUCS-identified innovations that link natural 

resource mitigation and habitat valuation on agricultural lands. 
 Seek incentives forIncentivize energy conservation, for regional efforts as well as grants for local implementation. 
 Fund natural resources data development, including implementation of the Six-County Aquatic Resources Inventory, and 

overall planning to support habitat conservation plans in the region.  
 Improve public safety and fund local flood protection efforts, while protecting local land use authority,  and not penalizing 

communities based on floodplain designation through pursuit of streamlining and integrated planning opportunities with federal 
agencies to expedite construction of federally identified levee improvement projects.. 

 Continue eligibility for diesel engine replacement/retrofit programs. 
 

 



 

        Item #12-3-8 

Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee               Action 
 
February 27, 2012 
 
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Clean Cities Community Readiness and Planning 
for Plug-in Electric Vehicles and Charging Infrastructure Grant Online Permitting 
 

Issue: SACOG would like to work with the City of Sacramento on Online Permitting and Model 
Ordinances for Plug-in Electric Vehicles (PEV). 
 
Recommendation: That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommend to the 
Board that SACOG issue a contract for $12,527.84 to the City of Sacramento for work related to the 
Readiness and Planning for Plug-in Electric Vehicles and Charging Infrastructure Program under the 
DOE Clean Cities Community grant awarded with the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
 

Discussion: As part of the PEV readiness grant received from the DOE, SACOG has been tasked with 
documenting how online permitting for PEV charging infrastructure can remove barriers to more 
widespread PEV adoption in the marketplace. In addition, SACOG must address how this process works 
for both existing structures, as well as any new buildings. This includes researching what has already 
been done around the state to address these issues, what components of those processes make most sense 
in our region, and what steps need to be taken in order to implement a similar process throughout the 
region. 
 
The City of Sacramento recently finished their online permitting application, which streamlines the 
process for certain permits, including infrastructure for charging PEVs. SACOG will work with the City 
of Sacramento on the following tasks: 
 

 document the online permitting process,  
 help draft a model PEV charging infrastructure ordinance, and 
 work with the existing PEV Coordinating Council on how the process can best be 

standardized for the region. 
 
The proposed scope of work is attached. 
 

Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 

 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224 
  Raef Porter, Senior Research Analyst, (916) 340-6261 
s:\sacog\board\gov't. relations & public affairs comm\2012\march\7-pev.doc1200719 



Scope of Work 

 

The City of Sacramento supports the mission of the Capital Area Plug-in Electric Vehicle 
Coordinating Council (CAPEVCC), and welcomes the opportunity to engage with SACOG, 
SMUD, other agencies, and private sector stakeholders in a regional collaboration effort in the 
furtherance of PEV’s and related clean/green technologies.   

As outlined in the scope of work below, city staff from the Community Development 
Department and Department of Transportation staff will be assisting SACOG and the CAPEVCC 
in the following two focus areas: 

Task 1. Permitting EVSE installations in existing buildings  
Task 2. Planning for PEV/EVSE integration in new development 

Background information and specific activities anticipated under each task are included below.  
A separate estimate of staff hours and costs is attached to this scope of work.   

1. Permitting EVSE Installations in Existing Buildings 
 

City staff will work with SACOG and others in the Capital Area PEV Coordinating 
Council to review the permit guide, discuss opportunities for improvement, and develop 
EVSE permitting guidelines that could be standardized in the region for both residential 
and commercial applications. 

 
The city is in the process of rolling out a series of improvements to our permitting 
process, under the “Streamline Sacramento” initiative.   The initiative is focused 
around an all-electronic process for application submittal, plan review, and issuance, with 
additional customer service enhancements.  The changes generally include: 

 

Establishment of an “Express Line” - now available 

Online Project Status Updates and Appointment Scheduling 

Online Permit Application 

Electronic Plan Submittal and Plan Check 

Creation of an Expedited Plan Review Process for “Pre-Approved” Customers 

Many of these pending changes will benefit EVSE permitting customers, and presents an 
opportunity to test integration of the EVSE permit guidelines and process steps noted 
above with online application in-take and permit issuance. 

 



Tasks: Lead Coordinating Council and sub-committee meeting agenda items related to 
EVSE permitting. Incorporate ideas into a draft guideline for EVSE permitting. 
 
Products: Draft of changes to existing guide with regional application based on input 
from Coordinating Council and sub-committees.  Due: September 30, 2012. 

 
 
2. Planning for Integration of PEV’s and EVSE infrastructure in New Development 

 
City staff will work with SACOG and others in the Capital Area PEV Coordinating 
Council in the consideration of PEV’s and EVSE installations in planning new 
development, particularly in multifamily or commercial settings. Considerations include: 
development of model ordinance language for local zoning codes, standardization of best 
practices to ensure development projects are “shovel ready” with adequate infrastructure 
for PEV’s and EVSE.  Standards include the placement of dedicated parking and EVSE, 
siting and design requirements for fast-charging stations on dedicated sites or as part of 
larger mixed-use projects or specific plans, and the creation of an incentive mechanism to 
encourage the inclusion of public EVSE in strategic geographical locations. 

 
The city recently initiated the Green Development Code Update process, in which a 
comprehensive assessment of the city’s zoning, subdivision and other sections of city 
code are being reviewed and updated consistent with the city’s 2030 General Plan, 
Climate Action Plan, and Sustainability Master Plan.   

 
Inclusion of PEV and EVSE considerations will be an opportunity to sync up the work of 
CAPEVCC with the second phase of the city’s Green Development Code Update 
process, which is anticipated to begin in 2012. 

 
Tasks:  Review best practices to identify areas to address as part of the Green 
Development Code Update process. Draft language for best practices report and guideline 
for application in other jurisdictions. 
 
Product: Draft language for best practices report and guideline for application in other 
jurisdictions. Due: September 30, 2012. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
BUDGET 

 
   Hours  Hours x Billable Rates 

Permit Streamlining for EVSE installations    

Senior  20   $                                 1,090.60  

Associate  60   $                                 2,785.20  

     

Planning for PEV/EVSE in New Development    

Senior  48   $                                 2,617.44  

Associate  130   $                                 6,034.60  

     

TOTAL  258      $                              12,527.84  

 



 
 

 

	 																																										 	 	 Item #12-3-9	
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee                      Action     
                                                                                 
 
February 27, 2012      
 

Amendment to Start Time for SACOG Board of Directors Meetings 
 

Issue: Whether or not to amend the start time from 9:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 
     
Recommendation: That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommend that the 
SACOG Board of Directors adopt the attached resolution to change the start time of the Board of 
Directors Meetings from 9:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m.  
 
Committee Action/Discussion:  At the February SACOG Board meeting, Chair Hill suggested that 
the Board of Directors meetings begin at 9:30 a.m. instead of 9:00 a.m. to allow Board members to 
travel to Sacramento after the rush hour traffic. 
 
A tally of the regular board meetings for the past two years, revealed that the board meetings 
concluded   within 2 hours of the start time on all but a couple of occasions.   
 
The Directors present were agreeable to the suggestion; while acknowledging that on occasion they 
may be asked to start at 9:00 a.m. due to critical agenda items.   
 
In November 2011, the SACOG Board adopted its 2012 Board Meeting and Calendar Schedule.  
Although the dates will remain the same, the beginning time of the Board meetings would change.  
Attached is a resolution amending the start time. 
  
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:rt 
 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 

Rochelle Tilton, Clerk of the Board/HR Specialist, (916) 340-6208 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
 

RESOLUTION NO. XX – 2012 
 

AMENDING THE START TIME FOR  
SACOG BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETINGS  

 
 WHEREAS, the Ralph M. Brown Act (Government Code Section 54954) requires that the 
SACOG Board adopt the time and place for regular meetings by resolution; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in November 2011, the SACOG Board adopted its 2012 Board Meeting and 
Calendar Schedule; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the SACOG Board wishes to amend its Board meeting time from 9:00 a.m. to 
9:30 a.m., 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that SACOG does hereby amend the SACOG 
Board of Directors meeting start time from 9:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 
 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED this 16th day of February 2012, by the following vote of the Board 
of Directors: 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:  
 
ABSTAIN:  
 
ABSENT:  
 
 
 
 

   

Peter Hill 
Chair 

 Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 

 
 

 



 
 

	 Item #12-3-10 
Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee Action 

February 27, 2012 
 
Approve the State Transit Assistance Allocation for Fiscal Year 2012-13    
 
Issue:  To review and approve the State Transit Assistance (STA) Allocation for Fiscal Year 2012-13.   
   
Recommendation: That the Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee recommend that the 
Board approve the FY 2012-13 Allocation of State Transit Assistance Funds. 
 
Discussion: In January or February of each year, the State Controller’s Office (SCR) must release the 
Department of Finance budgeted amount of State Transit Assistance according to Section 99312.7 of the 
Public Utilities Code. The amount of STA revenue for the four-county SACOG region released according 
to the estimates for FY 2012-13 is $10,076,815 of Section 99313 and $4,854,226 of Section 99314 for a 
total of $14,931,041. This represents a 1 percent increase over the revised FY 2011-12 level of funding. 
In Placer and El Dorado counties, these funds are passed through the Regional Transportation Planning 
Agencies for each county.  
 
The STA fund is funded through a portion of the sales tax on diesel fuel and is a result of the gas tax swap 
of 2010 that removed the sales tax on gasoline, which used to be the source of STA funds out of the 
Public Transportation Account. These funds can only be used for transit purposes and are subject to 
variations in the price and usage of diesel fuel statewide.  In FY 2012-13, the funds can be used for 
operating or capital purposes with no restrictions through the signing of Senate Bill 565 in 2011. The bill 
contains a waiver for the use of STA for operations that will continue until FY 2014-15. As there is often 
great variation in the level of funding and the ability of operators to use the funds for operating purposes, 
transit operators are encouraged to use these funds for one-time capital expenditures.  Many of the transit 
operators in the SACOG region use these funds for operating purposes.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
Attachments 
 
MM:EC:ef 
 
Key Staff: Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224 
  Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276 
  James E. Brown, Principal Program Expert, (916) 340-6221 
  Edward Coviello, Assistant Planner, (916) 340-6223 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

REVISED ALLOCATION OF STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUNDS
FOR FY 2012-13

PUBLIC UTILITY CODE SECTION 99313

2/23/12 2:23 PM

POPULATION
AS A ALLOCATION  2/

JURISDICTION  POPULATION 1/ % OF TOTAL

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Unincorporated 558,061 31.03% $3,126,946 3/

Citrus Heights 83,618 4.65% $468,531
Elk Grove 154,594 8.60% $866,226
Folsom 72,439 4.03% $405,893
Galt 23,767 1.32% $133,172
Isleton 808 0.04% $4,527
Rancho Cordova 65,502 3.64% $367,023 4/

Sacramento 469,566 26.11% $2,631,088 4/

SUTTER COUNTY
Unincorporated 21,645 1.20% $121,282
Live Oak 8,586 0.48% $48,109
Yuba City 65,569 3.65% $367,398

YOLO COUNTY
Unincorporated 24,511 1.36% $137,341
Davis 65,915 3.67% $369,337
West Sacramento 49,160 2.73% $275,455
Winters 6,624 0.37% $37,116
Woodland 55,549 3.09% $311,254

YUBA COUNTY
Unincorporated 56,743 3.16% $317,944
Marysville 12,233 0.68% $68,544
Wheatland 3,503 0.19% $19,628

TOTAL 1,798,393 100.00% $10,076,815

 1. Sources: Report E-1, Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, 1/1/ 2011

 2. Entire amount must be used for transportation planning and mass transportation purposes.

 3. Of this amount, 91.60% (the percent of Unincorporated Sacramento County's population which is within the Sacramento Regional

     Transit District) or $2,864,282 is reserved in whole or part for either SRTD or Paratransit, Inc.  The balance of $262,663 may be

     used by the County or SRTD if the County has met all of its transit needs.

 4. Entire amount is reserved for SRTD. 

  5.  Sacramento Regional Transit District total = $5,862,393.

Regional Share of $420,363,131 Statewide

Draft March 2012

 993132:34 PM:2/23/2012 STA Allocations 02-16-2012



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

REVISED ALLOCATION OF STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUNDS
FOR FY 2012-13

PUBLIC UTILITY CODE SECTION 99314

2/23/12 2:23 PM

REVENUE
TRANSIT REVENUE AS A
OPERATOR BASIS 1/ % OF TOTAL ALLOCATION 2/

City of Elk Grove $3,459,724 4% $207,361

City of Folsom $898,381 1.1% $53,845

Sacramento Regional
Transit District $69,357,791 86% $4,157,004

Yuba-Sutter
Transit Authority $1,170,156 1% $70,134

City of Davis $2,526,956 3% $151,455

Yolo County 
Transportation District $3,577,623 4% $214,427

TOTAL $80,990,631 100.00% $4,854,226

1. Each operator's revenue basis is based on latest eligible allocations as reported by the State Controller's

 Office for State Transit Assistance funding.

2. Entire amount must be used for transportation planning and mass transportation purposes.

Regional Share of $420,363,131 Statewide

Draft March 2012

 99314:2:34 PM2/23/2012 STA Allocations 02-16-2012



 
 
 
 

Item #12-3-11 

                   Information 
Government Relations and Public Affairs Committee                           
 

February 27, 2012 
 
North State Water Alliance Update 
 
Issue: Update on staff coordination with other regional stakeholders on Delta and water issues 
  
Recommendation: None; this item is for information only. 
 
Discussion: In December, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted a resolution supporting principles 
that will guide a coalition of public and private sector water resources stakeholders. The coalition was 
formed to address mutual concerns about the impacts of state and federal policy on issues related to the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and water generally in the north state. This group, the North State Water 
Alliance (NSWA), has slowly taken shape over the past seven months, and is continuing to evolve.  
 
Organization 
Since last month, the Metro Chamber has signed on to be a representative of business interests in the 
NSWA. The NSWA is now comprised of the members of five groups: SACOG, Regional Water 
Authority, Northern California Water Association, Mountain Counties Water Resources Association, 
and Metro Chamber. New stakeholders are signing resolutions adopting the principles and supporting 
the NSWA. Attached is a current list of organizations that have adopted the principles. Staff encourages 
board members to bring a resolution to their council or board for support. 
 
Outreach & Advocacy 
The Alliance is finalizing a communication piece that will inform legislators, state officials and others 
about the north state area and the proactive work implemented over the years to improve conservation, 
reliability, and long-range planning. It speaks to the economic and environmental threats our region and 
the rest of the north state area would face if water supply was reduced or additional regulations were 
imposed. The alliance is also developing a website to communicate with its members and stakeholders. 
Staff will share additional information at the committee meeting.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
KT:EJ:sb 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Rebecca Sloan, Director of External Affairs & Member Services, (916) 340-6224 

Kirk Trost, Chief Operating Officer/General Counsel, (916) 340-6210 
David Shabazian, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6231 
Erik Johnson, Government & Media Affairs Coordinator, (916) 340-6247 



Attachment 

North State Water Alliance Supporters 
(as of 2-22-2012) 

 
Water Providers 

Carmichael Water District 

Citrus Heights Water District 

City of Folsom 

City of Roseville 

City of Sacramento 

Del Paso Manor Water District 

El Dorado Irrigation District 

Fair Oaks Water District 

Garden Highway Mutual Water Company 

Georgetown Divide Public Utility District 

Grizzly Flats Community Services District 

Nevada Irrigation District 

Placer County Water Agency 

Rancho Murieta Community Services District 

Sacramento County Water Agency 

Sacramento Suburban Water District 

San Juan Water District 

 

Water Organizations 

Mountain Counties Water Resources Association 

El Dorado County Water Agency 

Regional Water Authority  

Sacramento Groundwater Authority 

Northern California Water Association  

 

 

Local Government 

El Dorado County 

Placer County 

Sacramento County 

City of Auburn 

City of Citrus Heights 

City of Colfax 

City of Folsom 

City of Placerville 

City of Roseville 

City of Rocklin 

City of Sacramento 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments ‐SACOG  

 

Business and Trade Groups 

Amador County Farm Bureau 

Citrus Heights Chamber of Commerce 

Folsom Chamber of Commerce 

North State Building Industry Association 

Rocklin Area Chamber of Commerce 

Roseville Chamber of Commerce 

S.A.G.E. ‐ Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and 
Engineers (El Dorado County) 
 
 
Community Groups 

Taxpayers Association of El Dorado County 



 
 

	 Item #12-3-12 
Government Relat ions & Publ ic Affairs Committee Information 

February 27, 2012 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Responses to Comments, 
Draft Final Plan, and Final Environmental Impact Report 
 
Issue:  Staff presentation to the committee on comments and response to comments on the Draft Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) and Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft 
EIR).  
 
Recommendation:  This item is for information and discussion.   
 
Discussion:  Staff is soliciting the committee’s comments and questions on the draft final MTP/SCS and 
responses to public comments on the draft MTP/SCS and Draft EIR.   
 
The Board released the draft MTP/SCS and Draft EIR for public review in November 2011.  The comment period 
for both documents began November 21, 2011.  The comment period for the Draft EIR closed on January 9, 2012. 
The comment period for the draft plan continues to the Board’s scheduled adoption of the plan on April 19, 2012, 
although staff encouraged early comment on the plan to maximize the amount of time for Board consideration.  The 
following is a summary of the comments received on each document and staff’s recommended changes to the plan 
in response to those comments: 
 
Comments on the Draft EIR:  A combined 19 letters and oral testimonies (135 comments) were submitted on the 
Draft EIR.  Comments and responses to comments on the Draft EIR are documented in the attached Final EIR.  
Some comments resulted in minor revisions to the EIR that clarify or amplify material in the Draft EIR; however, 
these changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  
 
Comments on the Draft MTP/SCS:  As of February 16, 2012, a combined 77 letters and oral testimonies (542 
comments) have been submitted on the draft plan.  The full list of commenters, their comments, and staff’s 
responses to those comments, are included in Appendix G-7, “Comments on the Draft Plan and Response to 
Comments.”  In total, SACOG received many complimentary comments on the draft plan and its performance, and 
many comment letters showed significant time and effort on the part of the commenters to review and analyze the 
draft plan.  There are two categories of suggestions from the comment letters:   
 

1) new or revised policies and/or strategies 
2) research that SACOG is being asked to commit to do before the next MTP/SCS update to increase the 

chances that the next plan will improve upon the proposed MTP/SCS.   
 
Suggestions for either of these two types of changes were related to one or more of the following topics: transit, 
public health, safety, social equity, transportation priorities and/or financial analysis, and complete streets.     
 
Summary of Staff’s Recommended Changes to the Draft MTP/SCS:  Staff’s recommended changes do not 
change the course the Board set for this plan update or the spirit of the draft plan.  The approach to responding to 
proposed changes was guided by the agency’s Board-adopted strategic priorities (providing better information to 
members for decision-making; commitment to developing high quality plans; and adding value by expanding the 
agency’s topical focus as directed by the Board) and by policy decisions the Board has made in the past.  Given this 
approach, staff is recommending very few changes to the plan.    
 



 
1) New or revised policies and/or strategies 
Chapter 6 of the draft plan, “Policies and Supportive Strategies,” contains the most substantive changes in response 
to comments.  Most suggestions on the policies and strategies overlapped in intent with an existing policy or 
strategy.  In response to these, staff clarified or augmented an existing policy or strategy in order to reflect agency 
efforts already underway.  No new policies have been added, but three new strategies are recommended for 
inclusion (strategies 17.5, 23.3 and 29.5) in response to comments.  Attachment 1 is an excerpt from Chapter 6 of 
the draft plan and includes all of the strategies or policies for which staff is recommending a modification.   
 
For Chapters 1 through 5 and 7 through 10, minor revisions are proposed. Most revisions are minor errata, but staff 
also made some revisions in response to comments requesting elaboration or clarification of text in the plan.  All 
revisions are made in strikethrough/underline.  Of the plan’s appendices, minor revisions were made that address 
either errata identified by staff or commenter requests for clarification or elaboration of information.  For the 
committee’s convenience, four of the appendices are included as attachments (Appendix A-1 Project List, 
Appendix B-1 Financial Plan, Appendix E-3 Land Use Forecast Background Documentation, and Appendix G-5 
Regulatory Framework for the MTP/SCS). All appendices are available on the MTP/SCS website 
(sacog.org/mtp/2035/MTPSCS-appendices).  
 
2) Research that SACOG is being asked to commit to doing 
Commenters also requested that SACOG research or add performance measures on plan impacts before the start of 
the next MTP/SCS update.  Specific metrics were identified for public health, safety, social equity, affordable 
housing, and toxic air contaminants.  Staff developed master responses to address many of these comments.  
SACOG is working toward being able to track and measure many of the metrics suggested in the comment letters, 
and in fact, the Strategic Growth Council grant application that the Board recently authorized is a key to this work.  
However, given the agency’s current budget uncertainties, staff does not recommend committing to a timeframe for 
the development of these tools.    
 
Next Steps: Staff is seeking questions and feedback from the committee on the draft plan and Final EIR.  Any 
feedback from the committee that results in additional changes to the plan will be reflected in the draft final 
MTP/SCS that staff brings to the Transportation Committee on April 5, 2012.  At its April meeting, the 
Transportation Committee will be asked to recommend that the Board certify the Final EIR and adopt the draft final 
MTP/SCS and associated conformity determination.    
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:KL:gg 
Attachments: 

Attachment 1- Excerpts from Chapter 6 of the February 20 Draft MTP/SCS 
MTP/SCS for 2035 (February 20, 2012 Draft) 
Final Environmental Impact Report for the MTP/SCS for 2035 
Appendix A-1 Project List 
Appendix B-1 Financial Plan 
Appendix E-3 Land Use Forecast Background Documentation 
Appendix G-5 Regulatory Framework for the MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7 Comments on the Draft Plan and Response to Comments 

 
 
Key Staff: Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276 
  Kacey Lizon, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6265 
 
s:\sacog\board\gov't. relations & public affairs comm\2012\march\12-mtp feir.docx  1200604 
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Excerpt from Chapter 6 
Policies and Supportive Strategies  

 
(from the February 20, 2012 Draft MTP/SCS)  

Land Use and Environmental Sustainability Policies and Strategies 

2. Policy:  SACOG intends to educate and provide information to policymakers, local staff, 
and the public about the mutually supportive relationship between smart growth 
development, transportation, and resource conservation. 
 

2.1. Strategy:  Provide computer software, training and technical assistance to local 
governments. 
 

2.3. Strategy:  Monitor and report on commute patterns for all modes, traffic levels, and transit 
use and bicycle and pedestrian mode share compared with the projections in this MTP/SCS. 
 

2.4. Strategy:  Develop educational materials to inform local discussions, particularly in infill 
areas, about neighborhood travel behavior, health and the effects of higher density on traffic, 
transit, walking and bicycling. 
 
2.5. Strategy:  Continue to develop and apply health and social equity analysis methods and 
performance measures to help inform MTP/SCS updates and local discussions on development 
patterns, including transportation performance measures and opportunities related to 
accessibility, equity, public health and youth.  
 
2.7 Strategy:  During the design phase, review transportation projects to assess whether they 
foster transportation choices, improve local community circulation and provide access to 
opportunities or divide communities, and either avoid or mitigate negative impacts (including 
those to public health, safety, air quality, housing and the environment). 
 

3. Policy:  SACOG will encourage local jurisdictions in developing community activity 
centers well-suited for high quality transit service and complete streets. 

 
3.5. Strategy:  Encourage local agencies to develop an interconnected system of streets, 
bikeways, and walkways that support a more compact development form; avoid building new 
circulation barriers; accommodate safe travel for all users; and provide connections across 
creeks, freeways and high-speed/high volume arterials and through existing gated communities, 
walls and cul-de-sacs to access schools, activity centers and transit stops. 

 
4. Policy:  SACOG encourages every local jurisdiction’s efforts to pursue facilitate 
development of housing in all price ranges, to meet the housing needs of the local workforce 
and population, including low-income residents, and forestall pressure for long external 
commutingtrips to work and essential services. 
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4.2. Strategy:  Encourage adequate supply of housing at a variety of price ranges in the region, 
which will help to meet local demand and, prevent the export of housing to adjacent regions, 
and, consistent with federal and state statutory goals, promote integrated and balanced living 
patterns that help provide access and opportunity for all residents and reduce the concentration 
of poverty. 

 
6. Policy:  SACOG encourages local governments to direct greenfield developments to areas 
immediately adjacent to the existing urban edge through data-supported information, 
incentives and pursuit of regulatory reform for cities and counties. 
 

6.4. Strategy:  Continue to pursue regulatory reform at the state and national levels to remove 
barriers to environmentally sensitive greenfield developments when appropriate at the edges of 
existing urbanization. 
 

7. Policy:  Implement the Rural-Urban Connection Strategy (RUCS) which ensures good 
rural-urban connections and promotes the economic viability of rural lands while also 
protecting open space resources to expand and support the implementation of the Blueprint 
growth strategy and the MTP/SCS. 
 

7.4. Strategy:  Conduct analysis on how various rural land use strategies affect vehicle miles of 
travel, mode share and air emissions, as well as rural economic viability and environmental 
sustainability. 

System Maintenance & Operations Policies and Strategies 

Transportation agencies should keep existing facilities in a state of good repair and continue 
operation of current services, as a higher priority than system expansion.  This responsibility falls 
primarily to local agencies, since federal and state funds that come to SACOG are mostly limited to 
capital purposes.  Traffic operations improvements can produce more efficiency out of the existing 
road system.  Planning for greater multimodal use as part of roadway maintenance and rehabilitation 
projects can be an economical way to provide more complete streets.  The region could benefit from 
attention to more efficient truck movement and delivery, which has been growing faster than other 
traffic and spreading into suburban areas. Through the RUCS work, SACOG is looking at ways to 
support and plan for smoother truck traffic flow.  

 
The transit system, comprised of a complex mix of services and agencies, can gain efficiency 

from better coordination of diverse services, better service features, and greater ridership.  The 
current system focuses on lifeline service to those who are transit dependent and low-income and 
minority areas.  Much of the potential for more effective transit service must come from services 
tailored to attracting riders who otherwise could drive in addition to preserving services for the 
transit-dependent.  Transportation demand management ties this all together, by helping people find 
ways to travel besides by driving alone.  The following policies and strategies express regional 
expectations about maintenance and operation of the existing transportation system. 
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17. Policy:  Acknowledge and support preservation of the existing road and highway system 
as the top priority for local public works agencies and Caltrans, and expect to help them 
secure adequate funding sources for necessary work. 
 

17.5 Strategy: Support local agencies in developing multi-year maintenance and rehabilitation 
programs that enable early identification of cost-effective enhancements to improve pedestrian 
and bicycle access and safety. 
 

20. Policy:  SACOG should work with transit operators to pursue improvements to transit 
access, security, comfort, schedules and information whenever opportunities arise. 
 

20.1. Strategy:  Seek to improve transit access, via safe and pleasant sidewalks and walkways 
around transit stops, designated bike routes and directional signage, accessibility for the disabled, 
on-board bike racks, better signs for transit access, shelters and improved transfer points, and 
secure bike storage facilities and park-and-ride locations. 
 
20.3. Strategy:  Take steps to improve safety and security at crosswalks, transit stops, and along 
main access routes to transit, including rural areas, with higher priority for low income, minority, 
and high crime areas. 
 
20.6 Strategy: Support local jurisdictions and transit operators in implementing the findings of 
the Downtown Sacramento Transit Circulation Study. 

 
23. Policy:  SACOG expects operators to plan for service to transit-dependent populations – 
disabled, low-income, senior, youth – within a context of service to attract riders who now 
drive. 
 

23.1. Strategy:  Improve transit services and options for people with disabilities,disabled, low-
income, and youth passengers by ensuring all vehicles and facilities are safe and accessible, access 
routes to transit stops are safe and accessible where feasible, drivers are trained about regulations 
and good practices, and transfers are convenient and usable. 
 
23.3. Strategy:  Continue to follow up on findings and outcomes from the 2011 Lifeline Transit 
Study with the Transit Coordinating Committee in order to inform transit agency decisions on 
critical service restoration priorities. 
 
 

24. Policy:  SACOG intends to strive to ensureEnsure community outreach to low income 
and minority communities whose needs and concerns otherwise might be overlooked. 
 
25. Policy:  SACOG should study, consult with, and help coordinate local agency activities 
to provide for smoother movement of trucks freight through and throughout the region. 
 

2.5.7. Strategy: Support local jurisdictions and transit operators in implementing the findings of 
the Downtown Sacramento Transit Circulation Study. 
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System Expansion Policies and Strategies 

29. Policy:  SACOG encourages locally determined developments consistent with Blueprint 
principles and local circulation plans to be designed with walking, bicycling and transit use 
as primary transportation considerations. 
 

29.2. Strategy:  Invest toward the eventual creation of a regional bicycle and pedestrian network, 
connecting first those communities that already have good local circulation networks in place, 
but also supporting efforts throughout the region to improve connectivity and realize public 
health benefits from these investments. 

 
29.4. Strategy: Continue to support improved bicycle and pedestrian connectivity through 
SACOG’s Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian and Community Design Grant funding programs and 
maintaining program criteria that regional road rehabilitation projects include complete streets or 
complete corridor features. 
 
29.5 Strategy: Help facilitate improved coordination between transit agencies, public works 
departments and local land use authorities in planning new developments that are transit-, 
bicycle-, and pedestrian-supportive and timed so that new facilities and transit services are more 
likely  to be available at the time the new growth occurs. 

 
30. Policy:  SACOG also gives primary priority to selective road expansion, to support infill 
development and forestall midday congestion. 
 

30.1. Strategy:  Pursue strategic road expansion that improves reduces congestion and supports 
effective transit services, walking and bicycling. 
 
30.2. Strategy:  Expect that feasibility and corridor studies, project study reports, and 
environmental studies will consider high-quality transit, bicycle and pedestrian investments when 
examining how to provide additional capacity on main highway or bridge corridors. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction:  Building a Sustainable System 

 
 
 The Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainability Communities Strategy for 2035 
(MTP/SCS) is an important evolutionary milestone along the path of inclusive, equitable, integrated 
transportation and land use, performance-based planning that SACOG began about a decade ago. 
As the Sacramento region’s first MTP/SCS adopted under Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) and the second 
plan to link a regional growth pattern and smart land use principles to the transportation system, this 
plan has many unique features: 
 

 an absolute reduction in the amount of heavy congestion typical residents will experience in 
their daily lives; 

 significant increases in the productivity of the transit system, with more riders and a higher 
percentage of total costs coming from user fares; 

 greater levels of investment in a truly multi-modal transportation system, including 
complete streets, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; 

 better integration of future land use patterns, transportation investments, and air quality 
impacts, including higher levels of development near current and future transit corridors 
and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) incentives for residential and residential 
mixed-use projects that produce transportation and air quality benefits;  

 the first phase of implementing the findings from the ongoing Rural-Urban Connections 
Strategy; 

 providing the foundation for the next Regional Housing Needs Plan; and 

 reductions in per capita passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions that exceed the 
minimum targets established for the SACOG region by the California Air Resources Board. 

 
 This plan is also the first prepared during a major, sustained national recession that has in many 
ways challenged California and the Sacramento region even more than the balance of the country. 
State budget cuts and the collapse of the residential construction sector have severely hurt two of 
the strongest sectors of the region’s economy. This plan reflects these economic realities in a 
number of ways, including lower forecasted growth rates and transportation revenues than the prior 
plan, even more attention to land use patterns that optimize transportation performance, and 
dedicating scarce revenues only to those transportation investments that produce the highest 
performance benefits. In these ways, the plan seeks to turn the short-term challenge into a more 
solid foundation for long-term success for the region.  
 
 A brief summary of the major planning initiatives over the last decade that have provided the 
foundation for this plan follows.  
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2002 MTP 

 The first major step towards this MTP/SCS was the SACOG board’s adoption of the 2002 
MTP, also known as the MTP for 2025. In spite of input from a broad-based, 55-person 
Transportation Roundtable and preparation and analysis of plan scenarios that represented a wide 
spectrum of transportation priorities—from investing nearly all funds in facilities to serve 
automobile trips to investing nearly all funds in facilities to serve everything but automobile trips—
the MTP adopted by the board forecast per capita congestion increasing by 60 percent over 25 years 
and worsening air quality. Nothing the planners, engineers, residents and other stakeholders tried by 
just varying the types of investments in the supply of transportation facilities successfully addressed 
the congestion and air quality challenges. As the board adopted that MTP, it was not entirely 
satisfied, and simultaneously committed the organization to an extensive regional transportation-
land use study to determine whether integrating demand-side planning (i.e., the way the region was 
growing) with the traditional supply-side planning of transportation investments might deliver better 
results than supply-side planning alone. 

Blueprint Growth Strategy 

 After a thorough analysis and community discussions about the trade-offs of growing through 
2050 according to a business-as-usual pattern versus three alternative scenarios informed by 
residents, this two-year scenario planning process resulted in the SACOG board’s unanimous 
adoption of the Blueprint in December 2004. In many ways, the Blueprint fundamentally changed 
the region’s future.  
 
 The Blueprint planning process was based on two basic strategies: 1) develop the best scientific, 
objective information available about the cause-and-effect relationships between land use patterns, 
travel behavior, and external effects such as air quality; and 2) actively engage a broad base of 
residents and stakeholders with this information and seek their opinions on how they wanted their 
neighborhoods, communities, and region to grow. This collaborative effort to look at the future of 
the region brought together policy makers with residents, community groups, and private business 
to consider the broadest view of the future needs of the region and needs for the transportation 
system.  SACOG quickly developed local, statewide, and national recognition for its best-in-class 
data and analysis and public engagement techniques. 
 
 Much of the analysis and public discussion during the Blueprint process focused on what type of 
housing stock the future residents of the region would prefer. A demographic forecast produced the 
startling finding that two-thirds of the region’s growth through 2050 would be in households headed 
by people 55 years and older. A housing preference survey of current residents concluded that two-
thirds of the current people 55 and older in the region preferred housing options that were scarce in 
the region at the time—attached for-sale or rental, and small-lot single family detached housing. The 
Blueprint also focused on the impacts of integrating rather than segregating different kinds of land 
uses (i.e., locating housing near job centers, schools, shopping and recreation). Dozens of interactive 
public workshops with over 5,000 people identified high levels of support for mixed-use 
development patterns that contained significant amounts of more compact housing patterns. A 
random sample public attitude survey confirmed these preferences. 
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 As part of this process, SACOG built several project modeling and analysis tools, and assembled 
the first parcel-level Geographic Information System (GIS) database for the region. The resulting 
analysis demonstrated clearly that these new land use patterns, when paired with supportive 
transportation investments, would significantly reduce the length of automobile trips, increase 
transit, walk, and bike trips, substantially reduce the conversion of agricultural, natural resource and 
open space lands to urban development, and result in fewer air emissions than the historical growth 
pattern. Out of this information-based, inclusive public process, a clear consensus among residents 
throughout the region and the SACOG board emerged to fundamentally change the way the region 
grew in the future. 
 
 In 2004, the SACOG board adopted a Blueprint map with areas for future housing and 
employment growth through 2050, as well as future lands needed for growth after 2050, and seven 
Blueprint principles:  
 
 provide a variety of transportation choices; 

 offer housing choices and opportunities; 

 use existing assets; 

 take advantage of compact development; 

 preserve open space, farmland, and natural beauty, through natural resources conservation; 

 encourage distinctive, attractive communities with quality design; and 

 mix land uses. 

 
 The Blueprint is a voluntary growth strategy that the Sacramento region’s 28 local jurisdictions 
are actively encouraged to use as they make local land use decisions. At the same time the board 
adopted the Blueprint, a confluence of market changes driven by demographics and land prices, 
combined with rapidly changing local government land use policies to voluntarily implement 
Blueprint-consistent growth, created significant changes in the housing market, with significant 
increases in the number of attached for-sale and rental products as well as small-lot single family 
products. There were many other indicators that the market and public policy actions very rapidly 
began to embrace many of the Blueprint principles, including a major increase in housing planned in 
and around the three largest employment centers in the region and a number of local government 
initiatives to improve agricultural and natural resources protection in the rural areas. For more 
information about the Blueprint, see Appendix E-1 – Blueprint Special Report.    

2008 MTP 

 The Blueprint provided the land use foundation for the next MTP, the MTP for 2035 (2008 
MTP), adopted by the SACOG board in Spring 2008 after a two-year planning process that matched 
the commitment to high-quality information and extensive public engagement used during 
development of the Blueprint. Based on extensive input, SACOG developed multiple transportation 
scenarios to test which investments would perform best with a Blueprint-based future land use 
pattern. SACOG also implemented a more advanced travel demand forecasting tool, SACSIM (an 
activity-based model that operates at the individual parcel level) to assist the decision making, and 
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added a simpler travel demand model to the land use tool for interactive use in public meetings. The 
2008 MTP invested a far greater share of transportation resources in alternative modes and trip 
reduction than any previous MTP. The balanced transportation investment portfolio also provided 
for high-occupancy vehicle lanes (i.e., carpool/express bus) on freeways, bridges that shorten 
distances for motorists and bicyclists, and complete streets that safely accommodate vehicles, transit, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians.  
 
 The performance of this MTP was much better than the prior plan. Per capita heavy congestion 
was still projected to increase through 2035, but at a much slower rate, 19 percent instead of 60 
percent. The percentage of trips using alternative modes to the automobile increased substantially, 
the average automobile trip length decreased, and per capita air pollution and greenhouse gas 
emissions were less than projected by the prior plan.  

State Implementation Plan (SIP) 

 SACOG updated the State Implementation Plan for air quality at the same time as the 2008 
MTP. This provided opportunities for much closer collaboration between the five air quality 
management districts in the Sacramento region in the development of the MTP. Leadership by the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District led the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency to allow SACOG to use an MTP based on the Blueprint land use pattern as the basis for 
establishing that the MTP met federal Clean Air Act requirements. Several Transportation Control 
Measures were adopted with the MTP that committed SACOG to future actions to reduce air 
emissions from the transportation system, including development of a Rural-Urban Connections 
Strategy and, analysis and policy development for parking policy and congestion pricing policies, and 
development of a Climate Action Plan, among others. 

Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) 

 Soon after adoption of the 2008 MTP, SACOG launched the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy 
(RUCS). RUCS is designed to help implement the Blueprint through finding methods to help ensure 
the economic vitality of rural areas of the region, including sustainable transportation and land use, 
agriculture, natural resources and other uses for the rural landscape. SACOG staff began RUCS by 
developing detailed, parcel-specific data on the cropping patterns on the farms in the region, as well 
as planning and economic analytical tools to help understand the economics of farming and how 
infrastructure, land use and market factors affect the ability of farmers to profitably get their goods 
to market. SACOG has focused both on the substantial part of the region’s farm economy that 
produces food for the nation and world, as well as increasing the share of the region’s collective 
consumption that is grown within the region. While the project is ongoing, its initial findings are 
reflected in this MTP/SCS through transportation investments and policies and land use patterns 
that support the rural economy.  
 
For more information about RUCS, see Appendix E-2 – Rural-Urban Connections Strategy. 
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Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) 

 Six months after the 2008 MTP was adopted, a major state law was passed, SB 375 (Chapter 
728, Statutes of 2008). This law was significantly influenced by the Blueprint and other smart growth 
scenario planning initiatives in San Diego, the Bay Area, and Los Angeles. The law integrates 
regional land use, housing, transportation, and climate change planning. It requires the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) to set performance targets for passenger vehicle emissions in each of 18 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in the state for 2020 and 2035, requires an MTP to 
include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that integrates the land use and transportation 
components, and amends CEQA to provide incentives for residential and residential mixed use 
projects that help to implement an MTP/SCS that meets the ARB targets. 
 
 SB 375 focuses on planning processes and incentives rather than a traditional regulatory 
approach. MPOs are not required to meet the greenhouse gas emission targets established by ARB, 
but if they conclude it is not feasible to do so, they must prepare an Alternative Planning Scenario to 
demonstrate what further land use and/or transportation actions would be required to meet the 
targets. The one new mandate in the law is that the Regional Housing Needs Allocation, a required 
function of the regions under separate state law, must be consistent with the adopted SCS. 
 
 The process for preparing this MTP/SCS has been significantly influenced by the new state law. 
The largest impacts include: 
 
 elevation of greenhouse gas emissions as a performance metric that influences the plan; 

 explicit integration of the 2020 and 2035 land use patterns in the plan with their impacts on 
Regional Housing Needs Allocations and transportation investments; 

 preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under CEQA that thoroughly 
analyzes land use impacts from the MTP as well as transportation impacts; 

 explicit and thorough documentation of the land use component of the plan so that local 
governments can effectively determine which housing and residential mixed-use projects are 
consistent with the SCS and therefore qualify for CEQA relief from further analysis of 
regional transportation, passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions, and growth-inducing 
impacts; 

 a subsequent environmental review for selected Transit Priority Areas as case studies for the 
region in using CEQA streamlining benefits under SB 375.  

 thorough analysis and consideration of agricultural and natural resource impacts; and 

 coordination of the planning processes between the four largest metropolitan areas as they 
all strive to meet the requirements of preparing the first regional transportation plan/SCS 
under the new law. 

 
 One of the primary goals of SB 375 is to enhance California’s ability to reach its Assembly Bill 
32 (Chapter 488 of the Statutes of 2006; hereafter AB 32) goals and reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from passenger vehicles.  ARB has developed greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets 
for passenger vehicles under SB 375.  The MTP/SCS, as provided for in SB 375, is designed to 
provide an incentive-based approach, which provides for CEQA incentives whereby, among other 
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things, the CEQA analysis of greenhouse gas emissions for passenger vehicles can be avoided if a 
project is consistent with the MTP/SCS map.  The SCS recognizes and protects local land use 
authority and does not preclude a local jurisdiction from planning and approving growth that is 
different in terms of total units or geographic extent.  Moreover, the SCS does not establish a 
threshold of significance under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 or a legal presumption that a 
project inconsistent with the SCS does not meet greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets or AB 
32 goals.  In short, the SCS is a tool to address greenhouse gas compliance and it provides incentives 
for development projects that are consistent with the SCS.  While SB 375 requires significant 
changes to this and future plans, the law also acknowledges local land use authority and the region’s 
obligation to write an MTP that is consistent with federal law, including requirements that the plan 
be based on realistic forecasts of future revenues and land use patterns, even if doing so means the 
ARB targets cannot be met. Although SB 375 imposes new criteria, the fundamental transportation, 
land use and air quality integration that SACOG has engaged in for the past several plans comprise 
the core of the plan. 

Related State and Federal Planning Initiatives 

C A L I F O R N I A  S T R A T E G I C  G R O W T H  C O U N C I L  

 Another state law, SB 732 (Chapter 729, Statutes of 2008), passed at the same time as SB 375, 
establishes an interagency Strategic Growth Council charged with aligning state policies and actions 
to promote sustainability and administering $90 million in planning grants for regional and local 
governments from Proposition 84 (2006). The Strategic Growth Council has provided funds to 
SACOG to assist with further upgrades to its analytical and modeling capabilities and a project to 
support the agriculture industry and rural communities as part of RUCS implementation.   

F E D E R A L  P A R T N E R S H I P  F O R  S U S T A I N A B L E  C O M M U N I T I E S  

 This MTP has also been assisted by a new federal initiative announced in 2009. The Partnership 
for Sustainable Communities (PSC) is between the federal Department of Transportation, 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and Environmental Protection Agency. The PSC 
is promoting the type of inclusive, integrated regional planning that SACOG has committed to over 
the last decade. The initiative strives to align sometimes competing objectives of multiple federal 
agencies to promote sustainability within regions. SACOG received a $1.5 million grant from the 
PSC, primarily to assist with activating the CEQA regulatory reform benefits in SB 375 for Transit 
Priority Projects.  
 
SENATE BILL 391 AND THE CALIFORNIA INTERREGIONAL BLUEPRINT (CIB) 
 
 Similar to requirements for regional transportation plans under SB 375, SB 391(Liu 2009) 
requires the State’s long-range transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals under 
Assembly Bill (AB) 32. In response to these statutes, Caltrans is preparing a state-level 
transportation blueprint to articulate the State’s vision for an integrated, multimodal interregional 
transportation system that complements regional transportation plans and land use visions. The CIB 
will integrate the State’s long-range modal plans and Caltrans-sponsored programs with the latest 
technology and tools to enhance the state’s ability to plan for and manage the transportation system.  
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Conclusion 

 This MTP/SCS is another important milestone in SACOG’s commitment to inclusive, 
integrated, performance-based transportation and land use planning. This update is the first that is 
titled an MTP/SCS. This labeling is purposeful. SACOG views the SCS not as a separate and 
distinct element of the plan, but rather integral to the entire document, influencing the land use 
patterns which form the foundation for transportation investments, the subsequent Regional 
Housing Needs Plan, and compliance with federal air quality and state greenhouse gas emissions 
requirements; identification and consideration of the impacts of the plan on environmental justice 
areas, natural resources and agricultural lands; and the action element that determines how the plan 
will be funded and implemented. All of these features further improve the quality of this plan update 
compared to prior updates, and are a further evolution along a path of implementing the Blueprint 
growth vision for the region that the SACOG Board of Directors established nearly a decade ago.  
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Chapter 2 
Planning Process 

Why Does SACOG Prepare a Metropolitan Transportation Plan? 

SACOG is designated by the state and federal governments as the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) and responsible for developing a regional transportation plan every four years 
in coordination with Sacramento, Yolo, Yuba, Sutter, El Dorado and Placer counties and the 22 
cities within those counties (excluding the Tahoe Basin). The plan incorporates county-wide 
transportation planning developed by the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency and the El 
Dorado County Transportation Commission, under memoranda of understanding (MOUs) between 
those agencies and SACOG.  

 
The regional planning area is shown in Figure 2.1. Portions of the planning area are designated 

as federal non-attainment areas for ozone and particulate matter. For the region to be eligible to 
receive federal transportation funds, the region’s transportation system must be able to show a 
steady decrease in pollution emissions until the area’s air is clean enough to meet federal air quality 
standards.  

 
Transportation systems are best planned at a regional level because people don’t confine their 

trips to a single physical jurisdiction. Federal law established regional agencies for the purpose of 
area-wide transportation planning in 1962 so that planning for highways, roads, and public transit 
would be comprehensive and cooperative between local agencies and governments.  

 
Federal law requires the long-range regional transportation plan to cover at least a 20-year 

planning horizon, and be updated at least every four years. This plan, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 (also referred to as the MTP/SCS 
or the plan) covers the period from 2008 to 2035 and is an update to the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan 2035 that was adopted in 2008.  

 
This MTP/SCS provides the regional vision for surface transportation with considerations for 

land use and funding constraints the region can reasonably expect to see through 2035. The plan 
takes an integrated approach to transportation and land use, and their impacts on air quality and 
climate change.  

 
If a city, county, or public agency in the region wants to use federal transportation funding for 

projects or programs, they must be included in the MTP/SCS project list. The MTP/SCS represents 
transportation improvements and investments that will serve the projected land use pattern and 
population growth forecasts in the Sacramento region in the near and long term. All transportation 
projects that are regionally significant for potential air quality impacts must be included in the 
MTP/SCS, as well as those projects with federal transportation funds. SACOG worked 
collaboratively with local government planning and public works departments, transit service 
providers, air quality management districts, transportation departments, and residents across the 
region to develop the land use forecasts and transportation system for the MTP/SCS. 
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In order to comply with Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) and federal regulations, the MTP/SCS must be 
adopted by April 2012 in accordance with the four-year cycle requirement. Failure to adopt this plan, 
or any future MTP/SCS, within the four-year timeframe could result in a lapse in federal air quality 
conformity requirements. Such a lapse in conformity could make the region ineligible for certain 
types of funding, including one-time competitive funds. In addition, the MTP/SCS is updated on a 
federally regulated cycle of at least every four years. The planning work for the next update cycle 
typically starts approximately two years after the current MTP/SCS is adopted.  

 
A complete description of planning regulations and laws is in Appendix G-5- Regulatory 

Framework for the MTP/SCS. 

How Was this Plan Created and Who Was Involved? 

T H E  P L A N  D E V E L O P M E N T  

The SACOG Board of Directors, in its policy role overseeing long-range transportation planning 
in the region, is ultimately responsible for this plan. The board considered recommendations from 
SACOG policy committees, advisory committees, local agencies, focus groups, residents and 
SACOG staff, and actively deliberated on the plan during all stages of development. In addition, 
regional public works agencies and transit operators participated in the technical screening process 
that was based on ongoing Congestion Management Process (CMP) activities. A full discussion of 
CMP activities is in Appendix C-3. 

 
The development of the MTP/SCS began in 2009 and can be generally divided into four core 

planning phases, each inclusive of public participation, jurisdiction coordination and consultation 
and regular updates to the SACOG board. The four areas are: 

 
 Developing a New Regional Growth Forecast; 
 Applying the New Regional Growth Forecast to Develop the Land Use Forecast 
 Integrating the Transportation System for the Land Uses; and 
 Developing a Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 

Developing a New Regional Growth Forecast 
 

A new regional growth forecast for the MTP/SCS was adopted by the SACOG Board of 
Directors in June 2010. The new growth forecast reflected a downward shift in population, housing 
and employment growth; additionally this MTP/SCS shows less funding forecasted than the 2008 
MTP. The downward trend in growth creates a shift in how the region will reasonably expect to 
grow over the 27 years (2008-2035) of the plan. A full discussion of the technical work to develop 
the regional growth forecast occurs in Chapter 3. 

 
Applying the New Regional Growth Forecast to Develop the Land Use Forecast 

 
With the new growth forecast, SACOG works with member jurisdictions to allocate where 

growth is likely to occur during the years of the plan. SACOG consults with local governments in 
the region as it considers a number of factors throughout this process: existing local, state and 
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federal policies and regulations; general plans; spheres of influence; community and specific plans; 
land division and development codes; natural resources constraints; and design guidelines. Early in 
the MTP/SCS development process, SACOG met with staff from each member jurisdiction to 
discuss the plan process, milestones, and coordination for incorporating the most recent local plans 
and policies into the regional land use assumptions. The SACOG Planners Committee1 was the 
primary venue for regular coordination between local agency planning staff and SACOG; however, a 
number of jurisdiction-specific meetings and five comment periods for member jurisdictions were 
also held.  A full discussion of technical work to develop the land use forecast occurs in Chapter 3.  

 
This work with local jurisdiction staff led to the development of a draft land use forecast that 

allocated growth into four types of communities. The four Community Types are Center and 
Corridor Communities; Established Communities; Developing Communities; and Rural Residential 
Communities. While directing growth to the different community types, the land use map also 
considers Lands Not Identified for Development in the MTP/SCS planning period. It is important 
to note that even though SACOG develops a land use map and recommendations for new growth, 
the decisions on when, where, and how to develop lie solely with the local jurisdictions. A full 
discussion of the Community Types and the supportive technical work is in Chapter 3.  

 
Integrating the Transportation System with Land Uses 
 

The reduced growth and revenues forecasted for the MTP/SCS necessitated a more limited 
package of transportation projects. As a result, certain projects, while still in the plan, had to be 
planned for later years of the plan and others were right-sized, or value-engineered. Through 
consultation with local agency staff, a focus was made to identify transportation investments that 
achieved high cost-effectiveness and strong performance benefits in spite of lower overall funding 
levels.  

 
The Community Type land uses underpin a transportation network that is notably different 

from previous MTPs.  Mobility options are matched to the land uses and there is an emphasis on 
system maintenance and operational improvements over capacity projects.  With this new focus, a 
broad range of elements comprise the transportation system and investments in the MTP/SCS:  

 
 maintenance and rehabilitation of existing and future facilities; 
 operations and strategic expansions of public transit; 
 strategic road and highway expansion and operational improvements that focus on 

alleviating major bottlenecks and congestion points; 
 bicycle and pedestrian retrofits and new facilities; and  
 programs and planning (i.e., Blueprint-supportive programs and transportation system 

management strategies, including technology and demand management programs, which 
allow for greater optimization of existing transportation infrastructure). 

 

                                                 
1 A 28-member committee consisting of the planning directors or their designees of each of SACOG's member 
jurisdictions. The committee was originally formed to advise SACOG on the development of the Blueprint Project and 
is now advising on all land use related items. This committee meets monthly (or as needed) and received monthly 
updates regarding the MTP/SCS update throughout the process. The Planners Committee is open to the public, and 
noticed on the SACOG website. 
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Regular updates on staff work to develop the MTP/SCS, including the project list, and 
opportunities to comment were given to the SACOG Board of Directors and to local jurisdiction 
staff beginning in 2009 through 2011. The integration of the growth forecast into a land use 
forecast, the development of Community Types, and integration of the transportation system set the 
stage for development of the MTP/SCS. 

 
The aforementioned work of developing a regional growth forecast, applying that growth to 

regional land uses, and integrating the transportation system is a key part of complying with SB 375. 
This work, although new as a state requirement, is not new to the data- and stakeholder-driven MTP 
planning process in the Sacramento region. The coordinated land use and transportation planning 
envisioned by SB 375 is consistent with the type of planning that started with the Blueprint and the 
2008 MTP. Rather than initiating a new approach, the inclusion of the SCS will serve to further 
integrate the Blueprint and MTP by tying the plan’s performance to greenhouse gas (GHG) 
reduction targets through reduced auto travel and increased walking, bicycling and transit use. This 
integral relationship between the MTP and the SCS is reflected in the plan being titled the 
MTP/SCS.  

 
Developing a Sustainable Communities Strategy 
 

In accordance with SB 375, the plan must include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) that 
demonstrates how the Sacramento region can coordinate land use and transportation planning to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled from cars and light duty trucks and meet the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) GHG reduction targets. If the SCS cannot achieve the targets, an Alternative Planning 
Strategy (APS) must be developed to demonstrate how the targets could be achieved. A discussion 
of SB 375 is in Chapters 1, 3 and 7. 

 
In April 2010, the SACOG Board of Directors directed staff to use the following principles for 

setting the region’s GHG reduction targets to comply with SB 375: 
 
 “Use performance metrics to guide this MTP in a variety of areas (i.e., not just GHG 

emissions), including reducing per capita congestion, vehicle miles traveled, environmental 
impacts; and increasing modes of travel other than single occupancy automobile use, safety, 
goods movement, and accessibility of SACOG’s diverse population to transportation 
services. The SB 375 greenhouse gas emissions reduction target will be one of several 
performance metrics addressing key policy goals.”  

 “Performance goals should be established based on up-to-date forecasts and assumptions 
about future population, employment, and demographic trends. All future performance 
goals should take account of current performance, based on the most reliable regional data 
sources. The last five years have shown that key factors like the economy and fuel prices can 
change rapidly and unpredictably. The performance metrics should be established after 
evaluating sensitivity analyses on these uncertain factors, and key assumptions should be 
clearly documented to allow for monitoring and updating for changing conditions in the 
future.” 

 “Performance goals should be consistent with the Blueprint smart growth principles and 
should maximize the opportunities for new California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
reform benefits included in SB 375 to help the region implement the Blueprint principles.” 
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 “Performance goals should be based on reasonable assumptions that federal, state, local and 
private funding will identify and implement funding sources sufficient to build and operate a 
functional, effective transportation system for all modes of travel (i.e., it should not assume 
that current downturns in transportation funding sources continue for the next 25 years). 
However, the impacts of failure to secure adequate funding levels should also be considered 
and clearly identified.”  

 “Performance goals should be realistic in targeting greater success and better performance in 
later years (i.e., 2035) than in early years (i.e., 2020).” 

 “Given funding challenges and federal requirements related to financial and land use 
constraints, it may be necessary for SACOG to adopt a tiered MTP in 2011, with a base plan 
and a preferred plan. The base plan would be the officially acknowledged plan for federal air 
quality conformity and other purposes and may fall short on some of the performance goals, 
including the SB 375 targets. The preferred plan would reflect the region’s aspirations of the 
type of transportation system it wants to construct and operate and the land use pattern it 
wishes to build. The preferred plan would be expected to have superior performance and 
may also be an alternative planning scenario (APS) under the terms of SB 375.”  
 

In September 2010, the ARB set reduction targets for the Sacramento region of 7 percent per 
capita GHG by 2020 and 16 percent per capita GHG by 2035.  A full discussion of these targets and 
the MTP/SCS’s achievement of them occurs in Chapter 7. 

M T P / S C S  S C E N A R I O  D E V E L O P M E N T  A N D  T E S T I N G   

 In accordance with SB 375, the SACOG Board directed staff to develop three regional land use 
and transportation scenarios to seek public input on the investment priorities for the MTP/SCS, and 
to test the different performance benefits of varying land uses and transportation investment 
packages.  
 
 In June 2010, the SACOG board directed staff to develop three MTP/SCS scenarios. The three 
scenarios, which are known as Scenario 1, Scenario 2 and Scenario 3, were designed to allow for 
analysis of truly distinctive alternatives within the bounds of the type of land development and 
transportation investments that could realistically be expected to occur over the MTP/SCS planning 
period. All three scenarios were built from the same regional employment, population and housing 
growth projections and the same transportation budget, financially constrained in accordance with 
federal transportation regulations. Land use patterns and the transportation system were designed 
together to create each scenario. Land use and transportation variables varied in the following ways: 
 
Land Use Variables:  
 
 The amount of compact development—compact development has been shown to be more 

effectively served by transit, to support potentially higher rates of walking and biking, and to 
generate lower vehicle travel. This variable is measured in terms of housing product mix (the 
mix of high and low density housing units) and amount of development occurring in existing 
developed versus undeveloped areas.   

 The amount of development in high-quality transit corridors, where residents are more likely 
to use available transit. 
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 The amount of complementary, mixed-use development, which supports shorter vehicle 
trips and higher rates of non-motorized travel. 

 
Transportation Variables: 
 
 The location, intensity, and type of transit service, based on the extent of transit-supportive 

land uses in corridors. Higher-density, mixed-use corridors provide greater opportunities for 
higher-capacity transit, such as light rail, streetcars, and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).  

 The amount, location, and type of investment in complete streets projects, which serve 
multiple users in locations where land use generates a mix of travel modes.  

 The extent and location of roadway and other projects to alleviate major bottlenecks and 
congestion points and the extent to which investments were included to alleviate existing 
bottlenecks, compared to reserving investments for future bottlenecks. 

 The level of investment in Blueprint-supportive programs and transportation system 
management strategies, including technology and demand management programs, that allow 
for greater optimization of existing transportation infrastructure. More compact and mixed-
use development patterns can allow some shifts in investment priorities away from road 
extensions and expansions to improving the function of existing roads for multi-modal 
travel. 

 
 The land use components of the scenarios were designed in a progression from most dispersed 
development pattern to least dispersed development pattern; the corresponding transportation 
components followed a progression of most auto-oriented transportation system to most multi-
modal transportation system. The scenarios are described according to this progression in Table 2.1. 
 
 A detailed description of the scenarios and the scenario development methodology is also 
included in Appendix G-1 - Public Workshop Scenarios and Workshop Results.  
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Table 2.1 
Description of MTP/SCS Land Use and Transportation Scenarios 

Scenario   Land Use  Transportation  

Scenario 1   Smallest share of new compact 
housing1 (61%, same as 2008 MTP)

 Smallest share of growth in Transit 
Priority Areas2 (20% of new 
homes, 26% of new jobs) 

 Most dispersed development 
pattern/highest amount of 
developed acres 

 Least amount of transit service, mostly 
in the form of shuttles, commuter bus, 
fixed route bus 

 Least amount of BRT, streetcar and light 
rail transit (LRT) 

 Highest amount of new roads and road 
expansions 

 Least amount of road maintenance and 
rehabilitation 

 Least amount of bicycle and pedestrian 
street and trail projects 

 

Scenario 2   Higher share of new compact 
housing1 (68%, same as Blueprint) 

 More growth in TPAs2  
 Less dispersed development 

pattern than Scenario 1/ fewer 
developed acres 

 

 More transit service than Scenario 1 
 More BRT, streetcar, and LRT than 

Scenario 1 
 Less new road capacity and road 

expansion than Scenario 1 
 More road maintenance and 

rehabilitation than Scenario 1 
 More bicycle and pedestrian street and 

trail projects 

Scenario 3   Highest share of new compact 
housing1 (75%)  

 Highest share of growth in TPAs2 
 Least dispersed development 

pattern/ fewest developed acres 

 Highest amount of transit service 
 Highest amount of BRT, streetcar and 

rail 
 Least amount of new roads and road 

expansions  
 Same road maintenance and 

rehabilitation as Scenario 2 
 Most bicycle and pedestrian street and 

trail projects 

Notes:  
1 Compact housing is defined as small‐lot single‐family (8 to 25 dwelling units per acre) and attached 
residential (attached single‐family or multi‐family homes ranging from duplexes, triplexes, lofts, 
apartments, condominiums, townhomes, row houses, halfplexes, etc., built at densities from 8 to over 
50 dwelling units per acre.) 
2 Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) are defined as areas within one‐half mile of a rail station stop or a high‐
quality transit corridor. A high‐quality transit corridor has fixed‐route bus service with service intervals 
of 15 minutes or less during peak commute hours.  
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P U B L I C  I N V O L V E M E N T  

 In 2009, before beginning the MTP/SCS process, SACOG developed a Public Participation 
Plan (PPP) as a guide to effective public involvement and in compliance with federal and state 
requirements. The PPP provides direction for public involvement activities conducted by SACOG 
and contains the procedures and strategies used by SACOG. From February-April 2011, SACOG 
prepared the annual amendment to the PPP with outreach to stakeholders representing social equity, 
bicycle and pedestrian, transit, environmental, transparent government, and smart growth interests. 
These groups helped to frame the optional activities to consider for outreach in addition to the 
required activities. The SACOG Board approved the annual amendment in June 2011. The full PPP 
is located in Appendix 2 – Public Participation Plan. 

Focus Groups 
 
 The first public education and engagement activities for the MTP/SCS started with focus groups 
in the spring of 2010. Developing an effective regional transportation system requires understanding 
the needs of our region’s residents and the travel choices they will want and need to make. SACOG 
developed the MTP/SCS with a broad public involvement process, including focus groups, working 
groups, and community workshops within each of the six counties in the region, from the summer 
of 2010 through the end of the planning process.  

 The focus groups expanded from the prior MTP development process to include a more diverse 
group of stakeholders. The objectives of the focus groups were to: 1) introduce SACOG and its 
mission to stakeholders not familiar with the organization; 2) inform them about the role of the 
MTP/SCS and some of the new and existing issues the region is facing; 3) hear new and existing 
stakeholder feedback on different general directions that SACOG should explore for the MTP/SCS 
and how it affects the world that these stakeholders represent; and 4) create networking 
opportunities for traditional stakeholders and groups that SACOG had not worked directly with 
before.  

  In addition to communities of concern (i.e., low-income, senior, youth, disabled, and minority 
groups), active transportation and environmental advocates, and the development community 
SACOG focus groups sought input from a variety of stakeholder groups representing diverse 
constituencies and interests in  our region’s growth and transportation system, including: 

 affordable housing  equity, public health & human services 
 agriculture  faith-based & community-based organizations 
 climate action planning  goods movement & freight 
 land development  redevelopment & community development 
 clean energy  seniors & aging populations 
 economic development  state & federal agencies 
 education  water resources & infrastructure  
 environment & transportation advocates  Yuba & Sutter counties  
 

 The 16 focus group meetings and two follow-up sessions provided opportunity for robust 
dialogue around the needs and demands our region will put on our regional transportation system, 
from the special needs of those who cannot drive to those who travel through our region to 
transport goods via heavy-duty trucks or trains to ports. The focus groups created a leveraging 
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opportunity to extend staff capacity by engaging new partners in outreach from the focus group 
participants to their service and interest networks.  

The focus group meetings were conducted in two parts: the first focus group meetings focused 
on explaining SACOG and its work to new stakeholders and prioritizing potential new performance 
measures for use in evaluating the MTP/SCS. These focus groups included a presentation on 
regional transportation planning, technical modeling, assumptions and forecasting, methodology for 
meeting the GHG target, funding forecasting and constraints, and federal and state statutes that 
frame the MTP/SCS. Table 2.2 shows the first series of focus groups, number in attendance and 
location of meeting. Each participant represented a significant membership or constituency.  

Table 2.2: 
MTP/SCS Focus Groups Round 1 Participation Summary 

 
The most significant outcome from the first series of focus group meetings was participant input 

on the performance metrics to consider as priorities in developing the MTP/SCS. The participants 
were given a list of potential new measures for which SACOG felt there could be adequate data at a 
regional scale to support inclusion in the MTP/SCS. Participants were asked to use a total of five 
votes to prioritize the list. The participants could use all five votes on one measure, or split across 
multiple measures. Additionally, if the participants did not feel any of the new measures were a 
priority, they could elect to not vote. Participants were further asked to make recommendations on 
additional measures to be assessed for inclusion in the MTP/SCS. 

Information collected during these focus groups was summarized for board committee and staff 
discussion during the summer and fall of 2010. The key finding was overwhelming interest in 

Stakeholders 
#  

Participants  Location 

Affordable Housing  10  SACOG 

Environment  8  SACOG 

Equity, Health & Human 
Services 

7  SACOG 

Development  7  North State Building Industry Association 

Water  8  SACOG 

Clean Energy  9  SACOG 

Goods Movement  8  SACOG 

Economy  12  SACOG 

Climate Action Planners  8  SACOG 

Redevelopment & Community 
Development 

7  SACOG 

Senior & Aging   9  SACOG 

State & Federal Agencies*  3  SACOG 

Agriculture  11  SACOG 

Education  8  SACOG 

Faith & CBO  5  SACOG 

Yuba & Sutter  3  Yuba County Government Center 
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measuring Mix of Uses; this measure received the highest number of votes at 91. The next highest 
priority was Percent of New Housing Units and Job Growth within ½-mile of high-frequency 
transit. Both of these measures were categorized in the Smart Land Use principle for the MTP/SCS. 
The third-highest measure at 52 votes was Acres of Farmland Lost to Development within the 
Environmental Quality and Sustainability principle. Participants were not asked to prioritize interest 
in the new GHG measure, as it was required of SACOG to address. Input was sought from 
participants on what new optional measures should be prioritized.  

Recommendations of the focus groups for new performance measures are shown in Table 2.3 
below. The full list of measures prioritized and additional recommendations by the focus groups are 
in Appendix G-3. Also in the appendix are individual focus group summaries that show how the 
group voted in comparison with all focus groups and narrative discussion highlighting key 
comments by each group. Several of these performance measures were used to describe the three 
MTP/SCS scenarios discussed at the public workshops described below. Performance measure 
outcomes are discussed in Chapters 3, 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10. A complete list of the performance measures 
used in the MTP/SCS is in Appendix G-6.  

 
Table 2.3 

Recommendations of Focus Groups 

Category  New Performance Measures 

Transportation 

Vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) 

Number of passenger vehicle miles traveled (i.e., cars/light‐duty trucks) 
per capita 

Congestion  Number of vehicle miles traveled per capita on congested roadways 

   Number of hours of travel delay per capita, or per traveler 

Transit ridership  Number of transit trips per capita 

   Number of transit passenger boardings per capita 

Carpooling  Percent of work trips by carpool 

Bicycling and walking  Number of bike and walk person trips per capita 

   Percent of work/school commute trips by bike/walk 

Transportation emissions  Greenhouse gases emitted per capita, relative to year 2005 per capita  

   Total greenhouse gases emitted, relative to year 2005 Total 

Transit productivity 
Number of passenger boardings per vehicle service mile, split by light rail 
vs. different bus types 

  



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  2‐12 

Category  New Performance Measures 

Population and 
Employment Change    

General Growth  Adding several interim years to population growth from 2008 to 2035 

   Adding several interim years to housing growth from 2008 to 2035 

   Adding several interim years to job growth from 2008 to 2035 

Demographic Changes 
Information on changes in age, income, and other household 
demographics 

Blueprint Growth and 
Change to Urban Form    

Accessibility  Percent of jobs within 20‐minute commute of households 

   Percent of jobs within 45‐minute transit ride of households 

Mix of Use  Residential mix index (0‐100 scale) 

   Employment center mix index (0‐100 scale) 

Transit‐Oriented 
Development  Percent of housing and job growth in high‐frequency transit service areas 

Agriculture and Natural 
Resources  Number of acres and percent? of farmland affected by development 

  
Number of acres and percent? of natural resource lands affected by 
development 

   

Economic Vitality    

Total Cost of Travel 
Cost per capita of travel and auto ownership (includes cost of auto 
ownership, auto maintenance and operation, transit fare, parking costs) 

Commercial Vehicle 
Congestion  Congestion on freeways and major commercial vehicle routes 

   

Equity and Choice    

Exposure to Traffic Growth 
Percent of population near high‐traffic roadways, split by environmental 
justice and all other areas 

   

Safety and Health    

Collisions  Collisions per vehicle mile traveled 

Safe Routes to Schools  Percent of school‐age children living within bike/walk distance of a school 

 
 
The focus group participants were asked to attend one of two follow-up meetings, with identical 

content. At the follow-up meetings, participants were presented with the results from all focus 
groups and SACOG’s recommendations for new measures, asked for feedback, and held discussions 
around feasibility of certain measures (because of time and data constraints, all proposed measures 
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were not able to be included in the MTP/SCS). The follow-up sessions also included a presentation 
and feedback opportunity on the draft GHG target methodologies and scenarios. The follow up 
sessions also asked participants to preview and offer feedback on the content, exercises, and 
materials for the MTP/SCS public workshops, held in October 2010. Lastly, as with the initial 
meetings, SACOG asked focus group participants to support outreach, education and engagement 
for the workshops by including the MTP/SCS information provided by SACOG in their 
communications, sharing potential contacts, assisting in coordinating presentations in advance of the 
workshops, and sharing workshop information with their contact lists.  

The agencies and groups represented at the follow-up meetings were: 

 Area 4 Agency on Aging 
 Brookfield Land Co. (2) 
 City of Davis 
 City of Sacramento 
 Coalition on Regional Equity 
 Environmental Council of Sacramento 
 Gray Panthers 
 Legal Services of Northern California 
 Mackay & Somps 
 Older Women’s League of California 
 Placer County Office of Education 
 Sacramento County Adult & Aging Commission 
 Sacramento Housing Alliance 
 The Nature Conservancy 
 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9 

 
Environmental Justice Focus Groups 
 
 SACOG also undertook significant public attitude research for the MTP/SCS. With the support 
of Caltrans and MIG (a planning consulting firm), research included eight environmental justice 
focus groups with minority and low-income populations in the region. These focus groups, 
conducted in November 2010, allowed SACOG to compare changing needs and priorities with 
outcomes of similar focus groups held in March 2007 to help guide development of the 2008 MTP.  
A more detailed summary of the process and results of the 2010 focus groups is in Appendix G-3. 
Eighty-nine residents participated in the focus groups, summarized in Table 2.4.  
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Table 2.4  
Environmental Justice Focus Groups 

Focus Group  # Participating  Language  Location 

Asian‐Pacific Islander   15  English with Vietnamese/ 
Mandarin interpretation 

Sacramento 

African American  12  English  Sacramento 

Low Income #1  11  English  Yuba City 

Low Income #2  16  English  Sacramento 

Native American/American Indian  12  English  Sacramento 

Hispanic/Latino #1  7  Spanish  Sacramento 

Hispanic/Latino #2  7  Spanish  Woodland 

Low Income #3  9  English  Placerville 

 
Focus group members were asked to identify their funding priorities to improve transportation 

in the Sacramento region. Participants prioritized funding projects to provide bicycle lanes, 
sidewalks and safer neighborhood streets, to improve public transit services, and to fix local streets 
and roads, dovetailing with the results of MTP/SCS county workshops and other focus groups. 
 

The environmental justice focus group participants were also asked to imagine themselves, their 
family and the Sacramento region in 20 years, and provide their hopes and predictions for the 
region’s future transportation system. Common visions were:  
 
 The Sacramento region will support a comprehensive transportation system that provides 

transportation opportunities throughout the region. 

 There will be positive improvements in public transit services, road, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. 

 
Additional Outreach  
 

In addition to the various focus groups since the start of the MTP/SCS planning process, 
SACOG staff participated in over 130 meetings to get input from a broad range of residents, 
advocates, jurisdiction staff and other stakeholders in the region. A full list of presentations is in 
Appendix G-4. 

 As referenced above, the PPP guides public participation and set the framework for Native 
American Tribal Government input on the development of the MTP/SCS. Section four of the PPP 
describes the process for SACOG’s work with tribal governments as well as recommended strategies 
for gathering input. In advance of the October 2010 public workshops, SACOG reached out to the 
Native American tribal governments with land holdings within the region. SACOG met with 
representatives of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation and United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC)  
to discuss specific projects in their geographic areas of interest and sought input to discuss and 
provide information on the plan and information that would be presented at the public workshops. 
The tribal representatives gained an understanding of the regional process for development of a 
high-performing transportation priority project list based on modeling. Uniquely, UAIC works with 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency on local transportation plans and investments within 
Placer County that are incorporated into the regional plan. 
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MTP/SCS Public Workshops 
 

At the nine county-level workshops in October 2010, participants were given a regional map and 
a county map with performance information from computer modeling associated with specific 
transportation investment and land use packages. The maps also included visual representations of 
the four Community Types. Accompanying information about the performance of each scenario at 
the county and regional scale was presented for consideration along with the visual representations 
for workshop participants to consider. A regional scorecard was also provided to allow for side-by-
side comparison of performance measures and outcomes by scenario. The full scorecard and 
MTP/SCS workshop materials are available in Appendix G-1. 

Workshop participants were provided the opportunity to have group discussions about the 
different performance outcomes of each scenario with other concerned residents present at the 
workshops. Participants were encouraged to deliberate on the issues facing the region related to the 
transportation system and related land uses. Each participant was also asked to share their 
preferences for personal travel choice and what if anything would influence changing their current 
travel patterns. 

Polling questions related to personal preference among the scenarios at the county and regional 
scale were asked at the workshops. While the full spectrum of polling results is included in Appendix 
G-1, the overall results of scenario voting are represented in Figure 2.2. The responses from the nine 
workshops in the region show a preference toward Scenario 3, which of all three scenarios had the 
highest: percentage of growth in Center and Corridor Communities; growth in attached homes; 
increase in transit service and funding; percent of new jobs and housing and homes in 
environmental justice areas near high-quality transit; and increase in miles of bicycle paths, lanes and 
routes.  The participants in workshops in Sutter and Placer Counties expressed greater levels of 
support for Scenario 2.  

Figure 2.2:  
Regional Results of MTP/SCS Workshop Polling on Scenario Preference 
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For the regional workshops, SACOG had the opportunity to partner with a community-based 
organization to provide unique outreach to limited and non-English speakers. Asian Resources, Inc. 
(ARI) provided translation of print materials into Vietnamese and Russian. Additionally, their staff 
attended the workshops and provided real-time interpretation services. ARI is a community-based 
non-profit dedicated to providing a wide spectrum of social services to low-income and limited 
English speaking youth, immigrant and refugee communities in Sacramento, as well as re-entry 
clients. . 

Detailed information on the workshop results is in Appendix G-1. Being a geographically large 
region, SACOG is aware that not all residents could attend a workshop in person. SACOG posted 
videos and materials from each workshop on the SACOG website and provided print materials on 
request to those unable to attend. SACOG staff also fielded a number of phone calls in order to 
assist residents with questions, and to record comments on the scenarios. 

M T P / S C S  D R A F T  P R E F E R R E D  S C E N A R I O  D E V E L O P M E N T  

Throughout the public workshops, public opinion research, focus groups and media outreach, 
SACOG heard public interest in a balanced investment package including improvements in road 
maintenance, road expansion, transit service expansion, and facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians 
and an understanding of the types of transit investments that can be cost-effective in different 
community types, as exemplified in the focus group performance measure recommendations shown 
in Table 2.3 and the public workshop results shown in Figure 2.2.  

In December 2010, based on the results of the public workshops and focus group input, the 
SACOG Board of Directors adopted a framework to create a Draft Preferred Scenario of 
transportation investments and land use growth assumptions to underpin the MTP/SCS, based on 
Workshop Scenario 3, with elements of Scenario 2 for Sutter and Placer counties. The framework 
provided policy and process guidance to staff, local agencies and stakeholders for creating a Draft 
Preferred Scenario. The framework directed SACOG staff to develop a land use pattern and 
transportation system for the MTP/SCS that improved upon the transportation performance of the 
2008 MTP. The SACOG board endorsed the Draft Preferred Scenario after multiple iterations of 
the scenario methodology described in more detail in Appendix E.  Information on the land use 
forecast of the MTP/SCS is in Chapter 3. 

This MTP/SCS continues to draw investment priorities from the six board-adopted MTP/SCS 
Principles: access and mobility, equity and choice, economic vitality, environmental quality and 
sustainability, financial stewardship and smart land use. Public input from the MTP/SCS workshops 
indicated strong public support for concentrating growth in Center and Corridor Communities and 
increasing investment in transit and complete streets. 

 With the funding provided by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) described in Chapter 1, SACOG was able to do work to understand resident needs for 
complete communities with transit access. This work centered on Transit Priority Areas (TPA) in 
the plan. TPAs are areas within a ½-mile of a rail transit stop or 15-minute transit service during 
traditional commute hours.  

 To implement the HUD grant, SACOG started a Regional Consortium for Sustainable 
Communities that includes working groups on economic development; equity, housing and health; 
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infrastructure; and natural resources. The Consortium and working groups explored a more in-depth 
view of opportunities to increase access to employment, housing and transportation choices in five 
distinct TPAs. The working groups helped to frame priorities and indicators in their topic areas to 
be measured and assessed in the selection of five Transit Priority Areas studied as part of the grant. 
This input also informed the performance measures for the MTP/SCS, discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 8 – Equity and Choice. .  
  
 Development of the MTP/SCS also involves hearings and local government information 
meetings during circulation of the draft MTP/SCS that satisfy the public outreach requirements of 
SB 375 and SACOG’s PPP.  

T E C H N I C A L  A N A L Y S I S  &  C O N G E S T I O N  M A N A G E M E N T  
P R O C E S S   

As part of the MTP/SCS development and ongoing Congestion Management Process (CMP) 
efforts, technical committees comprised of local public works agencies and transit operators made 
specific recommendations considered by the SACOG Board of Directors. Input was also 
incorporated from SACOG advisory committees, including the Regional Planning Partnership, the 
Transit Coordinating Committee, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, the 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Task Force, and the Planners Committee.  

Collaborations between local jurisdiction staff and agency partners included the development of 
regional-scale land use and transportation scenarios that the SACOG board directed staff to develop 
for use in the MTP/SCS public workshops described above. The range of investments was taken 
from existing plans and new proposals developed through agency collaborations. The scenarios 
reflected different emphases on specific investments in roads, transit, bicycle and pedestrian modes, 
and transportation programs and each specific land use patterns based on new population growth 
estimates through 2035. 

At the workshops, SACOG provided results of three investment scenarios (informed by the 
previous focus groups and market realities) and a variety of CMP performance measurements. These 
measures, consistently reported across the scenarios, included percentage of travel by mode, vehicle 
miles traveled per household, vehicle miles traveled per household in congestion, transit share of 
commute trips, and other statistics related to new miles of roads, rail transit and bus transit. The 
performance measurements were made available in electronic and print formats for review by the 
general public, agency partners and the SACOG Board.  

Communication between SACOG and local agencies over the course of the MTP/SCS 
development led to a project list that was more financially constrained than in previous MTPs with 
consistent performance measures to track through ongoing CMP efforts. Local agency plans were 
reviewed by SACOG staff during 2009 for the purpose of studying and developing plan alternatives, 
and again in early 2010, when agencies were asked to nominate projects through a call for projects to 
request scopes, costs, and schedules as well as priorities and information on developer-funded 
projects. Because the regional plan takes into account local funds—including developer fees and 
developer-built projects—as well as regional, state, and federal funds, projects that local agencies 
submitted were considered through multiple rounds of review.  
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SACOG analyzed projects nominated by member jurisdictions against the priorities identified 
through the public outreach activities, technical performance, and financial constraint requirements. 
SACOG fit as many member jurisdiction priorities as possible into the plan, given the constraint of 
reasonably expected revenues and a more fiscally constrained budget than the 2008 MTP. The result 
was a draft staff recommendation that reflects strong performance and financial realities.  

SACOG provided the technical analysis for the plan, prepared materials for the MTP/SCS 
workshops, recruited facilitators from agency partners, met with interest groups, and the public, and 
in the end drafted the MTP/SCS for the SACOG board. The staff also prepared: 

 Financial forecasts of amounts and types of funds expected to be available between 2011 
and 2035. Federal statutes require that regional transportation plans be limited to 
improvements that can be afforded with funds reasonably expected to be available. Issues 
arising from the forecasting of and limitations on funding are discussed in detail in Chapter 
10 on Financial Stewardship and Appendix B-1. 

 Information from the regional transportation model and other data sources to allow 
evaluation of the impacts of changes to the transportation system. Chapter 3 and Appendix 
E-3 provide the assumptions that are used for the land use forecast. Chapter 5 details the 
results of the transportation modeling performed for this plan. 

What Federal and State Requirements Must Be Met? 

Federal statutes require adherence to eight planning objectives in the development of regional 
transportation plans: 

 support economic vitality of the region, 

 increase the safety of the system, 

 increase the security of the system, 

 increase accessibility and mobility options for people and freight, 

 protect and enhance the environment and quality of life, 

 improve integration and connection among modes for people and freight, 

 promote efficient system management and operations, and 

 emphasize preservation of the existing system. 
 

All of these federal objectives coincide with the adopted goals in the plan, and thus have been 
considered in defining the policies, strategies and projects for the plan. The MTP/SCS is also 
consistent with other plans and regulations. Detailed descriptions of the following plans and 
regulations are found in Appendix G-5: 

 The plan is consistent with the transportation plans of adjacent regions, short-range transit 
plans, air quality plans, airport plans, and plans for intelligent transportation systems (ITS). 
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 The plan is consistent with the California Transportation Plan, a statewide document with 
policies that should be followed in all regional transportation plans. 

 The plan must conform to the federal Clean Air Act, which requires demonstration that 
emissions from transportation activities in the plan decline steadily until a 2018 deadline by 
which federal clean air standards must be reached in the region. 

 The plan is consistent with the California Clean Air Act, a state regulation that specifies air 
quality management strategies that must be adopted. 

 The plan is consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), through the 
development of an environmental impact report (EIR) that documents impacts and 
mitigation issues for the region. 

 The plan is consistent with the Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan (CHSTP), 
through coordination with groups identified in Appendix E-4 and CHSTP recommendations 
consistent with the environmental justice analysis described in Chapter 8. 

 The plan includes access to interregional transportation, such as Amtrak stations, freight 
railyards, airports, and the Port of West Sacramento, but does not include planning for those 
systems, which are owned and operated by other entities. A discussion of interregional 
transportation is found in Appendix C-1. 

  The plan meets the requirements of Senate Bill 375. 

  The plan meets the requirements of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009.  

 The plan meets the requirements of Title VI, California Government Code Section 11135, 
and environmental justice orders as described in Chapter 8 – Equity.  
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Chapter 3 
Summary of Growth and Land Use Forecast 

 
 
 In each MTP update cycle, SACOG prepares a regional growth forecast and land use pattern to 
accommodate the estimated increases in population, employment and housing.  Under Senate Bill 
375 (SB 375), these are required components of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The 
development of the regional growth forecast and the land use component of the MTP/SCS are: 
prepared using state-of-the art data, analysis, and modeling tools; designed to help the region achieve 
its goals within the confines of how real estate markets actually function and local governments 
exercise their land use authority; and executed in a manner that helps achieve local and regional 
goals while maintaining the flow of transportation funds to the region and meeting other federal and 
state requirements. 
 
 The overarching challenge in preparing the regional growth forecast and the land use 
component of each MTP/SCS update is to estimate, as realistically as possible, the amount and 
nature of growth for the next two-plus decades so that a transportation system can be planned and 
built to serve that growth, while maximizing the positive benefits for the region and its residents and 
minimizing the negative impacts. SACOG strives to do this with two seemingly contradictory goals 
in mind:  using increasingly sophisticated tools to improve the accuracy of its 25-year projections, 
while writing a plan that recognizes the fact that open market and policy/regulatory forces inevitably 
will shape the future in ways that are not possible to completely predict or control.   
 
 To meet this challenge, SACOG strives to follow the management and planning path employed 
by the best private businesses and public agencies, including:  examining a wide range of alternative 
futures; trying to understand the many variables that could influence the future; picking a future to 
head towards and developing clear strategies for getting there; and constantly monitoring progress 
and quickly adapting to the inevitable changing circumstances encountered along the way. 
 
 For SACOG, the Blueprint scenario planning and visioning effort were the first steps along this 
path, by examining a wide range of alternative growth and transportation patterns for the region, 
understanding the variables affecting those choices, and choosing a future and strategies to get there. 
The MTP, and in this case the MTP/SCS, is another step along that path; and the four-year regular 
plan update cycles provide the means to constantly monitor progress, learn more about the region’s 
growth dynamics, and make frequent mid-course adjustments.   
 
 This chapter discusses the development of the regional growth forecast and its allocation in the 
region to create the SCS.  The chapter is divided into four sections. The first provides an overview 
of the regional growth forecast for the MTP/SCS planning period (2008 to 2035). The second 
section provides a summary of the method used to allocate the growth forecast throughout the 
region (i.e., where the new construction for jobs, houses and people is projected to occur).  The 
third section describes the actual projected land use pattern—residential and employment—in the 
SCS from three perspectives: Community Type, Blueprint principles, and Transit Priority Areas. The 
fourth and final section describes the potential application of the SCS after its adoption. The 
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transportation elements of the MTP/SCS are described in full detail in Chapter 4—Summary of 
Budgets and Investments.  

Regional Growth Forecast 

 The MTP/SCS identifies areas within the region sufficient to house all of the forecasted 
population of the region, including all economic segments of the population over the course of the 
MTP/SCS planning period. The population forecast for the MTP/SCS is based on an economic 
forecast for the region that takes into account several factors, which are described and explained in 
more detail in Appendix D - Regional Projections, and Appendix E-3 - Land Use Forecast 
Background Documentation.  
  
 SACOG typically updates its growth forecast on the four-year MTP update cycle. The Center 
for Continuing Study of the California Economy (CCSCE) develops the growth projections for 
SACOG, including projections of future employment (by major employment sector), population and 
household growth at the regional scale. The CCSCE’s regional growth projection method follows 
three major steps: (1) employment projections based on projections of U.S. and California job 
growth and the competitive position of the Sacramento region to capture a share of the state and 
national job growth; (2) population projections based on projected job growth, accounting for 
foreign immigration and domestic migration into the region; and (3) household projections based on 
projected population growth. This draft information is summarized and reviewed by the SACOG 
board and staff, member cities and counties, and stakeholders, and is ultimately approved by the 
SACOG board. Once the projections are approved by the SACOG board, they become the growth 
forecast that is utilized for planning purposes in the MTP/SCS. Appendix D provides a more 
detailed description of the regional growth projections methodology. SACOG also reconciles these 
projections for the region, including additional travel-generating populations, such as students. 
 
 The 2035 growth forecast indicates that population in the plan area is expected to grow by 
871,000 people, an increase of about 39 percent, between 2008 and 2035. As shown in Figure 3.1 
below, this forecast is lower than the 1.3 million people forecasted in the 2008 MTP, which had the 
same 2035 planning horizon, but used 2005 as the base year. As a result of the lower population 
forecast, the housing and employment forecast for the region is also lower than the forecast in the 
previous plan, resulting in the need to accommodate approximately 361,000 new employees and 
303,000 new housing units between 2008 and 2035.  
 
 A decline in domestic in-migration is the principal cause of the declining population projections, 
although the recent recession also contributes to declining population growth in the early years. The 
U.S. economy is projected to grow at a slower rate, California is projected to get a smaller share of 
U.S. job and population growth, and the region’s economy is expected to recover at a slower rate 
than some other areas of the state, with state budget deficits restraining job growth in the public 
sector over the next decade. The SACOG region is still expected to outpace the state and nation in 
job growth in the latter part of the planning period; however, the region is expected to have a 
smaller job growth advantage than was anticipated in the 2008 MTP. Appendix D has more detail 
on the differences between this current set of projections and the projections used in the 2008 MTP.   
 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  3‐3 

 Although the growth forecast through 2035 that underpins this plan is somewhat lower than the 
2035 growth forecast in the prior plan, it projects a healthy future growth rate for the region over 
the mid and long terms. Of course, the growth forecast is not all science.  
 
 
 

Figure 3.1 
SACOG Region Growth Rates 

 
Source: SACOG, 2011. 

 
 
 While the MTP/SCS is centered on a planning period of 2008-2035, a number of planning 
processes also rely on phasing assumptions for the year 2020. SB 375 requires the SCS to 
demonstrate that it can achieve a target reduction in passenger vehicle greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions by the years 2020 and 2035, if feasible to do so.  The year 2020 is very close to the 2018 
attainment demonstration year for the Ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP), a state-administered 
air quality plan that shows how the SACOG region will meet National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for this pollutant.1  The year 2020 is also very close to the 2021 horizon year of the next 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), an eight-year housing allocation that SACOG is 
required to develop under state housing law. (Appendix E-5 provides more information on 
SACOG’s role in this housing process.) SB 375 also requires that the RHNA be consistent with the 
growth pattern of the SCS and that the SCS identify areas within the region sufficient to house an 
eight-year projection of the region’s housing need.  
 
 For these reasons, SACOG worked closely with the California Departments of Finance and 
Housing and Community Development to identify the most accurate population, housing and 
employment projections for 2020. The same economic and demographic factors used to develop the 
2035 regional growth forecast are used to develop the 2020 growth forecast. Given the near-term 
time frame of 2020, and the expectation of some recovery from the 2008 economic recession before 
                                                            
1 The SIP also requires that SACOG prepare growth estimates, projected land use patterns, travel behavior and air 
emissions for what are termed horizon years, which are 2012, 2014, 2017, 2018, 2022, 2025, 2035.  Chapter 8 - 
Environmental Sustainability and Appendix X, provide more information on the State Implementation Plan. 
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then, a number of other variables were scrutinized during this process, including vacancy rates, 
growth rates, household formation behavior, and the health of the home-building industry. Thus, 
the 2020 forecast represents an interim snapshot of the MTP/SCS growth forecast. Table 3.1, 
below, shows the regional growth forecast for the MTP/SCS. 
 
 

Table 3.1 

MTP/SCS Regional Growth Forecast 

Year  Employees  Population  Housing Units 

2008  966,316  2,215,044  884,725 

2020  1,068,839  2,519,947  1,003,725 

2035  1,327,424  3,086,213  1,187,744 

Source: SACOG, 2011. 

Land Use Forecast 

 The growth forecast is for the region.  It is not disaggregated to political jurisdictions or any 
other geographic subarea.  However, SACOG must allocate the growth forecast to project the land 
use pattern that is most likely to occur over the planning horizon of the plan.   
 
 The growth forecast, and the process for allocating it within the region, are affected by federal 
and state requirements related to regional transportation plans and the Clean Air Act.  (See Cal. Gov. 
Code, § 65080; 23 U.S.C. § 134; 42 U.S.C. § 7506; 23 C.F.R. pt. 450; 40 C.F.R. pt. 93).   In general, 
these laws and regulations require SACOG to develop a forecasted land use pattern, based upon the 
best available information, in order to, among other things, design specific transportation 
improvements to serve that land use, and to perform travel modeling to determine the performance 
of the transportation system and determine whether the plan, including its land use and 
transportation components, meets federal air quality conformity requirements.2 Starting with the 
current planning cycle, this process is also affected by SB 375, and specifically its requirements to 
include an SCS, to calculate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger vehicles, and 
enable the CEQA streamlining benefits for projects that are consistent with the SCS.  
 
 Additionally, the newly adopted Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009 (Delta 
Reform Act), Senate Bill X7 1 (Stats 2009, 7th Ex. Sess., Ch. 5), provides an exemption from the 
Delta Reform Act’s provisions for projects within the secondary zone of the Delta that are 
consistent with the SCS.  More information on the Delta Reform Act and how it relates to the 
MTP/SCS is at the end of this chapter in the “Application of the SCS” section. 
 
 Following the federal and state regulations above, SACOG prepared an estimated 2035 growth 
pattern for the region, which is the land use forecast.  This land use forecast is the result of two 
processes: a public engagement process that included board direction following a series of public 
workshops, and a more technical process that included consideration of market analysis and 

                                                            
2 See Appendix G-5 for a summary of the relevant federal and state laws and a description of how federal Clean Air Act 
and SB 375 emissions requirements shape some of the technical aspects of preparing and documenting the MTP/SCS. 
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policy/regulatory factors.  As discussed below, the amount of input and the number of variables in 
each of these processes is immense.  
 

Both Chapter 2 – The Planning Process and Appendix G-1 provide detailed information on the 
alternative scenarios analyzed, the input gathered during a series of public workshops held in 
October 2010, and the subsequent framework for creating the MTP/SCS adopted by the SACOG 
board in December 2010. Some of the most important parts of the framework to come out of the 
scenario process were the preliminary targets for the types of housing to construct regionally (i.e., 
percent of new homes that should be rural residential, large-lot single family, small-lot single family,  
and attached), the percent of the new growth to target in the various Community Types (i.e., Center 
and Corridor Communities, Established Communities, Developing Communities, and Rural 
Residential Communities), the share of new growth near high-quality transit, and the primary areas 
of the region to focus on to improve jobs-housing balance.  

 
It is important to understand that the purpose of these preliminary targets is to provide a starting 

place to conduct the extensive task of building a regional land use projection through 2035.  They 
are not necessarily the ending point, as many factors are considered during the iterative process of 
building the final plan.     
 
 The first step in the transition from the growth forecast to a land use forecast is to convert 
projected amounts of future employees and households into projected new development to serve 
employment for different segments of the economy (i.e., retail, office, industrial, etc.) and new 
housing units.  For households, this process includes establishing an estimated “vacancy factor” for 
existing and future residential buildings.  The plan assumes a 5 percent vacancy factor for residential 
growth.  
 
 After creating, evaluating, and seeking broad-based input on a range of alternative future 
scenarios, and receiving direction from the SACOG board, the land use component of the 
MTP/SCS is built by examining a wide range of factors in two basic areas: market forces and 
policy/regulatory influences.  The location, nature and pace of growth are the confluence of market 
forces and public policies.  They shape each other.  Neither happens in isolation. As explained 
throughout this document, the land use component of the plan is influenced by the planning 
principles of many public policies, but this occurs within the context of the best available 
information regarding current and future market demand, economics and development trends.   
  
 As it develops the estimated MTP/SCS land use forecast, SACOG consults with local 
governments and stakeholders as it considers a number of factors throughout this process. The 
SACOG Planners Committee3 was the primary venue for ongoing coordination between local 
agency planning staff and SACOG; however, a number of jurisdiction-specific meetings and 
comment periods were also held. In December 2009, at the launch of the MTP/SCS update, 
SACOG staff met with each jurisdiction individually to discuss the update process and to collect 
new and/or updated planning assumptions. Staff also discussed the upcoming planning process, and 

                                                            
3 The SACOG Planners Committee is a 28-member committee consisting of the planning directors, or their designees, 
of each of SACOG's member jurisdictions. The committee was originally formed to advise SACOG on the development 
of the Blueprint Project and is now advising on all land use and housing related items. This committee meets monthly 
(or as needed) and received updates regarding the MTP/SCS update throughout the process. 
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worked to keep staff informed of key dates, milestones, and comment periods in the planning 
process. Throughout the process of developing the land use forecast (from May 2010 to August 
2011), SACOG had five review and comment periods that were directed specifically to local agency 
planning staff for comments on the land use assumptions in their jurisdiction. Chapter 2 – The 
Planning Process, Appendix G-1, and Appendix E-3 provide more information on the public 
process, the development of the workshop scenarios and a Draft Preferred Scenario, as well as the 
interaction between SACOG and local agency planning staff.  
 

While many factors are considered, there is not a single mathematical formula or computer 
program used to create the land use forecast. The analytical process is iterative. Multiple variables are 
evaluated, and as the picture gets clearer and more focused, many of these factors are rechecked, 
adjusted, rechecked, and adjusted again until a forecast is created that can credibly be described as 
the best estimate of how the region’s land use pattern is expected to evolve through 2035. Soon after 
the plan is adopted, the next plan update cycle begins, following the same process. Actual 
development activity is tracked and documented, data sources are refreshed, and new and better 
analytical tools are constructed, as the region collectively works to continually improve at 
understanding all of the complex dynamics that influence growth patterns and how to maximize the 
positive, and minimize the negative, consequences of growth. 

 
Most of the market and policy/regulatory variables considered in the MTP/SCS land use 

forecast process can broadly be categorized as either predominantly supply or demand influences.  
Many of the most important variables are summarized below. A more detailed explanation is 
included in Appendix E-3. 

T H E O R E T I C A L  S U P P L Y  A N A L Y S I S    

 The foundation of the entire process is adopted local government general plans, community 
plans, specific plans and other local policies and regulations. SACOG is required to consider 
adopted local land use plans in the formulation of the land use forecast. Most of the other variables 
that are considered serve to help refine the sum of the local plans in order to create the most likely 
future development pattern. In order to consider these plans most effectively, SACOG creates a set 
of “build out,” or capacity, assumptions for the region. This includes creating an inventory of 
unbuilt capacity for housing and employment within existing adopted plans. In addition to these 
plans, the housing and employment capacity within projects that are actively under development, or 
are currently in or about to begin the entitlement process, are also inventoried if the project is 
forecasted for some development in the MTP/SCS.  
 
Practical Considerations that Modify the Theoretical Supply Analysis 
 

A number of variables are considered that help to estimate the timing of growth within the plan 
capacities, and sometimes serve to modify the estimated upper-end growth amounts expected from 
the plans. Major variables considered include: 

 
 Availability of existing infrastructure and economic feasibility of providing needed additional 

infrastructure (e.g., transportation, water, sanitary and storm sewer). 

 Floodplain issues, including the timing and likelihood of successfully providing needed flood 
protection infrastructure. 
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 Natural resources issues, especially whether federal permits under the Clean Water Act 
and/or the Endangered Species Act are required and, if so, the expected timing of securing 
these permits. 

 Feasibility and timing of securing any needed permits to address brownfield (i.e., toxic 
substances) issues.  

 Likely timing of securing any needed additional local approvals (e.g., land use entitlement, 
annexation approval, sphere of influence approval) 

 
Some of these considerations serve to reduce the estimated capacities in the local plans, but 

mainly this analysis affects the estimated timing of the construction of the plans.   
 
Demand Analysis   
 

SACOG’s demand analysis includes examining both historical data and estimates of future 
trends. 
 
 Historical data include the current conditions (2008 base year) for the regional market share 

of jobs and housing, as well as trend data for the regional market share of housing and 
employment growth. 

 Future demand data include variables such as: 

 Market demand studies for the types and locations of housing future residents are likely 
to prefer; 

 Federal, state, local policy and/or regulatory trends that may affect the choices available 
to consumers; and 

 Trends in economic incentives (e.g., availability of transportation funds, redevelopment 
financing, mortgage practices, and restriction or expansion of other financial instruments 
to raise funds for infrastructure and public services). 

 
 The combined data and information on projected supply and demand are then compared to 
determine consistencies and inconsistencies. Some adopted local plans have substantially more 
capacity than will build out by 2035. Retail capacity is an example in many jurisdictions; housing 
capacity is an example in some. In these cases, SACOG must estimate how much of the available 
capacity will be built by 2035, leaving some room for vacancy factor(s) and the practical 
considerations (above) that naturally limit development. When there is more projected demand than 
existing plan capacity, SACOG must estimate how many plans that are still in the entitlement 
process are likely to be fully approved and start construction by 2035. And sometimes, local 
jurisdictions will amend and re-entitle existing plans to respond to changing market demand. 
   
 After creating and vetting the 2035 land use pattern and assumptions with local agency planners, 
stakeholders, and the SACOG board, SACOG staff then repeats the process above to estimate a 
land use pattern that matches the regional growth forecast for 2020. 
  
 As noted above, SACOG builds the land use component of the MTP/SCS on the foundation of 
the 28 city and county general plans of its member jurisdictions, and their other local plans, 
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regulations and policies. However, SACOG’s MTP/SCS growth forecast can never be just the sum 
of its 28 member local governments’ adopted general plans at any given point in time. The 
MTP/SCS and local general plans are two related, but different, kinds of planning documents. 
General plans are by nature aspirational, have widely ranging timeframes and are not 
comprehensively updated very frequently. The MTP/SCS must be a fiscally and time-constrained 
plan, with a forecasted growth pattern that is consistent with—i.e., not exceeding—the amount of 
forecasted population, employment, and housing growth for the region by 2035. For example, if a 
city has a general plan with a 50-year planning horizon, the MTP/SCS growth forecast may indicate 
growth on only a portion of the land designated in the city’s general plan for future growth. The 
reverse may also be true. The MTP/SCS growth forecast may show growth in areas that are not yet 
formally included in a county’s or city’s general plan if SACOG estimates that there is market 
demand for growth in that location, and that the entitlement process can realistically be expected to 
be successfully completed and construction begun during the planning period.  
   
 Including growth within the MTP/SCS is not a guarantee that it will happen.  Likewise, growth 
in areas outside the MTP/SCS may, indeed will, occur during the planning period. Growth outside 
the MTP/SCS may or may not be consistent with the smart growth, long-term, Blueprint vision for 
the region. In any event, however, SACOG has no authority to require or prohibit growth of any 
kind. While local agencies may take advantage of certain CEQA benefits and other incentives, 
CEQA does not mandate that local agencies use the MTP/SCS to regulate GHG emissions or for 
any other purpose. Senate Bill 375 also specifically states that a sustainable communities strategy 
does not regulate land use, that city and county land use policies and plans are not required to be 
consistent with the MTP/SCS, and that nothing in a sustainable communities strategy “shall be 
interpreted as superseding the exercise of the local land use authority of cities and counties within 
the region.” (Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(J)). The MTP/SCS does not regulate local land use authority 
or preclude a local jurisdiction from planning and approving growth that is different in terms of total 
units or geographic extent. 
 
 It is also important to remember that the MTP/SCS is updated on a federally-regulated cycle of 
at least every four years. This means that if new information about individual development projects, 
for instance, becomes available after an MTP/SCS is adopted, SACOG is obligated to address that 
information in the next MTP/SCS update cycle. Importantly, the next update (to be adopted no 
later than April 2016) will include adding at least four additional years to the forecast. Barring further 
major economic challenges, that forecast will most likely project the need for more residential and 
non-residential construction than is included in the current plan and, therefore, it is likely to include 
more land for development than in the current plan. SACOG will begin preparing the updated 
growth forecast for the next plan in 2014.  
 

Voluntary land use decisions by cities and counties will be critical to the success of this 
MTP/SCS. Over time, the region has increasingly committed to integrating regional transportation 
plans and local land use plans so that they reinforce each other in order to minimize regulatory 
constraints and maximize the opportunities for a steady flow of transportation funds to the region.  
SB 375, with its requirement to include an SCS in the MTP, further supports collaboration between 
local and regional planning efforts.   
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Details of the MTP/SCS Forecasted Land Use Pattern 

  To accommodate a projected increase of approximately 871,000 people, 303,000 new housing 
units and 361,000 new employees in the region through the year 2035, the MTP/SCS projects the 
development of an additional 53,266 acres of land. Importantly, the plan accommodates a nearly 40 
percent increase in population in the region on only a seven percent increase in the development 
footprint of the region from 2008 to 2035, or less than two percent of the entire acreage of the 
Sacramento region. The following describes the MTP/SCS land use pattern in three ways: by 
Community Type, by Blueprint principle, and by Transit Priority Areas.  These discussions will 
reference the 2008 base year (or existing conditions) and the 2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS land use 
forecast. 

C O M M U N I T Y  T Y P E S  F R A M E W O R K  

 SACOG has created a framework for describing the MTP/SCS that is made up of Community 
Types. Local land use plans (e.g., adopted and proposed general plans, specific plans, master plans, 
corridor plans, etc.) were divided into one of five Community Types based on the location of the 
plans. They will be used throughout this chapter to describe the MTP/SCS land use pattern. Figure 
3.2 illustrates these Community Types, which are also briefly defined as follows:  
 
Center and Corridor Communities  
  
 Land uses in Center and Corridor Communities are typically higher density and more mixed 
than surrounding land uses. Centers and Corridors are identified in local plans as historic 
downtowns, main streets, commercial corridors, rail station areas, central business districts, town 
centers, or other high density destinations. They typically have more compact development patterns, 
a greater mix of uses, and a wider variety of transportation infrastructure compared to the rest of the 
region. Some have frequent transit service, either bus or rail, and all have pedestrian and bicycling 
infrastructure that is more supportive of walking and bicycling than other Community Types.  
 
Established Communities  
 
 Established Communities are typically the areas adjacent to, or surrounding, Center and 
Corridor Communities. Local land use plans aim to maintain the existing character and land use 
pattern in these areas. Land uses in Established Communities are typically made up of existing low- 
to medium-density residential neighborhoods, office and industrial parks, or commercial strip 
centers. Depending on the density of existing land uses, some Established Communities have bus 
service; others may have commuter bus service or very little service. The majority of the region’s 
roads are in Established Communities in 2008 and in 2035.  
 
Developing Communities  
  
 Developing Communities are typically, though not always, situated on vacant land at the edge of 
existing urban or suburban development; they are the next increment of urban expansion. 
Developing Communities are identified in local plans as special plan areas, specific plans, or master 
plans and may be residential-only, employment-only, or a mix of residential and employment uses. 
Transportation options in Developing Communities often depend, to a great extent, on the timing 
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of development. Bus service, for example, may be infrequent or unavailable today, but may be 
available every 30 minutes or less once a community builds out. Walking and bicycling environments 
vary widely, though many Developing Communities are designed with dedicated pedestrian and 
bicycle trails.  
 
Rural Residential Communities  
  
 Rural Residential Communities are typically located outside of urbanized areas and designated in 
local land use plans for rural residential development. Rural Residential Communities are 
predominantly residential with some small-scale hobby or commercial farming. Travel occurs almost 
exclusively by automobile and transit service is minimal or nonexistent. 
 
Lands Not Identified for Development in the MTP/SCS Planning Period  
  
 These areas of the region are not expected to develop to urban levels during the MTP/SCS 
planning period. Today, these areas are dominated by commercial agriculture, forestry, resource 
conservation, mining, flood protection, or a combination of these uses. Some of these areas have 
long-term plans and policies to preserve or maintain the existing “non-urban” uses; however, some 
are covered under adopted or proposed plans that allow urban development and/or are included in 
the adopted Blueprint vision for future growth. When it was adopted by the SACOG board in 2004, 
the regional Blueprint was projected to meet growth needs through 2050. Under today’s slower 
regional growth rate projections, there is likely capacity in the Blueprint beyond 2050. As noted 
above, this MTP/SCS cannot predict market and regulatory conditions with certainty and it is 
possible, if not likely, that some housing and employment growth may occur in these areas that is 
nevertheless consistent with the Blueprint. 
 
 Though the MTP/SCS does not assume any development in these areas by 2035, it is likely that 
some housing and employment growth associated with agriculture, forestry, mining, and other rural 
uses will occur in these areas within that timeframe. This is particularly true in the areas that have 
long-term plans and policies to sustain the current rural uses. It is especially difficult to estimate 
where this growth will go on a parcel basis because employment in these areas is often seasonal and 
is dispersed over a large geography, and because residential uses are often a secondary or an 
accessory use to agriculture and/or the other rural uses listed above. 
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MTP/SCS Land Use Distribution by Community Type  
 
 A summary discussion of the approach taken to growth allocations for each Community Type 
follows. In each case, the forecast largely relies on growth that is generally consistent with the 
location, density and intensity of use (Gov. Code, § 65080(b)(2)(B)) in existing general plans or other 
local adopted plans, but does not utilize all available capacity in those plans by 2035.  Tables 3.2 and 
3.3 show the housing and employment by sector projected in the MTP/SCS. The Community Type 
map in Figure 3.2 is included in this plan to depict the general areas projected for growth.  

 
Table 3.2 

Summary of Housing Units Forecasted in MTP/SCS 

Community Type  2008 Existing Housing Units 
Total 2035 MTP/SCS 

Forecasted Housing Units 

Center and Corridor Communities  103,209  195,255 

Established Communities  684,129  763,491 

Developing Communities  25,717  152,027 

Rural Residential Communities  71,670  76,971 

Region Total  884,725  1,187,744 

     

Source: SACOG, September 2011 

 
 
 
  

Table 3.3 

Summary of Employment Forecasted in MTP/SCS   

   2008 Existing Conditions  Total 2035 MTP/SCS Forecasted Employment 

Community 
Type 

Retail 
Employees 

Office 
Employees 

Industrial 
Employees 

Public 
Employees 

Retail 
Employees 

Office 
Employees 

Industrial 
Employees 

Public 
Employees 

Center and 
Corridor 
Communities        89,799       211,195         20,604        34,212       114,953      283,231         20,305        41,066 

Established 
Communities      134,552       274,973         89,037        66,184      169,546      373,100       114,243        95,405 

Developing 
Communities          4,443           4,934           4,079          3,091        31,054        28,952           9,436        12,842 

Rural 
Residential 
Communities          8,673           9,964           5,581          5,007        10,088        10,815           6,451          5,926 

Region Total      237,467       501,066       119,301       108,494       325,641       696,098       150,435       155,239  

Source: SACOG, September 2011 
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Center and Corridor Communities  
  
 In 2008, these areas have higher concentrations of employment, usually commercial and office, 
than other Community Types. Most Centers and Corridors will add new development on vacant or 
underutilized land, or through redevelopment of existing developed land. As in past MTP land use 
elements, the land use allocation for this first MTP/SCS assumes that relatively small amounts of 
excess employment lands will be redesignated by local governments to other purposes, such as 
mixed use or residential. These trends are more prevalent in urban areas in some other regions of 
the country than they are yet in the SACOG region. Consistent with this data, the plan forecasts 
some economic activity converting employment plan designations to residential or mixed use, or 
redevelopment of existing employment buildings to residential or mixed use. As in past plans, 
however, some targeted amounts of this type of redevelopment are forecast. SACOG will continue 
to track these development trends carefully. By 2035, some urban and suburban centers and 
corridors are projected to add medium- and high-density housing and employment. 
 
 The MTP/SCS projects that the total share of housing in Centers and Corridors will increase 
from 11 percent in 2008 to 16 percent in 2035, primarily on vacant or underutilized land in close 
proximity to services and employment opportunities. By 2035, the MTP/SCS land use forecast 
projects that 30 percent of new housing and 29 percent of new employees will be located in Center 
and Corridor Communities. Real estate research forecasts that there will be significant demand, 
especially by the large, retirement age baby boomer generation and the even larger Generation Y 
echo-boomer cohort (those born between 1978 and 1994), for new housing, including rentals and 
small-lot homes, in mixed-use communities close to public transit, employment, services and 
amenities. Many of the local governments in the region have updated, or are in the process of 
updating, their land use plans to accommodate growth of this type. The MTP/SCS development 
pattern takes advantage of existing transportation infrastructure (light rail and bus service where 
present), and creates more types of housing products for the projected population in central 
locations in close proximity to services and employment opportunities.   

 The growth in Centers and Corridors, however, is much greater in the second half than the first 
half of the plan. The projected 2,307 average annual dwelling units between 2008 and 2020 is only 
about half of the 4,598average annual dwelling units between 2021 and 2035. Housing growth 
projections through 2020 represent 39 percent of total projected housing growth through 2035 
region-wide, but are only 30 percent of projected housing growth through 2035 in Centers and 
Corridors. The slower growth rate in the early years of the plan reflects the current market 
conditions, as well as the time it takes to realize the changes resulting from the market influences 
and policy changes noted above and to more widely overcome some of the barriers discussed below. 

 Barriers to growth in the Centers and Corridors include limited public and private sector 
financing, especially in the short term given current lending practices and the uncertainty 
surrounding redevelopment caused by the most recent state legislation and pending litigation. In 
some cases, existing infrastructure capacity is not sufficient, and financing improvements can be 
challenging due to the multiple owners typically found in finer-grained urban lot patterns. 
Remediating contaminated soils and groundwater is another barrier on some of these lands. 

 There are examples throughout the region of development opportunities in Centers and 
Corridors that are on hold because of conditions such as those described above. However, there are 
also examples of developments that are proceeding because they have overcome the challenges even 
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in these difficult times, including the downtown and Curtis Park railyards in Sacramento and the 
Bridge District in West Sacramento. About half of the projected growth in Centers and Corridors in 
the region is in these two centrally-located cities. 

 Table 3.4 summarizes the existing conditions, and 2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS projections, for 
Center and Corridor Communities. 

Table 3.4  
Summary of Housing Units and Employees in Center and Corridor Communities 

Existing Conditions 2008 
MTP/SCS 2020 Draft 
Preferred Scenario 

MTP/SCS 2035 Draft Preferred 
Scenario, 2008‐2035 

Total 
Employees 

Total Housing 
Units 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

355,829  103,209  26,082  27,678  104,185  92,046 

Source: SACOG, September 2011 

 
Established Communities  
 
 In 2008, Established Communities are generally considered built out, meaning relatively little 
vacant land is available for new growth. Local land use plans largely seek to maintain the existing 
character and land use pattern in these areas. For this reason, the MTP/SCS land use forecast 
projects only an 11 percent increase in housing in this community type, which will primarily occur 
through the build-out of existing subdivisions and empty infill lots. This will reduce the total share 
of housing in Established Communities from 77 percent in 2008 to 64 percent by 2035. This growth 
represents about 3,000 new units per year. The early part of the plan, through 2020, has a slightly 
higher growth rate, as it assumes many of the newer subdivisions that started building in the last ten 
years (e.g., most of North Natomas, most of Lincoln, and most of southeast Folsom) will likely 
continue to build at a more steady pace than traditional infill.   
  
 The MTP/SCS projects a 33 percent increase in job growth in Established Communities, which 
will provide more employment opportunities for residents in this Community Type. Established 
Communities include many office and industrial parks in the region’s secondary jobs centers, 
including McClellan Park, Sunset Industrial Park, Woodland Industrial Park, and El Dorado 
Business Park that are projected to see significant continued growth through 2035. 
    
 In general, the MTP/SCS projects smaller changes to residential communities in Established 
Communities than in other Community Types. Selective infill development, consistent with existing 
planning designations, is projected to occur gradually. Much more change is forecast for the Centers 
and Corridors and Developing Communities than in the Established Communities.  
 
 Development in Established Communities provides opportunities for residents, including 
completing subdivisions that stalled in the housing downturn, revitalizing commercial centers, 
adding housing choices, developing more complete streets that balance the transportation needs of 
auto and non-auto travelers, eliminating blighted vacant lots, and enhancing neighborhood 
amenities. However, development challenges exist in these areas as well.  
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 Residential and commercial financing and financial feasibility is currently a challenge everywhere, 
including Established Communities. Older auto-oriented shopping and strip centers may be in 
decline, but market economics may not yet be ripe for reuse projects, reducing the ability to attract 
investors to take advantage of infill opportunities even on vacant lots. Additionally, many 
neighborhoods have arterials and local streets that experience significant traffic and congestion, need 
maintenance and rehabilitation, and lack attractive transit, pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  
 
 Table 3.5 summarizes the existing conditions and 2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS projections for 
Established Communities. 
 
 

Table 3.5 

Summary of Housing Units and Employees in Established Communities 

Existing Conditions 2008 
MTP/SCS 2020 Draft Preferred 

Scenario 
MTP/SCS 2035 Draft Preferred 

Scenario, 2008‐2035 

Total 
Employees 

Total Housing 
Units 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

561,156  684,129  58,521  38,169  187,546  79,362 

Source: SACOG, September 2011 
 
Developing Communities 
 
 Developing Communities are typically the areas slated for the next increment of urban 
expansion at the edge of existing urban or suburban development and therefore are generally 
situated directly adjacent to Established Communities. They are usually identified in local plans as 
specific plans, special plan areas, or master plans. These communities may be residential-only, 
employment-only, or a mix of typically low- to medium-density residential with employment and 
supporting commercial and public uses. A smaller number of Developing Communities that are 
mixed in residential and employment uses have large, regional employment centers planned.  
Similarly, a small number of Developing Communities are planned as large employment-only areas. 
 
 In 2008, some of these areas are partially developed while others that are not yet approved or 
under development are used for farming, grazing, natural resource extraction, or other non-urban 
uses. By 2035, Developing Communities will be fully or partially constructed.  
 
 The MTP/SCS projects that 42 percent of the forecasted housing demand and 18 percent of the 
employment demand will be in Developing Communities. This will bring the share of housing in 
Developing Communities up from three percent in 2008 to 13 percent of the total regional housing 
pool in 2035. Employment in Developing Communities experiences a smaller gain in the regional 
share of employees as it goes from two percent in 2008 to six percent of the total employees in the 
region by 2035. Unlike Established Communities, which experience high employment growth 
relative to housing growth, Developing Communities experience high housing growth relative to 
employment growth. This is due to two factors: (1) most of the residential growth in Developing 
Communities is not expected to fully build out by the horizon year of the MTP/SCS and, therefore, 
a critical mass of housing is not present to support planned employment growth; and (2) most 
Developing Communities are located around existing regional job centers in southwest Placer 
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County, southeastern Sacramento County, and urbanized Yolo County and are intended to provide 
nearby housing for those job centers.  
 
 The Developing Communities included in the MTP/SCS generally are quite different from the 
large-scale master planned communities typical of the last few decades. Consistent with Blueprint 
principles, many of them provide a wider range of housing choices, are often located adjacent to 
existing large job centers whose workers will benefit from nearby housing options, provide a local 
resident-serving mix of uses such as schools, parks, and retail, and typically have a pedestrian and 
bicycle network and at least options reserved for future transit.   
 
 Developing Communities also face their share of challenges, including how much overall 
demand there will be in this Community Type. Perhaps the largest question is just how much market 
demand there will be for the portion of housing that is more traditional, larger-lot single family 
stock. In the near term, a nine percent residential vacancy rate and large numbers of foreclosures 
provides significant competition for whatever demand there is for these traditional products. High 
infrastructure and service costs for roads, transit, water, sewer, drainage and schools, as well as costs 
for police, fire and other services, are a significant barrier to starting large-scale developments. Local 
government financial conditions create understandable pressures to set development fees at levels 
that cover the government’s total upfront and ongoing costs, sometimes affecting the profitability 
and economic viability of the projects. This can be particularly challenging for the smart growth 
products in the lower price ranges, e.g., small-lot single family, row houses and townhomes. 
Additionally, the outcome of new flood mapping currently being conducted by FEMA in Yolo and 
Sutter counties could affect development in the early years of this plan within these two counties in 
particular. 
 
 There are significant issues related to the federal Endangered Species and Clean Water Acts, 
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Army of Corps of Engineers, especially 
in and around the two largest suburban employment centers of the region in southwest Placer 
County and southeastern Sacramento County along the U.S. 50 corridor. Substantial, multi-year 
efforts to develop Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) in these two areas designed to resolve the 
environmental protection and development pressure trade-off issues are ongoing, but not yet 
successfully completed. Some of the most valuable vernal pools/wetlands and grassland resources in 
the region are in these two areas.  More information on HCPs and the natural resources considered 
in the MTP/SCS is in Chapter 7- Environmental Sustainability. 
 
  Table 3.6 summarizes the existing conditions and 2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS projections for 
Developing Communities. 
 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  3‐17 

Table 3.6 

Summary of Housing Units and Employees in Developing Communities 

Existing Conditions 2008 
MTP/SCS 2020 Draft Preferred 

Scenario 
MTP/SCS 2035 Draft Preferred 

Scenario, 2008‐2035 

Total 
Employees 

Total Housing 
Units 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

16,514  25,717  17,421  51,035  65,323  126,310 

Source: SACOG, September 2011 
 
Rural Residential Communities 
 
 The majority of growth in Rural Residential Communities is located in the foothills of El 
Dorado, Placer and Yuba counties. Rural residential designations are intended primarily for 
residential use, but also allow for limited agricultural use where ample water supply and suitable soils 
are available. Examples of these small-scale agricultural areas include Apple Hill in El Dorado 
County and Newcastle in Placer County.  
 
 The unincorporated portions of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, and Yuba counties that are 
covered by the Rural Residential Community Type, generally allow a maximum density of one home 
per acre. Development in these areas occurs on a small scale, typically through individual lot 
development.  Because of this, the residential capacity in these areas is very high and likely more 
than the region will ever need to meet the demand. The MTP/SCS estimates that two percent of the 
projected housing demand, and one percent of employment demand, will be met in Rural 
Residential Communities. Due to the rural and residential focus of Rural Residential Communities, 
employment growth is minimal. Because of the limited growth assumed, the share of the region’s 
total housing forecasted in 2035 would actually decrease from eight percent to seven percent.  
 
 Although the growth in these communities is limited, they are important as they offer housing 
choice and, in some cases, can support the continuation of small agricultural and resource-based 
businesses.  
 
 However, many of these communities face challenges, whether from limited or expanded 
growth. Because of limited nearby jobs, health care, retail and other services, residents in these 
communities often must travel farther to shopping, professional services, and employment, thereby 
increasing vehicle travel and the congestion and air quality impacts that accompany it. Providing 
emergency and other public services to these areas also is a challenge due to their generally remote 
locations. Infrastructure costs, particularly wastewater treatment and water, in these areas can be 
significant for the local agency and the land owner.    

 Table 3.7 summarizes the existing conditions and 2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS projections for 
Rural Residential Communities. 
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Table 3.7 
Summary of Housing Units and Employees in Rural Residential Communities 

Existing Conditions 2008 
MTP/SCS 2020 Draft Preferred 

Scenario 
MTP/SCS 2035 Draft Preferred 

Scenario, 2008‐2035 

Total 
Employees 

Total Housing 
Units 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

Employee 
Growth 

Housing Unit 
Growth 

32,817  71,670  499  2,118  4,054  5,301 

Source: SACOG, September 2011 

B L U E P R I N T  F R A M E W O R K  

 A survey of local planning efforts shows that since 2005, the 28 cities and counties of the 
SACOG region have been working voluntarily to incorporate the Blueprint principles into their local 
plans and policies. These efforts are reflected in the SCS land use forecast: the distribution of new 
development acres through 2035 reflects an urban and suburban-focused development pattern that 
is far different from the “base case” development pattern that was originally projected for the region 
before the Blueprint project. Information collected from local governments over two MTP cycles on 
general plans, specific plans, ordinances and other plans and regulations, demonstrates that cities and 
counties are including Blueprint principles in their plans and policies; this information is 
documented in Appendix E-3.  Recent housing market studies support the original Blueprint vision 
of more diverse housing choice.4 The public workshops and focus groups informing this MTP/SCS 
show public demand for a Blueprint growth pattern and transportation system. 
 
 The MTP/SCS is aligned in purpose with the Sacramento region’s smart land use Blueprint 
vision. The land use forecast of the MTP/SCS reflects the extent of implementation of the Blueprint 
principles by local jurisdictions. More information on the Blueprint is in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2.  
 
MTP/SCS Land Use Distribution by Blueprint Principles  
 
  The following describes the MTP/SCS according to the seven Blueprint principles: Housing 
Choice and Diversity; Use Existing Assets; Compact Development; Natural Resource Conservation; 
Design for Quality; Mixed Use Developments; and Provide Transportation Choices.  
  
Housing Choice and Diversity 
  
 Providing a variety of housing options, including apartments, condominiums, townhouses, and 
single-family detached homes on varying lot sizes, creates opportunities for the variety of people 
who need them: families, singles, seniors, and people living with special needs. Since the beginning 
of the Blueprint project, SACOG has used four categories to describe housing product mix:  
 
 Rural Residential: single-family detached homes built at densities less than one dwelling unit 

per acre. 

                                                            
4  (Brett, 2011) 
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 Large-Lot Single-Family: single-family detached homes built at densities between one and 8 
dwelling units per acre. 

 Small-Lot Single-Family: single-family detached homes built at densities between 8 and 25 
dwelling units per acre. 

 Attached: Single-family and multi-family homes ranging from duplexes, triplexes, lofts, 
apartments, condominiums, townhomes, row houses, half-plexes, etc., built at densities from 
8 to over 50 dwelling units per acre.  

 
 The Blueprint envisioned by 2050 a diverse mix of new housing to accommodate the housing 
needs and choices of a diverse population: 41 percent of new homes as attached products, 28 
percent of new homes as small-lot single family, 30 percent as large-lot single family, and one 
percent of new homes as rural residential housing.  
 
 More recent demographic studies indicate that housing choice will become an increasingly 
important issue in the future as the population is dominated by older adults and more ethnic 
diversity.5  Evolving demographics and preferences held by specific demographic groups or 
generational cohorts are driving the change in housing preference and demand.  Additionally, recent 
research suggests that not only will people want a choice in terms of location and housing product 
type, but also that a higher percentage of the population will choose to rent, and will rent for longer 
periods than has occurred historically.  While there is no clear line between housing product type 
and rental versus ownership, traditionally attached housing units have a higher rental rate than 
detached housing units. The American Community Survey for 2005-2009 reports that, in the region, 
approximately 90 percent of owner-occupied units are detached units, while 67 percent of renter-
occupied units are attached. Based on the available evidence, the MTP/SCS estimates that there will 
be growing demand for attached and small-lot single-family housing products over the planning 
period of the MTP/SCS, along with lower demand for large-lot single-family housing products, 
which currently make up the large majority of the current housing in the region.  As a result of this 
projected demand and the Blueprint-supportive planning that local agencies have adopted, the 
MTP/SCS, as shown in Table 3.8, provides a mix of housing options that focuses on improving the 
current relative shortages of attached and small-lot products.   
 
 

Table 3.8 

 Summary of Housing Product Mix 

Housing Product 

2008 
Existing 

Conditions

MTP/SCS 2020 
Housing 
Growth 

MTP/SCS 2035 
Housing Growth, 

2008‐2035 

Rural Residential and Single‐Family Large‐Lot  65%  38%  29% 

Single‐Family Small‐Lot and Attached  35%  62%  71% 
Source: SACOG, September 2011 

                                                            
5  
As part of the MTP/SCS process, SACOG researched and wrote a white paper on housing demand. Please see 
Appendix E-6 for the full paper and bibliography.  
Sacramento Area Council of Governments, “Changing Demographics and Demand for Housing Types,” January 2011. 
p. 2-3. 
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 Regionally, 43 percent of the new housing in the MTP/SCS is attached, 28 percent is small-lot 
single-family, 28 percent large-lot single-family, and one percent rural residential. The changing 
housing product mix is a gradual continuation of current market trends, with higher percentages of 
attached and small-lot single-family products projected in the 2021 to 2035 time period than in the 
2008 to 2020 time period.   
 
 By 2035, new housing in Centers and Corridors is predominantly attached, due to higher 
residential densities proposed or allowed in these areas by local jurisdictions. New housing in 
Established Communities is balanced between large-lot single-family, small-lot single-family and 
attached. New housing in Developing Communities is predominantly large-lot single-family and 
small-lot single-family product. New housing in Rural Residential Communities is almost entirely 
rural residential and large-lot single-family housing product.  These distributions can be seen in 
summary Tables 3.9 and 3.10. 
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Table 3.9 
Summary of Housing Product Distribution by Community Type for 2020 and 2035 Growth 

   2008‐2020 Housing Unit Growth  2008‐2035 Housing Unit Growth 

Community 
Type 

Rural 
Residential 

Large‐Lot 
Single‐
Family 

Small‐Lot 
Single‐
Family  Attached

Rural 
Residential 

Large‐Lot 
Single‐
Family 

Small‐Lot 
Single‐
Family  Attached 

Center and 
Corridor 
Communities  0%  4%  22%  74%  0%  3%  14%  83% 

Established 
Communities  0%  40%  35%  25%  1%  30%  38%  32% 

Developing 
Communities  1%  52%  28%  19%  1%  44%  33%  22% 

Rural 
Residential 
Communities  35%  64%  1%  0%  38%  52%  9%  2% 

Region Total  1%  37%  28%  34%  1%  28%  28%  43% 

 
 

Table 3.10  
Summary of Housing Product Distribution by Community Type for 2008‐2020 and 2021‐2035 

   2008‐2020 Housing Unit Growth  2021‐2035 Housing Unit Growth 

Community 
Type 

Rural 
Residential 

Large‐Lot 
Single‐
Family 

Small‐Lot 
Single‐
Family  Attached

Rural 
Residential 

Large‐Lot 
Single‐
Family 

Small‐Lot 
Single‐
Family  Attached 

Center and 
Corridor 
Communities  0%  4%  22%  74%  0%  2%  10%  88% 

Established 
Communities  0%  40%  35%  25%  1%  21%  40%  38% 

Developing 
Communities  1%  52%  28%  19%  1%  39%  36%  24% 

Rural 
Residential 
Communities  35%  64%  1%  0%  39%  45%  14%  2% 

Region Total  1%  37%  28%  34%  1%  22%  28%  49% 
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Use Existing Assets 
 
 In urbanized areas, development on infill or vacant lands, intensification of the use of 
underutilized parcels (e.g., more development on the site of a low-density retail strip shopping 
center), or redevelopment (e.g., re-using existing vacant buildings or lots) often makes better use of 
existing public infrastructure. Today, 89 percent of the region’s housing is located in Center and 
Corridor Communities and Established Communities. These two Community Type areas are also 
where 95 percent of the region’s jobs are located. The MTP/SCS takes advantage of the infill 
opportunities in both of these areas: as noted previously, 30 percent of new homes and 29 percent 
of new jobs will occur in Centers and Corridors; 26 percent of new homes and 52 percent of new 
jobs will occur in Established Communities.  
  
 The MTP/SCS also projects targeted redevelopment in Center and Corridor Communities: of 
the region’s new housing and jobs by 2035, seven percent of new housing and six percent of new 
jobs are projected to occur through reuse of, or additional development on, existing non-residential 
lots.  Of the redevelopment that is projected by 2035, the majority of it is expected to occur in the 
latter half of the planning period.  As shown in Figure 3.3, approximately 16 percent of the new 
housing units and 13 percent of the new jobs that occur through re-investment are projected by 
2020, with the remaining projected between 2021 and 2035.  Similar to the housing product mix 
shift, the MTP/SCS estimates that it will take time for the market trends, local plans and policies, 
and the economy to converge. Therefore, this type of development is weighted significantly to the 
later portion of the planning period.  The Blueprint envisioned 13 percent of new housing and ten 
percent of new jobs by 2050 to occur through reinvestment. 
 

Figure 3.3 
 Housing and Employment Growth through Re‐Investment 

 
Source: SACOG, September 2011 
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Compact Development 
 
 Creating a plan that is more compact encourages more walking, biking, transit use, and shorter 
auto trips. By focusing on providing more small-lot and attached housing, maximizing infill and 
redevelopment opportunities, and planning for communities with a mix of uses, the MTP/SCS 
creates a more compact land use pattern. Just over half of the newly developed land is located in 
Established Communities and Center and Corridor Communities. Another 30 percent is located in 
Developing Communities, which for the most part, are located directly adjacent to Established 
Communities.  This greatly contributes to the reduced impact to natural resources, as discussed 
below.  As shown in Table 3.11, the MTP/SCS land use pattern accommodates a 40 percent 
population increase with only an additional seven percent of land developed (53,266 acres). 
 
Natural Resource Conservation 
 
 Whether for agriculture, habitat, rural home sites, urban development, recreation or open space, 
the use of land has implications for the viability of rural communities, agricultural operations, and 
natural habitats, as well as the provision of public services and the creation and maintenance of 
physical infrastructure. Together, these various uses of land determine the long-term economic 
viability and environmental sustainability of rural areas and are an important part of achieving similar 
objectives for the entire region. They also influence rural lifestyle, culture and heritage, which are 
intangible and difficult to quantify, but are nonetheless important aspects of the MTP/SCS. This 
MTP/SCS considers a wide range of rural and natural resources challenges and opportunities 
identified in the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy. See Chapter 7- Environmental Sustainability and 
Appendix E-4 for more information on this project and information considered in the MTP/SCS.   
 
 At the regional planning scale of the MTP/SCS, conserving natural resources preserves 
agriculture and habitat, and improves quality of life by providing outdoor places such as parks, open 
space, and other recreational areas. The housing product mix, compact development, and infill focus 
of the MTP/SCS land use pattern that is described above, produces a smaller overall urban footprint 
that maximizes the land available for these uses, while still accommodating urban development. 
From 1988 to 2005, the region grew by approximately 657,000 people. In that same time, 
approximately 200,000 acres of farmland were lost to urban and rural development – over five 
percent of the total farmland, much of which was higher-quality farmland. That growth pattern 
averaged nearly a third of an acre of farmland lost for every additional person.  In contrast, the land 
use pattern in this MTP/SCS converts only 36,396 acres of farmland by 2035, an average of only 
0.04 acres of farmland lost for every additional person, nearly a full order of magnitude lower impact 
than historical growth patterns. Approximately 4,480 acres of vernal pool complexes are converted 
to development in this MTP/SCS.  For a more detailed discussion of the resources considered in the 
MTP/SCS, see Chapter 7- Environmental Sustainability.   
 
Design for Quality  
 
 The design details of any land use development can influence the attractiveness of living in a 
neighborhood and facilitate the ease of walking and biking to work or other services. Good site 
planning that considers the relationship to the street, sidewalks, landscaping, and other design 
considerations are all important factors in creating a sense of community. This is an essential 
Blueprint principle that will be important to the success of the MTP/SCS.  The MTP/SCS considers 
a number of factors related to these design details, including regional accessibility and street pattern.  
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More information on this is in Chapter 5- Plan Performance.  Additionally, the MTP/SCS includes 
policies and strategies to support study and investment in urban design that facilitates travel by all 
modes. These policies and strategies are included in Chapter 6.  
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Table 3.11 

Summary of Expected Developed Acres by Community Type 

 
Existing Developed 

Acres 
Additional 

Developed Acres  All Developed Acres  All Acres 

  (2008)  (2008‐2035)  (2035) 
(Developed and 
Undeveloped) 

Community 
Type  Acres1 

Percent 
Distribution  Acres1 

Percent 
Distribution Acres1 

Percent 
Distribution All Acres1 

Percent 
Distribution 

Center and 
Corridor 
Communities 

25,539 3.5% 4,446 8.3% 29,985  3.9% 36,213 0.9% 

Established 
Communities 

266,419 36.9% 19,756 37.1% 286,175  36.9% 373,588 9.7% 

Developing 
Communities 

23,476 3.3% 23,994 45.0% 47,469  6.1% 103,081 2.7% 

Rural 
Residential 
Communities 

406,437 56.3% 5,070 9.5% 411,507  53.1% 712,399 18.4% 

Lands not 
identified for 
development 
in MTP/SCS 

n/a2 n/a2 n/a2 n/a2 n/a2  n/a2 2,638,152 68.3%2 

Region Total  721,872 100.0% 53,266 100.0% 775,138  100.0% 3,863,373 100.0% 
1 Totals may not match due to rounding. 
2The MTP/SCS does not forecast or model growth in the “Lands not identified for development in MTP/SCS” community type during the planning 
period, though there is existing development in these areas (primarily farm homes, agricultural‐related uses, public lands such as waste water 
treatment facilities, etc.) and some are identified for future urban development by general plans, spheres of influence, and/or the Blueprint. As a 
result, existing developed acres in the “Lands not identified for development in MTP/SCS” Community Type were included in “Established” and 
“Rural Residential” Community Type totals.  Although the MTP/SCS does not assume residential and employment growth in the “Lands not 
identified for development in MTP/SCS " Community Type, it is likely some amount of agricultural‐supporting homes and jobs will occur in these 
areas. Based on historical information SACOG projects this to be less than 0.5% of the regional housing growth, and less than 0.3% of regional 
employment growth). 
 
Source: SACOG, September 2011. 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 Update – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  3‐26 

Mixed Use Developments 
 
 The principle of mixed use developments has different applications at different scales. At the full 
regional scale it is discussed as “jobs-housing balance,” and means a balance of jobs and households 
so that the region does not have to import or export either jobs or housing, beyond the normal out- 
and in-commuting that happens in a mobile society. For the large sub-regions, especially around the 
three largest employment centers, it is also desirable to attempt to replicate the regional jobs-housing 
balance number. At smaller scales, sometimes the best, most realistic, mix focuses more on 
population-serving jobs (e.g., schools, retail, etc.) and less on base, or primary, sector jobs. It is, 
however, still a worthy goal to try to have a strong jobs-housing mix through as many subareas of 
the region as possible. The MTP/SCS includes all components of this mixed use principle; however, 
much of the following discussion focuses on the jobs-housing balance aspect of this principle.  
  
 The MTP/SCS is, at its core, a regional transportation plan.  For that reason, jobs-housing 
balance and the associated transportation impacts (including their quality of life and air quality 
impacts) is a key consideration in shaping the land use pattern.  In areas with few jobs for the 
number of households, many workers need to commute out of their residence area to reach work. 
In areas with more jobs than workers, jobs must be filled by employees from outside the area. All 
else being equal, areas with high or low jobs-housing balance are likely to generate longer commutes 
for workers.   
  
 Employment often agglomerates and concentrates in specific areas. For example, industrial/ 
warehouse areas are usually homogeneous employment areas with little or no housing, for good 
reason—they can be unattractive areas in which to reside. Even for office and service employment 
centers, where attractive housing could be located, employment uses often out-compete housing in 
those centers for economic reasons.  Since the adoption of the Blueprint, many of the local 
jurisdictions have updated their plans and policies to strive for a better jobs-housing balance within 
their community.  This means some communities are focusing on adding jobs while others are 
particularly focused on adding more housing options for their current and projected workers.  A 
goal of the MTP/SCS is to move communities closer to the regional ratio of 1.2 jobs per household 
for growth between 2008 and 2035.   The six-county SACOG region is one of the few in the state 
that has an approximately even balance of current and projected jobs and housing.  This is a major 
benefit to the region, which can be leveraged for even greater benefits if this regional jobs-housing 
balance can be replicated at the sub-regional level. 
 
 Traditionally, jobs-housing balance has been calculated at the regional, county or jurisdictional 
level, and not for subareas. As part of the MTP/SCS, SACOG began looking at jobs-housing 
balance within four miles of the region’s major employment centers. Figure 3.4 shows these areas.   
 
 Table 3.12 shows that all of the region’s major employment centers are projected in the 
MTP/SCS to move towards the 1.2 jobs-to-household ratio between 2008 and 2035, except UC 
Davis which will see a very slight drop in jobs-housing balance.    
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Figure 3.4 
Major Employment Centers  
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 Table 3.12 shows that all of the region’s major employment centers are projected in the 
MTP/SCS to move towards the 1.2 jobs-to-household ratio between 2008 and 2035, except UC 
Davis which will see a very slight drop in jobs-housing balance.     
 

Table 3.12 

Job Housing Balance in Four‐Mile Radius of Major Employment Centers 

      Jobs‐Housing Balance 

County  Employment Center  2008  2035 

El Dorado  Latrobe Business Park  0.98  1.14 

Placer  Roseville‐Douglas Corridor  0.98  1.12 

Placer  Sunset Industrial Area  0.98  1.17 

Sacramento  Downtown Sacramento  2.25  2.00 

Sacramento  East Sac/UC Davis Medical Center  1.92  1.72 

Sacramento  Power Inn/Florin‐Perkins  1.34  1.18 

Sacramento  Rancho Cordova  1.52  1.44 

Sacramento  Folsom  1.38  1.41 

Sacramento  Elk Grove/Laguna Springs  0.61  0.75 

Sacramento  Expo‐Arden‐Point West Area  1.80  1.68 

Sacramento  Northgate/North Market Area  1.14  1.22 

Sutter  Yuba City/Hwy 20  1.08  1.10 

Yolo  UC Davis  1.31  1.30 

Yolo  West Sacramento/Harbor/Industrial Area  2.16  1.87 

Yolo  NE Woodland Industrial Area  1.47  1.44 

Yuba  Downtown Marysville  1.09  1.11 
 

Source: SACOG, September 2011 
 

Beyond the relationship between jobs and housing, there is also an important relationship 
between jobs and workers. Housing has long been used as a proxy for workers and worker 
residence. In reality, the number of workers per household varies widely across the region, and 
different housing types have the capacity for accommodating different numbers of workers. 
Additionally, areas with “good” jobs-housing balance may still force longer commutes for workers, 
if available housing in the area is unaffordable to workers filling local jobs.  
 
 With support from the Federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities, described in more 
detail later in this chapter, SACOG is now working on a “jobs-housing fit” measure that can better 
assess the “fit” at a smaller geographic scale between the wages paid to local workers and the cost of 
housing. This measure will provide more detailed information for regional and local planning efforts 
on local employment and housing demand.   
 
 While the Blueprint and MTP/SCS strive to improve jobs-housing balance throughout the 
region it is important to acknowledge that some people will always choose to commute long 
distances to work.  There are many reasons for this, including two-person households, cost of 
housing, quality of schools and lifestyle preferences.  The MTP/SCS does not strive to eliminate 
those choices, but rather to increase the choices of people who wish to live closer to their place of 
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employment.  The transportation investments in the MTP/SCS provide investments for both short- 
and long-range commuters. 
 
Provide Transportation Choice 
 
 Providing transportation choice increases opportunities for non-vehicle travel, an essential 
Blueprint principle and MTP/SCS component. The more people walk, bicycle, or take transit, the 
less they will drive, which reduces the mileage the average household drives in a day, commonly 
known as vehicle miles traveled (VMT). In the MTP/SCS, VMT reduction is the primary driver of 
GHG reduction. However, providing transportation choice without all of the other land use 
considerations discussed above would not result in as much VMT reduction as it does with it, and 
conversely the other land use factors would not reduce VMT as much as when paired with key 
transit investments. Increased development in Center and Corridor Communities supports increased 
transit investment and complete streets investment, which provides a transportation system that 
supports increased transit use, bicycling, and walking. Better balancing of housing and jobs around 
the region, and bringing shopping, employment, housing and services closer together through better 
mixing and compact development, supports shorter and fewer vehicle trips. Chapter 4 provides 
detail on the transportation investments that have been tailored to the land use pattern in this 
MTP/SCS. Chapter 4 also discusses unfunded road maintenance/rehabilitation and transit operation 
projects that are not in the MTP/SCS due to the financial constraints, but also support the land use 
pattern of the plan and, if funding becomes available, could further enhance implementation of the 
plan by 2035.  

Transit Priority Areas Framework 

 A subset of the MTP/SCS housing and employment growth falls within what SACOG refers to 
as Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). TPAs are areas of the region within one-half mile of a major transit 
stop (existing or planned light rail, street car, or train station) or an existing or planned high-quality 
transit corridor included in the MTP/SCS.  A high-quality transit corridor is a corridor with fixed 
route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours (Pub. 
Res. Code, § 1155.) SACOG uses this definition of TPAs because it coincides with the definition of 
Transit Priority Projects in SB 375 which, as discussed below, are eligible for CEQA streamlining 
benefits.  Figure 3.2 (found earlier in this chapter) illustrates the relationship of the TPAs to the 
Community Types. TPAs are considered an overlay geography and do not necessarily correspond 
directly to Community Types.  
 
 While substantial overlap exists between TPAs and Center and Corridor Communities, TPAs 
provide additional opportunities to realize the benefits of smart land use during the MTP/SCS 
planning period. These include:  
 
 using SB 375 CEQA streamlining benefits available to qualifying residential and mixed-use 

projects to facilitate transit-oriented development; 

 increasing housing choices located near high quality transit, while bringing high-quality 
transit service to an additional 152,216 existing housing units and 240,013 existing 
employees;  
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 increasing ridership to support existing and new rail and bus services and reduce vehicle 
miles traveled and GHG emissions; 

 increasing farebox recovery rates, or the ability for rider fares to cover a larger share of the 
costs of transit service; and  

 increasing equity by increasing housing and transportation choices and transit access to jobs, 
schools, services for low-income residents, as described more fully in Chapter 8 – Equity and 
Choice. 

P L A C E R  T R A N S I T  P R I O R I T Y  A R E A S  

 The Placer TPAs cover Capitol Corridor train station areas in the cities of Roseville, Rocklin and 
Auburn, as well as high-quality bus routes in the city of Roseville. New development in the Placer 
TPAs is employment heavy, due primarily to the concentration of transit serving the Roseville 
employment centers along the Interstate 80 corridor.  

S A C R A M E N T O  T R A N S I T  P R I O R I T Y  A R E A S  

 The Sacramento TPAs cover several types of transit routes: light rail station areas within the 
cities of Folsom, Rancho Cordova, and Sacramento, and unincorporated Sacramento County; a 
Capitol Corridor train station area in the City of Sacramento; a street car corridor in the 
central/downtown area of the City of Sacramento and in Rancho Cordova, and numerous bus and 
bus rapid transit routes in the cities of Citrus Heights, Rancho Cordova, Sacramento, and 
unincorporated Sacramento County. New development in the Sacramento TPAs is fairly balanced 
between housing and employment growth due in part to the extensive geographic coverage of the 
TPAs, which include regional job centers (e.g., downtown Sacramento and Rancho Cordova) as well 
as residential areas and commercial areas. In Sacramento County in particular, most of the cities and 
the unincorporated county have initiated commercial corridor plans intended to allow significantly 
more residential development than allowed under past land use plans.  

Y O L O  T R A N S I T  P R I O R I T Y  A R E A S   

 The Yolo TPAs cover a Capitol Corridor train station in the city of Davis, a street car corridor in 
central area of West Sacramento, and numerous bus and bus rapid transit routes in the cities of 
Davis and West Sacramento. New development in the Yolo TPAs is fairly balanced between 
housing and employment growth due in part to the extensive geographic coverage of the TPAs, 
which include regional job centers (e.g., downtown West Sacramento and UC Davis) as well as 
residential areas and commercial areas.   

M T P / S C S  L A N D  U S E  D I S T R I B U T I O N  A C C O R D I N G  T O  
T R A N S I T  P R I O R I T Y  A R E A S  

 Transit is most efficient where there are higher densities of people so locating more new homes 
and jobs near transit maximizes the transit investment of the MTP/SCS. Within the Transit Priority 
Areas, several local governments are working to encourage more housing and employment near 
existing and planned transit service.  In 2008, 14 percent of housing units and 27 percent of 
employees were within areas that meet the definition of Transit Priority Areas. In support of the 
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Blueprint principles and local land use plans, a primary goal of the MTP/SCS is to increase the 
number of people – both residents and employees – who have access to high-quality transit. By 
2035, the MTP/SCS puts 38 percent of new dwelling units and 39 percent of new employees within 
TPAs plus brings high-quality transit service to an additional 152,216 existing dwelling units and 
240,013 existing employees. By maximizing ridership, the MTP/SCS is able to increase fare box 
recovery (the ability for fares to help cover the true cost of transit) and reduce VMT and GHG 
emissions. 
 
 Tables 3.13 and 3.14 show the total housing and employment in the TPAs as well as the housing 
product mix. 
 

Table 3.13 

Summary of Housing and Employment within Transit Priority Areas1 

(Dwelling Units, Employees) 

  
2008 Transit Priority 

Areas1 
Transit Priority Areas  

as of 20351 

Transit Priority 
Area (TPA)1 

Existing 
Dwelling 
Units  

Existing 
Employees  

Existing 
Dwelling 
Units 

Existing 
Employees  

New 
Dwelling 
Units  

New 
Employees  

All 
Dwelling 
Units  

All 
Employees 

Placer TPA  2,788  5,843  9,553  37,226  2,561  10,150  14,902  53,219 

Sacramento 
TPA 

107,069  230,081  125,729  182,471  92,124  107,520  324,922  520,072 

Yolo TPA  16,837  25,738  21,934  20,316  19,781  22,004  58,552  68,058 

All TPAs  126,694  261,662  157,216  240,013  114,466  139,674  398,376  641,349 
1Transit Priority Areas are those areas of the region within one‐half mile of a major transit stop (existing or planned light rail, street 
car, or train station) or high‐quality transit corridor. A high‐quality transit corridor is a corridor with fixed route bus service with 
service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours (Public Resources Code § 1155). 
 
Source: SACOG, September 2011 

 
Table 3.14 

Summary of New Housing Product Distribution in TPAs by County (Percent) 

Transit Priority 
Area (TPA)1 

Rural 
Residential 

Large‐Lot 
Single‐Family 

Small‐Lot 
Single‐ Family  Attached 

Placer TPA  0%  11%  9%  80% 

Sacramento TPA  0%  4%  19%  77% 

Yolo TPA  0%  5%  14%  81% 

All TPAs  0%  4%  18%  78% 
1Transit Priority Areas are those areas of the region within one‐half mile of a major transit stop (existing or 
planned light rail, street car, or train station) or high‐quality transit corridor. A high‐quality transit corridor is a 
corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute 
hours (Public Resources Code § 1155). 
 
Source: SACOG, September 2011. 

 
 An additional benefit to adding more housing and jobs near transit and adding more transit near 
existing homes and jobs is that it brings more new high quality transit to existing concentrations of 
low income residents. Locating jobs and services near low-income communities and providing non-
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auto transportation alternatives to these areas is an important social equity consideration that is 
included in the MTP/SCS land use pattern and growth assumptions and discussed in more detail in 
Chapter 8 – Equity and Choice. 
 
 Because much of the growth in TPAs is also in Center and Corridor Communities, the 
discussion earlier in this chapter relating to the timing of growth assumed is similar in TPAs.  
However, transit-oriented development in TPAs faces particular challenges:  
 
Local Policies 
  
 Plans and zoning codes may not allow the level of residential and employment density required 
to support high-quality transit.  

 
Parking 
  
 Existing parking standards may need revision to create an optimal balance between parking for 
residential and non-residential uses, paid and unpaid parking, and encouraging transit use.  High 
parking requirements can have a significant negative impact on the economic viability of transit 
oriented development projects. 

 
Transit-Oriented Development Rather than Transit-Adjacent Development 
  
 If projects near high-quality transit are dominated by auto-oriented uses, community residents 
may not benefit fully from the service. Transit-oriented development creates activity centers around 
transit that reflect the character of their surrounding communities, support pedestrian and bicycle 
connections and safe transit access, and promote housing choices, healthy businesses and active and 
attractive public spaces.  

 
Mix of Uses 
  
 Without planning or coordination, permitted uses in TPAs can fail to create complementary 
activities along a transit corridor or to meet the daily needs and interests of residents and employees 
in a TPA. 
 
Housing Choice and Gentrification 
  
 Transit-oriented development in some communities has been so successful that it has resulted in 
higher real estate values, more high-end housing, and increased rents. Lower-income residents often 
represent the core of transit riders, so a mix of incomes and the preservation and expansion of 
housing choices affordable to lower-income households near high-quality transit is important. Yet, 
community opposition to affordable rentals often remains a challenge if projects are not permitted 
by right.  

 
Transit Funding 
  
 Although the MTP/SCS provides for significant transit funding through 2035, the level of future 
federal and state transit funding remains uncertain, which could affect transit development and 
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service provided in TPAs over the life of the plan. Encouraging transit use throughout the day for 
all types of trips makes the most efficient use of the transit system. 
 
Activating Opportunities in Transit Priority Areas 
  
 Opportunities to incentivize housing and mixed use development near transit are offered in 
California under SB 375. With funding through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) from the Federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities, SACOG is 
conducting five case studies of transit-oriented development (TOD) to examine the barriers and 
opportunities for TOD in the region.  This grant work supports analysis to help activate 
development in the five TPA case study areas.  The work is bottom-up, informed by the grant 
advisory group, the Regional Consortium for Sustainable Communities, including its four working 
groups on Equity, Housing & Health; Natural Resources; Infrastructure; and Economic 
Development.  Part of the TPA work includes working with the local residents to better understand 
what TOD looks like in their community and to build consensus. The Urban Land Institute 
Sacramento District Council is a partner in this work and is providing case study reports of each 
area, with recommendations for how the process can be replicated in similar types of communities 
in the region, state, and nation.     

Applications of the SCS 

 Since the adoption of the 2008 MTP, California passed the Sustainable Communities and 
Climate Protection Act, Senate Bill 375 (Stats 2008, Ch. 728). This law focuses on aligning 
transportation, housing, and other land uses to, among other things, achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions reduction targets established by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). As set forth in 
the Climate Change Scoping Plan, California’s comprehensive strategy to reduce GHG emissions 
under the California Global Warming Solutions Act, Assembly Bill 32 (Stats 2006, Ch. 488), while 
other measures address GHG emissions reductions through alternative fuels and vehicle efficiency, 
SB 375 is the state’s strategy to reduce GHG emissions by more effectively integrating land use and 
transportation. SB 375 requires California MPOs to develop an SCS as part of the MTP, which 
identifies policies and strategies to reduce per capita passenger vehicle-generated GHG emissions. 
This effort focuses on encouraging efficient land use patterns that not only reduce vehicle travel but 
also accommodate an adequate supply of housing, reduce impacts on valuable habitat and 
productive farmland, increase resource use efficiency, and promote a prosperous regional economy.  
 
 In application, the SCS must identify the general location of land uses, residential densities, and 
building intensities within the region; identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the 
population of the region; identify areas within the region sufficient to house an 8-year projection of 
the regional housing need; identify a transportation network to serve the regional transportation 
needs; gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource 
areas and farmland in the region; consider the state housing goals; set forth a forecasted 
development pattern for the region; and allow the regional transportation plan to comply with the 
federal Clean Air Act. (Gov. Code, § 65080, subd. (b)(F)(2)(B).) If the SCS does not achieve the 
GHG emissions reduction targets set by ARB, an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) must be 
developed to demonstrate how the targets could be achieved.  
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 Although a recent law, the coordinated land use and transportation planning envisioned by SB 
375 is aligned with the direction the Sacramento region has been heading for nearly a decade, as 
reflected in the coordination between the Blueprint Vision and the 2008 MTP. As shown in local 
government land use plans, research studies, and market conditions, the region continues to support 
and implement Blueprint-like land use patterns and principles. Therefore, rather than initiating a new 
approach, the creation of the SCS will serve to further integrate the Blueprint and the MTP by 
melding the land use and transportation planning principles of the two projects, and by tying the 
plan’s performance to GHG emission reduction targets through reduced automotive travel and 
increased walking, bicycling and transit use based on land use patterns consistent with the region’s 
Blueprint. Nevertheless, the MTP/SCS creates voluntary incentives, but does not require, local 
general plans to incorporate its growth forecast and land use policies.   

I M P L E M E N T I N G  S B  3 7 5  A N D  C E Q A  S T R E A M L I N I N G  

 In many respects, SB 375 did not alter the basic components and steps—many of which derive 
from federal law and could not be superseded by state law—for developing the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan.  SB 375 adds new requirements and opportunities in four areas: the inclusion 
of an SCS that, as noted, strives to achieve, if feasible, a passenger vehicle GHG emissions 
reductions target; additional consideration in the plan of natural resource and farmland impacts; 
CEQA streamlining benefits to assist qualifying housing projects consistent with the SCS; and 
alignment of the MTP/SCS process with the RHNA process, including the extension of the time 
period for local jurisdiction housing element updates. 
  
 With respect to the requirement to include an SCS, as apparent from the discussion above, 
SACOG always has been required to develop and incorporate into the MTP a projected land use 
pattern for the region based upon a growth forecast and allocation. SB 375 builds on those 
requirements, adding for example the consideration of natural resource and farmland impacts, but it 
did not alter much of the state-of-the-art and nationally-recognized planning techniques, modeling 
tools, and public engagement strategies SACOG has employed over the last decade to develop prior 
MTPs and the Blueprint. 
 
 The most significant change resulting from SB 375 is the creation of CEQA streamlining 
incentives to assist and encourage residential and mixed use housing projects consistent with the 
SCS and, in particular, in Transit Priority Areas. The CEQA benefits available under SB 375 are for 
residential and residential mixed-use projects that are consistent with the general use designation, 
density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the SCS. The 
CEQA benefits provided by SB 375 apply to three types of projects. Below is a summary of the 
types of development projects eligible for these CEQA benefits, specific qualifications for each 
project, and the types of CEQA streamlining available to each type of project. 
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Table 3.15 
SB 375 CEQA Benefits 

Project 
Designation  Qualifications  Streamlining Benefits 

Mixed Use 
Residential 
Project 

 At least 75% of total building square footage for 
residential use 

 Consistent with the use designation, density, 
building intensity, and applicable policies for the 
project area of an SCS or APS accepted by ARB 

OR 
 A Transit Priority Project as defined below 

 Environmental documents are not 
required to reference, describe or discuss: 
1) growth‐inducing impacts, 2) impacts on 
transportation or climate change of 
increased car and truck VMT induced by 
project, 3) reduced‐density alternative to 
project. 

Transit Priority 
Project 

 At least 50% of total building square footage for 
residential use OR 

 If 26‐50% of total building square footage is non‐
residential, a minimum FAR of 0.75  

 Minimum net density of 20 du/acre 
 Within 0.5 miles of major transit stop or high‐quality 

transit corridor included in the regional 
transportation plan (No parcel more than 25% 
further, and less than 10% of units or no more than 
100 units further than 0.5 miles) 

 Consistent with the use designation, density, 
building intensity, and applicable policies of an SCS 
or APS  

Benefits described above PLUS:

 Option to review under a “Sustainable 
Communities Environmental Assessment” 
 An Initial Study is prepared identifying 

significant or potentially significant 
impacts. 

 Where the lead agency determines 
that cumulative impacts have been 
addressed and mitigated in SCS/APS, 
they will not be “considerable.” 

 Off‐site alternatives do not need to be 
addressed. 

 Deferential review standard – the 
burden of proof for legal challenge is 
on the petitioner/plaintiff. 

 Traffic control/mitigation may be 
covered by SCS/APS. 

Sustainable 
Communities 
Project 
 

Everything for Transit Priority Project PLUS:
 Served by existing utilities 
 Does not contain wetlands or riparian areas 
 Does not have significant value as a wildlife habitat 

and does not harm any protected species 
 Not on the Cortese List 
 Not on developed open space 
 No impacts to historic resources 
 No risks from hazardous substances 
 No wildfire, seismic, flood, public health risk 
 15% more energy‐efficient than CA requirements 

and 25% more water‐efficient than average for 
community 

 No more than 8 acres 
 No more than 200 units 
 No building greater than 75,000 square feet 
 No net loss of affordable housing 
 Compatible with surrounding industrial uses 
 Within ½‐mile of rail/ferry or ¼‐mile of high quality 

bus line 
 Meets minimum affordable housing requirements 

as prescribed in SB 375 OR in‐lieu fee paid OR 5 
acres of open space per 1,000 residents provided 

Exempt from CEQA 
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 These streamlining provisions merely provide opportunities for local land use actions and do not 
prohibit the planning or development of any particular form of housing development. By express 
provision, SB 375 does not supersede the land use authority of a city or county and does not 
regulate the use of land. Projects that use the SB 375 CEQA provisions still must obtain 
discretionary permits or other approvals from lead and responsible agencies in accordance with local 
codes and procedures. Moreover, SB 375 does not change how CEQA applies to projects that are 
inconsistent with the SCS or APS. As these CEQA benefits are designed to incentivize development 
projects consistent with the MTP/SCS, there is no disincentive for development projects not in the 
MTP/SCS. As noted, CEQA does not mandate that local agencies use the MTP/SCS to regulate 
GHG emissions or for any other purpose. Local government land use authority remains unchanged 
by SB 375; jurisdictions can consider, review, and approve any land use project by the same process 
and guidelines they use currently.   
 
 Although this MTP/SCS has no regulatory authority over local land use decisions, it provides 
information about the SCS so that local jurisdictions can determine whether a project is consistent 
with the SCS, and therefore, eligible for the CEQA benefits based on consistency with the SCS. To 
determine a project’s consistency with the SCS, a jurisdiction must find it consistent with the general 
land use, density, intensity, and any applicable land use policies of the SCS. Additional information 
by jurisdiction and community type is provided in Appendix E-3. SACOG will provide assistance to 
a local jurisdiction in making this determination if the local jurisdiction requests such assistance. 

D E L T A  R E F O R M  A C T  

 In November 2009, the California Legislature enacted SBX7 1, the Delta Reform Act, one of 
several bills passed at that time related to water supply reliability, ecosystem health, and the Delta. 
The Delta Reform Act created the Delta Stewardship Council (DSC). The DSC is made up of seven 
members that are advised by a 10-member board of scientists. The DSC is charged with developing 
and adopting a Delta Plan by January 1, 2012. The DSC is tasked with addressing the coequal goals 
of providing a more reliable water supply for California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the 
Delta ecosystem. According to the Delta Reform Act, the coequal goals shall be achieved in a 
manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, recreational, natural resource, and 
agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place.  

 Under the Delta Reform Act, the DSC is charged with reviewing and advising local and regional 
agencies regarding the consistency of local and regional planning documents, including an SCS, with 
the Delta Plan.  The DSC’s input includes reviewing the consistency of local and regional plans with 
the ecosystem restoration needs of the Delta and the whether the lands set aside for natural resource 
protection are sufficient to meet the Delta’s ecosystem needs.  The Act requires that “covered 
actions,” as defined by the Act, and which include plans, programs, or projects within the primary or 
secondary zones of the Delta, be consistent with the Delta Plan. 

 The Act also requires a metropolitan planning organization adopting a plan for lands 
overlapping with the primary or secondary zones of the Delta to follow a consultation procedure 
with the DSC, including an early consultation to review the consistency of such plans with the Delta 
Plan.  Although the DSC has not yet adopted the Delta Plan, SACOG has consulted with the DSC 
and will follow the Delta Reform Act’s consultation requirements.  SACOG has considered the 
coequal goals of the Act in developing the MTP/SCS. 
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 Finally, the Act expressly provides that “covered actions” do not include the following:  (1) 
regional transportation plans, such as this MTP/SCS; and (2) plans, programs, projects, activities 
(and any infrastructure necessary to support those plans, programs, projects, or activities) within the 
secondary zone of the Delta that SACOG has determined is consistent with the SCS.  (Cal. Water 
Code, § 85057.5.)   
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Chapter 4 
Summary of Budget and Investments 

 
  
 This chapter discusses the investment decisions and revenue assumptions contained in the 
MTP/SCS. The chapter begins with a summary of the investments in the plan, describing the major 
expenditure categories and strategies and highlighting specific regional projects. This is followed by a 
general discussion of where revenues to support the plan come from and their limitations.  The final 
section discusses how the region will implement the MTP/SCS plan investments through 
subsequent programming actions.  

Investment Summary of the MTP/SCS 

The MTP/SCS will make investments totaling $35.2 billion (in current dollars) to improve the 
regional transportation system. Table 4.1 on the next page shows the general categories of 
investment included in the MTP/SCS through 2035. These are expressed in current dollars as well 
as year-of-expenditure dollars. The federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) requires that all cost estimates be escalated to year-
of-expenditure (YOE) values, to reflect both the likely decrease in purchasing power of today’s 
dollar and increase in costs for maintaining and building the transportation system over the next 25 
years.   
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Table 4.1 

Summary of MTP/SCS Investments 

 

 

Total Budget‐
2011 through 

2035 (in billions) 

 

 

Program Category 
MTP/ 
SCS 

2008 
MTP  

Total 
Change 

Change 
per 

Capita 

1  Maintenance & Rehabilitation (Current Year $*)  $11.5  $12.0  ‐4%  4% 

  Year of Expenditure $  $16.4  $20.2       

  Maintain Caltrans highways & freeways           

  Maintain local streets& roads           

  Safety investments as part of rehabilitation projects           

2  Road Capital & Operations Projects (Current Year $*)  $7.4  $9.3  ‐20%  ‐14% 

  Year of Expenditure $  $10.5  $15.7       

  New & widened roads, river crossings, interchanges, etc. 
($5.9 billion, 30% lower than 2008 MTP total)           

  Safety projects           

  Technology and operational improvements           

3  Transit (Current Year $*)  $11.3  $13.6  ‐17%  ‐10% 

  Year of Expenditure $  $15.9  $22.9       

  Bus and Rail Operations and Maintenance (70 percent of 
total expenditures)           

  Strategic Bus & Rail Infrastructure Expansion           

  ADA Paratransit Services           

4  Bike/Pedestrian (Current Year $*)  $2.8  $2.9  ‐1%  7% 

  Year of Expenditure $  $4.0  $4.9       

  Bicycle Facilities           

  Pedestrian Improvements           

  ADA retrofits           

5  Programs, Planning, Enhancements (Current Year $*)  $2.2  $2.4  ‐8%  0% 

  Year of Expenditure $  $3.1  $4.0       

  Project Analysis and Development            

  Community Design Program           

  Air Quality Programs           

  TDM & Traveler Information           

  Landscaping & Transportation Enhancements           

  Grand Totals (Current Year $*)  $35.2  40.2  ‐13%  ‐5% 

  Year of Expenditure $  $49.8  $67.7      

*See Appendix B‐1 for documentation of how costs and revenues are calculated and noted throughout this 
plan in order to meet SAFETEA‐LU financial reporting requirements. 
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MTP/SCS Projects and Investments 

 The transportation projects contained in the MTP/SCS are matched to the available revenues 
for the planning period. The general level, type, and extent of investments covered by the MTP/SCS 
are described in more detail below.  
 
 $11.5 billion ($16.4 billion YOE) goes to road and highway maintenance and rehabilitation, 

including routine maintenance, major reconstructions, and various safety improvements. 

 $11.3 billion ($15.9 billion YOE) goes to transit investments, including rail extensions and a 
95 percent increase in bus service hours. An estimated $3.4 billion ($4.8 billion YOE) in 
capital investments support the $7.9 billion ($11.1 billion YOE) needed to operate these 
transit services. 

 $7.4 billion ($10.5 billion YOE) goes to road and highway capital improvements, including 
intersection improvements, safety projects, signal timing, road widening in growth areas, and 
new connections for local access. 

 $2.8 billion ($4.0 billion YOE) goes to bicycle and pedestrian improvements, including 
bicycle trails, sidewalks, ADA retrofits, and supporting facilities. In addition, an estimated 8 
percent or more of the road capital projects have a bicycle or pedestrian feature that is not 
included separately in the bicycle and pedestrian improvement allocation.  

 $2.2 billion ($3.1 billion YOE) for other types of improvements important to achieving 
regional goals, including project development and analysis, community design incentives, 
travel demand management (including the regional rideshare program), clean air, open space, 
technology deployment, and enhancement programs. 
 

 Table 4.2 on the next page provides a set of key projects from the MTP/SCS.  Appendix A-1 
includes the full listing of projects.  
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Table 4.2 
Table of Illustrative Projects 

NEW RAIL  Draft Preferred Scenario 

 Rail   Blue Line extension from Meadowview to Cosumnes River College…by 2020 

 Capitol Corridor connecting Placer County, Sacramento, and Yolo Counties to the 
Bay Area…by 2020 

 Green Line extension from Downtown Sacramento to Natomas Town 
CenterSacramento International Airport… by 2035 

 Downtown Sacramento to West Sacramento streetcar starter, with Midtown loop 
extensions… Phased completion 

 Rancho Cordova Town Center Loop Streetcar… by 2035 

 High Speed Rail – Altamont connection from points south, terminating at 
Sacramento Valley station… by 2035 

 NEW BUS    Draft Preferred Scenario

Local & Express 
Buses, Neighborhood 
Shuttles 

 Increase bus service with 15 minute or better service from 14% in 2008 to 45% by 
2035 

Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) 

 Nine BRT lines with 15‐30‐minute service connecting Roseville, eastern Sac County, 
Citrus Heights, northern Sac County, Natomas, Rancho Cordova, South Sac, Elk 
Grove, Downtown…Phased Completion 

 Various street & operational improvements coordinated with complete streets 
corridor enhancements to enhance bus transit… Phased Completion 

NEW BIKE/PEDESTRIAN  Draft Preferred Scenario

Bike Lanes, Complete 
Streets & 
Recreational Trails 

 Increase of 7% per capita in travel mode expenditure from MTP2035.  Emphasis on 
complete street connections within and between cities and to transit and school 
facilities… Phased Completion 

NEW ROADS  Draft Preferred Scenario

US 50 El Dorado   Carpool lane extension, Bass Lake Rd to Cameron Park Dr…by 2020 

 Carpool lane extension, Cameron Park Dr to Greenstone Rd… by 2035 

 New auxiliary lanes on US50 with connected parallel roads between El Dorado Hills 
and Shingle Springs… by 2035 

 4‐lane Green Valley Road, Folsom to El Dorado Hills… by 2035 

US 50 Sacramento   New carpool lanes, Sunrise Boulevard to Watt Ave… by 2020 

 New carpool lanes, Watt Ave to downtown Sacramento… by 2035 

 Modified interchange operational improvements at US50 & SR99, US50 & I‐5… 
Phased Completion 

 New auxiliary lanes, various locations in Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, and Folsom… 
Phased Completion 
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NEW ROADS  Draft Preferred Scenario

I‐80 & I‐5 Yolo/North 
Sacramento 

 New auxiliary lanes from Del Paso Rd. to Hwy. 99… by 2020 

 I‐5/SR 113 interchange Phase II and full project development for Phase III… by 2020 

 I‐5/State Route 99 interchange improvements… by 2020 

 New carpool lanes on I‐80 and U.S. 50 connecting Davis to Downtown Sacramento, 
with new bike bridge across the Yolo Causeway… by 2035 

 New carpool lanes on I‐5 and I‐80 to downtown Sacramento … by 2035 

I‐80 Sacramento   Carpool lane extension, Watt/Longview west to I‐5… by 2020 

 Business 80/Capital City freeway operational improvements… by 2035 

 Roseville Road widened to 4 lanes, from Watt Ave to Placer County Line, with ext. 
onto SR 160… by 2035 

I‐80 Placer   Carpool lane extension + 2 new auxiliary lanes, Sac. County line to SR65… by 2020 

 I‐80/SR 65 interchange – partial interchange rebuild… by 2035 

SR 65    Lincoln Bypass, 2 & 4 lane expressway… by 2020 

 Operational improvements in Marysville through area where SR 20, 65 and 70 come 
together… by 2020 

 Wheatland Parkway: right‐of‐way preservation and project development efforts – 
post‐2035 construction… Phased Completion 

 Project development for carpool lanes I‐80 to Blue Oaks… Phased Completion 

    

Placer Parkway   New 4‐lane divided facility from SR 65 to Watt Ave; Interchange at SR 65 Whitney 
Ranch; at‐grade crossings at Fiddyment, Foothills, and Watt… by 2020 

SR 99/70, 
Sacramento, Sutter 
& Yuba 

 Operational improvements between I‐5 and Placer Parkway ‐ intersection 
improvements only… Phased Completion 

I‐5 South, 
Sacramento 

 New carpool lanes, downtown Sacramento to Elk Grove Boulevard… by 2035 

SR 99, Sacramento   New auxiliary lanes, Elk Grove Blvd. to Laguna Blvd… by 2035 

Elk Grove‐Rancho 
Cordova‐El Dorado 
Connector 

 Kammerer at 4 lanes from I‐5 to Bruceville, 6 lanes from Bruceville to 99. Grant Line 
at 4 lanes between 99 and White Rock with right‐of‐way preserved. White Rock at 4 
lanes from Grant Line to US 50 in El Dorado County… Phased Completion 

BRIDGES  Draft Preferred Scenario

New River Crossings   5th St. Feather River bridge rebuilt/widened to 4 lanes… by 2020 

 10th St. Feather River bridge widened to 6 lanes… by 2035 

 New north and south Sacramento River Crossings– alignments under review … by 
2035  

 New all‐modal river crossing between Downtown and Natomas…by 2035 

 

1 — R O A D  &  H I G H W A Y  M A I N T E N A N C E  &  R E H A B I L I A T I O N  

Emphasis on road maintenance and rehabilitation to help keep the transportation system in a state of good repair 
 
 The plan area covers an estimated 22,000 lane miles of existing collector and local streets, over 
5,000 lane miles of freeway, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV), auxiliary, expressway, and arterials, and 
numerous small and large bridges that must be kept in a good state of repair for the transportation 
system to operate efficiently.  
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 The maintenance and rehabilitation budget spends $11.5 billion ($16.4 billion YOE), to preserve, 
maintain, and rehabilitate the region’s roads, highways, bridges, trails, sidewalks and other bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. Despite a 4 percent decline in absolute funding levels, maintenance 
and rehabilitation funding increases by 4 percent per capita from the 2008 MTP funding 
levels. Of the overall total, an estimated 5 percent, or nearly $600 million, is spent on bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities as part of maintenance and rehabilitation projects.  
 
 Nearly 57 percent of the maintenance and rehabilitation budget is related to city and county 
maintenance of local streets and facilities. In current dollars, the MTP/SCS sustains average 
investments between $200 and $300 million per year through 2035 for local roads, bridge, bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. The state-maintained highway system consumes the remaining 43 percent, 
with Caltrans maintaining the region’s highway system with around $200 million annually from state 
funding sources.  
 

Types of maintenance and rehabilitation projects include: 
 
 Routine and preventive maintenance projects intended to extend the life of roads, and 

highways, including sealing cracks, repairing pavement, cleaning and repairing drains, fixing 
signals, and sweeping streets; 

 More extensive repair, rehabilitation, and reconstruction of roadways, including sealing 
pavement, repaving, reconstructing subgrade and drainage, and reconfiguring intersections; 
and 

 Bicycle, pedestrian, safety and aesthetic improvements, such as striping, curb ramps, 
sidewalk gap closures, rail crossings, and landscaping as part of larger rehabilitation projects. 

 Replacement, rehabilitation, painting, scour countermeasures, and bridge approach barrier 
and railing replacements on local and state-owned bridges.  

 In addition to the direct investments assumed for the bicycle and pedestrian budget, discussed 
below, an estimated 20 to 30 percent of the roadway investments in the project list include bicycle 
and pedestrian components such as striping and signage, sidewalk gap closures, ADA retrofits, and 
intersection improvements.  

 New “complete streets” projects take the place of many of the reduced or deferred road capacity 
projects discussed below. While in the past, the planning, design, construction and operation of a 
street widening or new street might have focused on vehicular capacity and flow only, complete 
streets projects balance the needs of all potential users of a street.  Specifically, complete streets are 
roadways that provide for the effective movement of all public right-of-way users. Complete streets 
do more than just provide facilities for pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and cars. They include 
consideration of ADA accessibility, comfort and safety of all users, quality of life, regional and local 
transportation demand, and goods movement.  The 2008 MTP included complete streets strategies, 
and since that time SACOG has developed a toolkit for implementation of complete streets,1 and 
provided additional guidance and definition for complete streets projects for the framework adopted 

                                                 
1 http://www.sacog.org/complete-streets/ 
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for development of alternatives for the MTP/SCS.2  .  See SACOG’s Complete Streets webpage for 
more information on the toolkit and SACOG’s complete streets activities at 
http://www.sacog.org/complete-streets/ 

 Based on these criteria, an estimatedSACOG estimates that at least 33 percent of the projects in 
the MTP/SCS qualify as include complete streets elements, representing a significant increase from 
the 2008 MTP.  However, do to the nature of the project list being a long-term investment strategy, 
some listed projects have not yet been studied to the point where the described scope includes all 
elements that will ultimately be included in the project.  Because of this fact, SACOG anticipates a 
much higher share of projects to include complete streets elements.  The MTP/SCS makes 
provisions for this by including lump sums in the project list for bicycle, pedestrian, and roadway 
improvements that can improve a roadway’s accessibility to all users and through policies and 
strategies that encourage complete streets considerations whenever feasible.  In addition to the 
plan’s increased investment in complete streets along urban corridors, there is also an increase in 
investment in complete corridor treatments in rural communities, where closing a shoulder gap or 
improving a county road intersection can significantly improve the safety of travel for all modes. 

2 — P U B L I C  T R A N S I T  I N V E S T M E N T S  

Emphasis on frequent and reliable bus and rail services along corridors that have transit-supportive land uses 
 

 The MTP/SCS provides $11.3 billion ($15.9 billion YOE) in transit capital and operating 
investments. Most of this investment, two-thirds of the total, is consumed by the cost of operating 
and maintaining the transit system.  Intercity rail operations take up about seven percent of the 
transit budget or roughly $800 million and are covered by state funding outside the control of 
regional operators.  The balance pays for capital expenses such as purchasing new buses and rail 
vehicles, infrastructure associated with adding routes and stations to the bus and rail system, building 
new storage and maintenance facilities, and improvements to help buses move more quickly through 
traffic.  The State funds capital improvements on the intercity rail system through the interregional 
share of State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds. Despite a shift of more than $2 
billion in flexible funds from road to transit purposes in the MTP/SCS, the slower regional growth 
and volatility of dedicated transit revenues result in an MTP/SCS investment level that is 10 percent 
per capita below the 2008 MTP levels. 
 

Increased operational efficiencies are a key aspect of the MTP/SCS in addressing the 
transit operations funding challenge. In the MTP/SCS, existing transit services are assumed to 
continue while new transit investments focus on the corridors with more compact and mixed land 
uses that are most capable of supporting robust transit service.   

 
Providing high-frequency service of 15 minutes or better in areas with more compact and mixed 

uses allows the MTP/SCS to provide more cost-effective and productive transit service. The result is 
a 72 percent increase in regionwide transit productivity over levels in the 2008 MTP.  Because of 
higher productivity, there is a significantly higher percentage of operating costs covered by fares – 
rising from 24 percent of operating costs in 2009 to 38 percent of operating costs ($2.3 billion) by 

                                                 
2 SACOG Transportation Committee Item 10-8-9, Attachment 6, “Transportation Framework for Alternative Scenarios 
for the MTP Update”, August 2010. 
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2035. Saving public dollars through higher farebox recovery allows the transit investments in the 
MTP/SCS to have a larger impact.  With the increased transit productivity, the MTP/SCS results in 
a total daily transit trip increase of 256 percent, while only increasing transit service hours by 98 
percent from 2008 levels.  Additional discussion of transit productivity is provided in Chapters 5 and 
10. 

 
The MTP/SCS provides increased transit coverage across the region, but focuses on corridors 

with land uses that support productive transit services.  Total daily vehicle service hours increase by 
98 percent from 4,074 to 8,062 hours. The types of transit offered in the plan vary by areas of the 
region. Investments include increasing the amount of service on existing routes, introducing new 
services, and adding high-capacity rail to high-demand corridors. The resulting 2035 transit network 
is depicted in Figure 4.1. 

 
Types of MTP/SCS transit projects include: 

 
 Increased transit options in local areas to better match transit type to the density of 

development and related demand for service. Options range from increasing the amount 
of service on existing fixed route and express bus lines, to introducing new services including 
Bus Rapid Transit and neighborhood shuttles. 

 More frequent transit service with greater regional coverage, with 15-minute or less 
service on many corridors. The plan calls for 53 percent of all transit services (bus and rail) 
to operate 15-minute or better service by 2035, versus 24 percent of services today. 

 Expansion of ADA paratransit services to keep up with the fast-growing senior 
population. The MTP/SCS also calls for paratransit vans to be replaced regularly and 
equipped with technologies that optimize trip planning, as well as use of quality vehicles. 

 More replacement buses, running on alternative fuels.  

 Strategic expansion of regional and local rail where it can be cost-effective given 
surrounding housing and employment densities. New local rail expansions include light rail 
to Cosumnes River College and the Sacramento International Airport and the introduction 
of streetcars in Rancho Cordova and between downtown Sacramento and West Sacramento.  

 Additional service on the existing Capitol Corridor interregional rail line, provided by 
Caltrans/Amtrak through a Joint Powers Authority.  

 Additional service on the existing San Joaquin intercity rail line, operated by Amtrak 
and funded by Caltrans. 

 Operational improvements to improve rail service frequencies.  

 Renovation and reconfiguration of the Sacramento Amtrak station (also called the 
Sacramento Valley Station) as a central intermodal facility for bus and rail connections. 
Project elements include moving and renovation of the old Southern Pacific depot and 
building new sidewalks, a parking garage and improved freeway ramps. 

 Increased transit security (patrols, lighting, etc.) and trash collection to enhance the 
attractiveness of transit travel. 
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3  — R O A D ,  H I G H W A Y ,  A N D  B R I D G E  C A P I T A L  A N D  

O P E R A T I O N S  I N V E S T M E N T S  

Emphasis on cost-effective operational improvements and strategic investments to improve bottlenecks 
 

 The MTP/SCS spends $7.4 billion ($10.5 billion YOE) on road, highway and bridge operational 
and capacity projects.  The budget is notably different from earlier MTPs in its emphasis on 
operational improvements to improve system productivity over capacity projects.  As compared to 
the 2008 MTP, road capacity investments decline by 30 percent, while the overall decline for this 
category is 20 percent.  Despite the decline in overall roadway investment level, the MTP/SCS 
improves performance from the previous plan due to a close alignment of projects with the land use 
pattern supporting the MTP/SCS.  Chapter 5A provides a discussion of this land use/transportation 
connection and its associated impact on performance metrics. 
 
 More than two-thirds of the total road and highway investment pays for operational or capacity 
improvements to existing facilities, while the remainder of the budget includes a mix of new road 
and highway investments to serve infill and greenfield growth areas.  Figure 4.2 depicts the 2035 
road and highway network contained in the MTP/SCS.  
 
 A shift of MTP/SCS roadway investment priorities from prior plans is reflected in an 
investment package that focuses on more cost-effective operational improvements and strategic 
capacity projects. Right-sizing, or value-engineering, of roadway investments for maximum cost-
effectiveness is an important component of an MTP/SCS that achieves strong performance benefits 
with lower funding levels.  In addition to increasing the investment in operations, the plan has more 
limited road widenings than the 2008 MTP.  Some examples of streets proposed for widening to six 
lanes in the 2008 MTP, but which are now proposed for four lanes in the MTP/SCS, include the 
following corridors: 
 
 Baseline Road in Placer County and Riego Road in Sutter County; 

 Richards Boulevard and the extension of Cosumnes River Boulevard in the City of 
Sacramento; 

 South Watt Avenue and White Rock Road in Sacramento County; 

 Bruceville Road and Bradshaw Road in the City of Elk Grove; 

 Sunrise Boulevard south of Kiefer Boulevard in the City of Rancho Cordova; and 

 Pleasant Grove Boulevard and the extension of Blue Oaks Boulevard in the City of 
Roseville. 

 Many other roadway projects slated for construction in the 2008 MTP are now listed for project 
analysis only in the MTP/SCS. These projects include: carpool lanes on I-5 from I-80 to the Airport; 
carpool lanes on SR-99 north of the I-5 interchange; widening of Jackson Highway east of South 
Watt Avenue; extension of Hazel Avenue south of US-50; extension of Kiefer Boulevard between 
Bradshaw and Sunrise; and extension of Placer Parkway west of Watt Avenue.  
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Local Road Investments 
 
 Of the $7.4 billion total in this category, the MTP/SCS invests $6.2 billion ($8.8 billion YOE) in 
local roads to accommodate projected growth. Ninety-seven percent of new lane miles in the 
MTP/SCS are on surface streets, not freeways. The MTP/SCS roadway investments emphasize 
access to infill development areas, congestion relief, support for bus and rail transit, and improved 
bicycle and pedestrian access. Local road investments increase capacity for local passenger travel, 
creating a benefit to goods movement on highways. 
 
 Examples of local road investments in the MTP/SCS: 

 Road operational improvements for urban and suburban areas. The plan includes near-term and 
longer-term projects, including interchange and intersection bottleneck relief, street 
improvements to support improved transit access, and investments to support BRT 
corridors and improve access to transit-oriented developments. The focus areas for these 
investments are the Center and Corridor and Established Community Types. 

 Road operational improvements for rural and small communities. Improving roadway safety along 
farm-to-market routes and corridors along the urban/rural edge is a focus for investments. 
Operational improvements include closing shoulder gaps, improving rural road intersections, 
and safer crossings within communities divided by highways or railroads. 

 New and expanded urban arterial roadways to meet community and regional travel needs. These roadway 
improvements primarily serve emerging activity centers, including Rancho Cordova, Folsom, 
West Sacramento and southern Placer County that shoulder a significant share of projected 
employment and housing growth by the 2035 horizon year. These expansions include 
complete streets features in order also to support transit and bicycle/pedestrian travel. 

 Connectors, including the Placer Parkway in southern Placer County and the Capitol Southeast 
Connector serving Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova and Folsom. The Placer Parkway is a four-
lane roadway in a new right-of-way, while the Capitol Southeast Connector in the MTP/SCS 
is an expansion of existing segments of Kammerer Road, Bruceville Road, Grant Line Road 
and White Rock Road. 

 Street safety measures, such as left-turn lanes at intersections, improved lighting and signage, 
special paving, and median strips, particularly where there are high numbers of automobile 
or pedestrian accidents. Safety investments are also made at rail grade-crossings and urban 
interchanges. 

 
State Highway Investments 
 
 The MTP/SCS invests $12.2 billion ($1.73.1 billion YOE) that will primarily be carried out by 
Caltrans.  The investment focus is on operational improvements and strategic new carpool and 
auxiliary lanes in many interior areas of the freeway system. Collectively, these investments serve 
travel between activity centers and accommodate trucks for inter-regional goods movement. Fixing 
bottlenecks along trucking corridors is important, as each truck represents the traffic-generating 
equivalent of two to four automobiles in stop-and-go traffic.  
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 Added freeway lane miles account for only 3 percent of the total in new roadway capacity. Of 
this increase in freeway lane miles, over 75 percent are carpool lanes, auxiliary lanes, new ramps or 
widened ramps. Most of the carpool, auxiliary, and transition lane additions occur in the urbanized 
part of the region and are directed at closing gaps that relieve congestion along major commute 
corridors during peak commute periods and to serve suburban job centers where it will take time to 
build up employment densities to the point that transit becomes a serious option for commuting.  
 
 Example state highway projects include: 

 Carpool lanes between Davis  and West Sacramento on I-80/U.S. 50 in Yolo County; as far 
north as the I-80 interchange on I-5 in Sacramento County; and as far east as Greenstone 
Road on U.S. 50 in El Dorado County. Some auxiliary lanes are included beyond those limits 
where they are cost-effective and provide good performance.  A complement to these 
corridor investments is an increase in express bus services between activity centers. 

 Operational improvements for congested or unsafe interchanges, including freeway-to-
freeway interchanges along U.S. 50 and I-80 and at primary freeway-to-arterial corridors, 
including Watt Avenue and U.S. 50, and Elkhorn Boulevard and Route 99. 

 Guardrails and improved shoulders along critical sections of freeways and highways.  

 Special paving (e.g., diamond grooving, reflectors, skid-reducing material) and lighting along 
specific road segments to improve safety. 

 Incident management investments, including changeable message signs for traffic alerts and 
increased freeway service patrols. 

 
Bridge and River Crossing Investments 
 
 As a subset of the local road and state highway investments, the MTP/SCS includes over $600 
million (over $850 million YOE) in investments for the development of more road, transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian capacity on the region’s bridges. Three-quarters of this budget pays for major 
crossings of the American, Sacramento, and Feather Rivers, with the remainder going towards minor 
capacity expansions on small crossings of creeks and tributaries. 
 
 Example bridge projects include: 
 
 Improved river access across the American and Sacramento Rivers into downtown 

Sacramento – New river crossings across the lower American River from Sacramento to 
South Natomas, and across the Sacramento River from West Sacramento to Sacramento to 
provide access into downtown Sacramento where there will be a large increase in jobs and 
residents by 2035.  

 Feather River crossings at Yuba City – Improvements to the 5th Street and 10th Street 
bridges, with redesigned approaches and distribution on both ends, to link Yuba City and 
Marysville more effectively and avoid the high cost of a third bridge. 

 Whitelock Parkway Bridge – New bicycle and pedestrian crossing of Highway 99 in Elk 
Grove. 
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 One-to-two and two-to-four lane widenings on a number of small creek crossings. 

 Bicycle and pedestrian retrofits on existing and new bridges. 

4 — B I C Y C L E  A N D  P E D E S T R I A N  I N V E S T M E N T S  

Emphasis on a network of complete streets and corridors between and within the communities in the region 
 

 In addition to “complete street” investments described earlier, the MTP/SCS includes $2.8 
billion ($4.0 billion YOE) in direct investments for bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This total is 
within one percent of the budget total from the 2008 MTP, but represents a per capita increase of 7 
percent.  

 Types of bicycle and pedestrian projects in the MTP/SCS: 

 Sidewalk network extensions in neighborhoods, with segments widened where needed.  

 Pedestrian bridges and pedestrian intersection improvements that include ADA-
compatible ramps, bulb-outs and special crossing signals. 

 Bike lanes on more neighborhood and major streets.  

 Multi-use bike/pedestrian trails (off-street, grade-separated) that offer residents the 
opportunity to make utilitarian and leisure trips separated from vehicular traffic. 

 Bike facilities (racks, lockers, restrooms) at major transit stops/hubs (light rail, BRT, etc.) 
and at key activity centers (downtown Sacramento, shopping malls, large office complexes, 
etc.) 

 Projects reflecting the range of bicycle and pedestrian investments in the MTP/SCS are listed in 
the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan). This document is the framework 
and listing of projects supporting a regional pedestrian and bikeway network. The Master Plan 
provides a summary of planned bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects in each jurisdiction, 
and among multiple jurisdictions. The goal is to develop a connected system of facilities that provide 
safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian travel throughout the region. The development of the 
regional network is oriented towards utilitarian trips and emphasizes connectivity to current facilities 
and connections to transit systems and key destinations.  
 
 The Regional Master Plan was adopted by the SACOG Board in 2003 and last amended in early 
2011. The Master Plan also guides the long-term priorities for the Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding 
Program (Funding Program). Projects identified in this plan will serve as the main list of projects 
eligible to receive funding through the Funding Program. The Master Plan and the corresponding 
Funding Program’s emphases are to provide infrastructure for walking and bicycling within and 
between the cities and towns of the six-county region. 

5 — P R O G R A M S ,  P L A N N I N G ,  A N D  O P E R A T I O N S  

 The plan supports $2.2billion ($3.1 billion YOE) in funding for supplementary programs, 
planning, and operational efforts, reflecting a decline of 8 percent from 2008 MTP levels, but 
maintaining the same per-capita expenditure. 
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Example programs and planning and operations projects include: 

 Community Design: Seed funding to encourage smart-growth development projects 
complementary to this MTP/SCS that may otherwise not happen. The program has been 
expanded to allow greater regional coverage and support for projects from the planning 
phase through implementation. 

 Air Quality Improvement Programs: Funding includes extension of the Sacramento 
Emergency Clean Air and Transportation (SECAT) grant program for replacing or 
retrofitting diesel engines and trucks, and Spare the Air programs to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled on bad air days. 

 Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS): Funding reserved for implementation of the 
regional ITS Strategic Deployment Plan, which includes automated message signs, crosswalk 
signals with pedestrian countdown timers, real-time transit message signs, and transit signal 
priority for buses. These investments also include Smart Corridors, including Sunrise and 
Hazel avenues in Sacramento, where near-term ITS strategies are planned by local agencies, 
and expansion of Traffic Operations Centers. 

 Travel Demand Management (TDM): Goals for this funding program include 100 
percent of employers served by a Transportation Management Association; a larger rideshare 
database so that searches average more ride matches; financial incentives for taking 
alternative modes or telecommuting to work; personalized trip-planning available to the 
public; expanded promotional campaigns including Bike Commute Month and the Vanpool 
Subsidy Program; and demonstration projects (such as car-sharing, instant ride matching, 
and TDM plans for large development and construction projects).  

 511 Traveler Information: This existing phone and web-based service will continue to 
expand as a more highly developed and user-friendly source of detailed travel information. 
Goals for the future include real-time web-based traffic information, voice interactivity, and 
a public transit trip planner. The web version will include useful maps for alternative modes 
(transit system networks, bike routes, etc.). A related project is improved highway advisory 
radio on weather conditions, road closures, or construction on key highways.  

 Community Enhancements:  Funding for investments, including soundwalls, traffic 
calming, and streetscaping features, that can make a corridor or intersection more attractive 
while also improving its safety and operation. Traffic-calming investments include street 
narrowing, alignment changes, roundabouts, sidewalk bulbouts, refuge islands at 
intersections, pavement treatments, and angled parking.  Streetscape investments include 
landscaped buffers between streets and sidewalks, landscaped median islands, lighting, 
signage, and street furniture. 

 Project Development Support: Funding for projects outside of the planning period of the 
MTP/SCS to begin early stages of development, including project design, preliminary 
engineering, environmental clearance, and right-of-way acquisition. Due to limited revenues 
in the financially constrained MTP/SCS, these projects are not anticipated to have sufficient 
funding to complete construction during the planning period. This category also includes 
funding for detailed studies on a wide range of subjects including rail transit opportunities, a 
regional open space strategy, complete streets design guidelines, and implementation of the 
Rural-Urban Connections Strategy. 
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Paying for the MTP/SCS  

 Funding to support the transportation investments in the MTP/SCS comes from a number of 
federal, state, and local sources, each with specific purposes and restrictions. In total, SACOG 
forecasts $35.2 billion in revenues ($49.8 billion escalated) over the planning period. On average, this 
comes out to $1.4 billion ($2.0 billion escalated) per year over 25 years. Compared to the 2008 MTP, 
the revenues supporting this MTP/SCS reflect a roughly 13 percent reduction in total budget.  Even 
after the region recovers from the recent recession, SACOG projects the population of the region 
will grow more slowly over the next 25 years, resulting in nearly 300,000 fewer people by 2035 than 
previously estimated. This smaller population results in a decrease in revenues on a per capita basis 
of only 5 percent.  
 
 Federal and state laws require that the MTP/SCS must constrain its budget by assuming only 
revenues that can reasonably be expected over the next 25 years. Therefore, the revenue 
assumptions contained in this plan assume that current sources of revenue in the region will 
continue into the future at rates of growth consistent with historical trends and projected future 
economic conditions.  
 
 The following section provides a summary of MTP/SCS revenues by federal, state, and local 
sources. Appendix B-1 provides a more detailed description of SACOG’s budget, revenue and 
investment assumptions. 

F E D E R A L  R E V E N U E S  

 Federal revenues in the MTP/SCS total $3.8 billion ($5.4 billion escalated), or 11 percent of the 
total budget. Federal programs typically support one-time capital investments over ongoing 
investments for road maintenance and transit operations. However, some federal funds are available 
to support major road rehabilitation projects such as reconstruction and replacement of decaying 
bridges, as well as transit preventative maintenance aimed at extending the life of transit facilities or 
vehicles. Federal funding sources come in the form of Congestion, Mitigation, and Air Quality 
Program (CMAQ), Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), and Federal Transit 
Administration Chapter 53 funds, and a few other smaller federal discretionary programs. 

S T A T E  R E V E N U E S  

 State funds in the MTP/SCS total $8.7 billion ($12.2 billion escalated), or 25 percent of the total 
budget. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) maintenance and capital investments for 
the state highway system and intercity rail services operated within the region comprise 75 percent 
of the state revenues in the MTP/SCS. State assistance for local projects is similar to federal 
programs in its support of one-time capital investments. One notable exception is State Transit 
Assistance (STA), which can be used to support local transit operations. However, in the region, 
STA typically makes up less than 10 percent of annual transit operating budgets.  

L O C A L  R E V E N U E S  

 Local funds in the MTP/SCS total $22.7 billion ($32.2 billion escalated), or 64 percent of the 
total budget. Local revenues are the primary financial support for the basic maintenance and 
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operation of the region’s road and transit system (over 95 percent of local road maintenance and 
rehabilitation and over 75 percent of transit operations). The principal sources of local revenues are 
sales and fuel taxes, developer fees and contributions, local general funds, and transit fares. On 
average, local revenues also cover 65 to 90 percent of major capital improvements on local road 
systems and frequently pay for 100 percent of relatively minor improvements. 

Implementing the MTP/SCS Transportation Projects: From Planning to 
Programming 

Implementation of a long-range MTP is carried out gradually through shorter-term decisions 
that assign state or federal funds to specific projects through periodic funding or programming 
cycles. By adopting the MTP, the region will achieve consensus on transportation system needs over 
the next 25 years, and also set the stage for the short-term strategy to implement the MTP.  

 
The MTP describes general priorities by the years in which individual projects are scheduled to 

occur, although in the case of larger, more complex projects, the time it takes to get a project ready 
may stretch out its schedule beyond where its real priority would warrant. The MTP must spread 
projects through all of its 25 years to match the flow of revenues. Because many local agencies want 
to build most of their projects within the next 10 years or so, the scheduling of projects to match 
availability of revenues tells them that they cannot realistically expect to build all those projects at 
once, and forces SACOG and local agencies to collaborate to arrange projects in a priority and 
schedule order. The schedule for the draft project list was completed to meet the following 
objectives: 

 
 Balance revenues and expenditures over the 25-year planning period – Projects must 

be scheduled to match the pace at which revenues are available to pay for them, 
proportionally over 25 years, which limits the number of projects that can be planned for 
any given year and forces decisions about relative priority. This test is called financial 
constraint. 

 Support attainment of air quality standards – The MTP must be analyzed as an overall 
package via a computer model to verify that its implementation would meet federal air 
quality requirements in the region’s Rate of Progress State Implementation Plan, and the 
sequence in which projects are scheduled could make a difference in that analysis. This test is 
called air quality conformity. 

 
As Caltrans, cities, counties, or other local agencies implement projects contained in the MTP, if 

they want to be eligible to use federal or state funding for a project, either received directly or via the 
region, the project must be consistent with the MTP. SACOG amends its MTP from time to time, 
and, when it does, it must verify both financial constraint and air quality conformity. 

 
Federal and state laws designate certain funds as regional, and the regional agency decides how 

those funds are used. Otherwise, most projects are funded by local agencies using local funds. 
SACOG acts as the regional transportation planning agency (RTPA) under state law for four 
counties (Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba), and as the metropolitan planning organization 
(MPO) under federal law for all six counties in the region (including Placer and El Dorado). Under 
federal and state law, SACOG receives apportionments of two kinds of federal funds annually - 
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Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) and Regional Surface Transportation Program 
(RSTP) – currently amounting to about $40 million per year. Under state law, SACOG receives a 
share of funds through the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) every two years, 
currently amounting to about $20 million per year.   These STIP funds are consistent with the four-
year fund estimate and comprised of both state and federal fund sources. These funds are included 
in the MTP.  

 
SACOG indicates in the MTP the types of projects on which it intends to spend regional funds 

during the 25 years of the plan. While the MTP identifies a long list of specific projects, the MTP 
does not specify which funds will be used to build which projects. Selecting projects for funding is 
done through a separate process known as programming. SACOG typically programs projects every 
two years; programming for federal and state funding in El Dorado and Placer counties is managed 
separately through the RTPAs in each respective county. 

 
Cities, counties, transit operators, other local agencies and Caltrans carry out the MTP by using 

available resources to implement the projects designated in the MTP. In programming, SACOG 
assigns its regional funds in specified amounts to specific projects, shown in a document which 
SACOG calls the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), which officially 
becomes this region’s part of a broader statewide document called the Federal Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP). When an agency seeks an allocation of federal 
funds to spend on a project, or needs a federal permit to continue project work, federal and state 
agencies check to see that the project and funding are shown in the MTIP/FSTIP. Besides being a 
programming document, the MTIP serves as a current snapshot of the progress and schedule for 
implementing projects, and lays out the commitments of funding that the agencies will need to 
complete those projects in a manner that is consistent with the MTP.  

 
The MTIP is a four-year document under present law. The current MTIP covers the federal 

fiscal years 2011–2014 and expires in November 2014; a new one must be adopted every two years, 
so the next MTIP is due in mid-2012. SACOG also amends its MTIP periodically, usually because of 
a change in project cost, funding, or schedule, but also occasionally to redefine the scope of a 
project.  

 
The MTP and MTIP are linked in two ways. First, any project to be programmed in the MTIP 

must be consistent with the MTP. Second, although SACOG does not have to program projects 
exactly according to the timing and cost laid out in the MTP, once it does program projects from the 
MTP into the MTIP, the MTIP supersedes the MTP; in essence, the MTIP becomes the first four 
years of the plan. A new MTIP or amendment to the MTIP will often have to be accompanied by an 
amendment to the MTP to keep them consistent. 

 
The MTP and the MTIP thus form a two-step plan and implementation process. Because of 

federal and state laws and regulations, the process to keep the MTIP and MTP current and 
consistent is not simple. SACOG must provide for public review of amendments, as specified in its 
Public Participation Plan. SACOG must verify financial constraint. For the MTP, the total cost of 
projects and activities cannot exceed an estimate of funds reasonably expected to be available going 
out to 2035, determined according to various assumptions described in the plan about funding in the 
future. For the MTIP, the test is much tighter: funds must be available from existing sources, and 
the MTIP assigns those funds to specific projects and types of work. Finally, SACOG must verify air 
quality conformity, which, in effect, shows that projects in the MTIP and MTP produce air pollution 
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emissions no greater than allowed by emissions budgets specified in the region’s air quality plan 
(SIP). 

 
The responsibility to complete environmental studies, design, construct and operate projects 

falls to local agencies and to Caltrans. For some projects, local agencies seek federal or state funds 
through SACOG, and if SACOG programs funds to a project it must be amended into the MTIP, 
and from then forward its project listing in the MTIP must be kept current. The implementing 
agency sometimes changes a project during this delivery process, and as engineering work progresses 
the agency can make more precise cost estimates. These may lead to a need to amend the MTIP 
(and perhaps the MTP as well) if the agency is relying on federal or state funds to finish the project. 
As each phase of work becomes ready to proceed, the implementing agency asks SACOG and 
Caltrans to allocate the amount of federal funds programmed in the MTIP for that phase: if state 
funds are involved, the California Transportation Commission must also approve the allocation. At 
this point, if all requirements have been met and all information is shown correctly, the allocation 
becomes a quick ministerial action, and the agency can then use the funds to reimburse itself as it 
pays the bills for project work. 
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Chapter 5A 
Transportation Trends & Performance  

Overview of Performance and the Land Use – 
Transportation Connection 

Introduction 

Because the MTP/SCS is a long-range plan, the degree to which it enhances the performance of 
the region’s transportation system and improves mobility and access for residents of the region over 
time are key measures of success.  This is especially important to ensure more efficient vehicle and 
freight movement, and improve mobility options for cost, health, environmental, or other reasons.   

This chapter is divided into three sections to fully describe the performance of the 
transportation system planned for in this MTP/SCS:  Chapter 5A provides an overview of the land 
use-transportation connection; Chapter 5B describes the performance of the roadways in terms of 
vehicle miles traveled and roadway congestion and delay; and Chapter 5C discusses transit and non-
motorized travel (i.e., bicycling and walking).  

Chapter 5A provides background for Chapters 5B and 5C and is divided into three sections. The 
first section describes the indicators critical to evaluating performance of the transportation system 
and how the MTP/SCS performs on them (Overview of Transportation Performance Indicators); 
the second section describes the analytical framework and modeling tools used to measure these 
indicators (Technical Analysis Framework and Tools); and the third section describes the primary 
relationships between land use and transportation that influence these indicators (Land Use-
Transportation Connection).   

Transportation performance indicators — the basic relationships between land use, the 
transportation system, and travel outcomes — have been a focus of the entire MTP/SCS process. 
Technical work and public outreach have spotlighted tradeoffs in investment options and have 
strived to balance growth and conservation. The three alternative scenarios presented at the 
MTP/SCS workshops in the fall of 2010 included data characterizing the land use and 
transportation inputs, and the travel outcomes that could be expected from each of those scenarios.  
The development of the MTP/SCS described in this plan drew from various elements of each of the 
three scenarios.  Chapter 2 provides a description and Appendix G-1 – Public Workshop Scenarios 
and Workshop Results provides more detail on the development of these scenarios.  

Transportation plans often focus on improving mobility through investment in transportation 
infrastructure and services.  Measures of mobility, such as the percent of travel using a particular 
travel mode or mode share, travel time, and travel delay provide valuable information about how 
well current and planned transportation systems function.  Through the course of the entire 
MTP/SCS planning process and SACOG’s ongoing Congestion Management Process (CMP), the 
performance focus has been on the following critical indicators: 
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 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on the region’s roadways; 

 the level of congestion and delay for all modes, but especially roadway congestion; 

 transit ridership and the share of trips made by transit modes; and 

 travel by non-motorized travel modes (bike and walk) and the share of trips made by those 
modes. 

 
 In part, the focus on these indicators began with the adoption of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) for 2025 in July 2002, and continued through the update of the last 
MTP in 2008.  The 2008 MTP was the first comprehensive update of the long-range transportation 
plan after the adoption of the Blueprint vision in 2005, and the first in the Sacramento region based 
firmly on the Blueprint’s smart growth planning principles.  One over-arching performance result of 
the 2008 MTP was the reversal or amelioration of several persistent and worrisome historic trends:  
 
 VMT growth continuing to outstrip population growth—the 2008 MTP promised a reversal of this 

trend, with VMT per household declining by 6 percent or more. 

 Roadway congestion growth far in excess of growth in VMT—the 2008 MTP promised a significant 
reduction in the growth rate of congestion in the region, but congestion was still expected to 
exceed population growth for the foreseeable future. 

 Transit ridership increases, but not by much—the 2008 MTP promised a tripling of transit trips, 
and 35 percent increase in the productivity of transit services. 

 Declining non-motorized mode share—the 2008 MTP promised a reversal of this trend, with non-
motorized trips per capita increasing by 26 percent or more. 

 
 This chapter picks up this story where the 2008 MTP left off.  The main performance questions 
addressed by the MTP/SCS are: 
 
 A lot has changed in the region (as well as in California, the nation, and the world) since the 

adoption of the last MTP in 2008. To what extent does this MTP/SCS account for and 
address changes in the economy, changes in regulations and planning requirements, and 
changing expectations and priorities for SACOG member agencies and residents of the 
region? 
 

 To what extent can the MTP/SCS improve on the transportation performance promised in 
the 2008 MTP?   The MTP/SCS planning effort focused more attention on the land use-
transportation connection than the 2008 MTP, and required a much higher level of effort on 
the part of all SACOG’s member agencies and planning partners to maximize the 
connection between the land use pattern and the multi-modal transportation system. 

 For roadways, the MTP/SCS emphasis is placed on addressing existing bottlenecks and 
congestion points in the freeway system, and in right-sizing surface street improvements 
on the arterial street system.   

 For transit, the MTP/SCS emphasis is on concentrating the most frequent, highest-
capacity transit services in corridors with the greatest ridership potential, and limiting 
expansion of transit service in areas where land use patterns would not support frequent, 
high-capacity transit.  
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 For bicycling, the MTP/SCS emphasis is on expanding the network of Class 1 separated 
bike paths and Class 2 bike lanes and providing alternate, attractive bike routes in 
corridors where existing routes are non-existent or extremely unattractive to use. 

 For walking, the MTP/SCS emphasis is on supporting compact land uses, with a good 
mix of complementary land uses and a street pattern supportive of walking.  In 
combination, these strategies provide the opportunity to make shorter trips, and make a 
higher share of trips by walking. 

 
Highlights of the performance of the MTP/SCS are: 
 
 Decline in VMT per capita—Expected VMT from all sources in the region decline by 6.9 

percent from 2008 levels.  (This compares to a 1.8 percent reduction for the 2008 MTP). 
The VMT generated by passenger vehicles, a subset of all VMT, is forecasted to decline by 
8.8 percent from 2008 (compared to a 5.2 reduction in per capita VMT for the 2008 MTP, 
and an 8 percent increase in per capita VMT for the 2002 MTP).  

 Decline in congested VMT per capita—For the first time, the long range transportation plan for 
the SACOG region is forecasted to result in a decline of 6.97 percent in the amount of 
congested vehicle travel per capita.  This is the first long range transportation plan which is 
forecasted to result in a decline in this metric. (This compares to a 22 percent increase in the 
2008 MTP, and a 58 percent increase in the 2002 MTP). 

 Increase in travel by transit, bicycle and walking—The MTP/SCS is forecasted to increase trips per 
capita by transit, bicycle or walk by 32.8 percent. (This compares to an 8.1 percent increase 
for the 2008 MTP). 

 Increase in Productivity of the Transportation System—The MTP/SCS roadway system will be more 
efficiently used, with the proportion of VMT in the optimal use range increasing. The 
MTP/SCS is also forecasted to more than double the productivity of the region’s transit 
system, from about 33 boardings per service hour to over 70.  This improvement in transit 
productivity will substantially increase the amount of service which can be funded through 
passenger fares.   

Technical Analysis Framework and Tools 

 In evaluating the performance of the MTP/SCS and the ongoing CMP efforts, two points of 
reference are used for each key indicator: 
 
 What have the historic trends been for each indicator?  How do the projections for the 

MTP/SCS affect the historic trends?  For each key indicator, the best historic trend data are 
presented, along with future projections for the MTP/SCS. 

 How does the MTP/SCS, taken as the combined effects of a more efficient and compact 
allocation of growth, and the proposed package of transportation investments to 2035, 
compare to what would have unfolded using the prior growth projections and the 2008 
MTP? 
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F O R E C A S T I N G  A N D  A N A L Y S I S  T O O L S  

 The main tools used for the transportation analysis of the MTP/SCS are SACOG’s land use 
scenario software and databases, and regional travel demand model.  SACOG has been at the 
forefront of development and application of travel demand modeling tools, and throughout the 
Blueprint project SACOG undertook research and analysis activities to evaluate and improve the 
ability to capture land use-transportation interrelationships using computer models.   
 
 SACOG utilized its regional travel demand model to compare the MTP/SCS 2035 conditions to 
the existing conditions for the 2008 base year. SACOG’s primary model is the Sacramento Regional 
Activity-Based Simulation Model (SACSIM).   SACOG periodically updates and improves SACSIM, 
and releases versions of the model and data for use by member agencies when the MTP is adopted, 
with versions numbered according to the year the version was finalized.  SACSIM07 was used for 
the 2008 update of the MTP.  SACSIM11 was used for the analysis of this MTP/SCS.   
 
 SACSIM includes four sub-models for predicting travel demand.  The major sub-model is 
DAYSIM, which is an activity-based tour sub-model for predicting household-generated travel. 
DAYSIM is an advanced practice1 demand micro-simulation, which represents travel activities as 
tours, or series of trips, connecting the activities a person engages in during the course of a normal 
day.  DAYSIM allows for much more detailed representation of key factors influencing household-
generated travel, such as detailed characteristics of land use in the region, age of residents, household 
income, cost of fuel, and other factors.   
 
 SACSIM also includes a more conventional, state-of-practice2 sub-model for predicting 
commercial vehicle travel.  Two classes of commercial vehicles are modeled:  two-axle commercial 
vehicles, and three-plus-axle commercial vehicles.  Two-axle commercial vehicles include a wide 
range of vehicles, from a passenger vehicle which might be used to transport a computer repair 
person and their tools and equipment to an office to perform a repair, to a relatively small truck 
delivering produce to a restaurant or store.  Three-plus-axle commercial vehicles also include a wide 
array of vehicles, from medium-sized delivery trucks to large, 5-axle tractor-trailer combinations.  
The common element tying these vehicles together is that they are used to transport goods and 
services, and are not used for personal (household-generated) travel. 
 
 SACSIM also includes sub-models for predicting air passenger ground access to the Sacramento 
International Airport, and for predicting external travel, including travel by residents of the region to 
locations outside the region, residents outside the region traveling to locations within the region, and 
travel which goes through the region, but does not stop within the region. 
 
 Travel demand for vehicle or passenger trips estimated using SACSIM are combined for 
assignment to detailed computer representations of the region’s highway and transit networks using 
software and programs.  The resulting assignments are used for evaluation of VMT on roadways, 
and evaluation of congested travel. 
 

                                                 
1 Advanced practice travel demand modeling is defined in TRB Special Report 298288, “Metropolitan Travel 
Forecasting:  Current Practice and Future Direction”. 
2 Ibid. 
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 The analysis period of SACSIM is a typical weekday.  A typical weekday is intended to represent 
weekday conditions during a non-summer month (i.e., a time period when most workers are at 
work, rather than on vacation, and when schools are normally in session).  Where annual or other 
time periods are required, typical weekday estimates of travel are scaled up to represent those time 
periods.  Within the typical weekday are four demand periods:  A.M. peak period (7:00-10:00 a.m.); 
midday period (10:00 a.m.-3:00 p.m.); P.M. peak period (3:00-6:00 p.m.); and the late 
evening/overnight period (6:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m.). 
 
Demographics 

 Demographics are a key factor influencing travel behavior.  As mentioned above, SACSIM relies 
on a more detailed representative population file for its micro-simulation of travel demand.  The 
representative population files are prepared using open source PopGen software, developed by 
Arizona State University.  The 2005-2009 sample American Community Survey data by Census tract 
were used to control and validate the 2008 base year representative population file.  Control 
variables at tract level included:  number of persons per household; number of workers per 
household; household income; age of householder; and age of person within household.  For 2035, 
the 2008 demographic controls were adjusted to reflect changes to population, household size, age 
of householder, and household income, which were forecasted by the Center for Continuing Study 
of the California Economy, and approved for use in the development of this plan by the SACOG 
Board in April 2010.  Forecasts projected: 
 
 Household population in the SACOG region increasing by 305,000 from 2008 to 2020, and  

871,000 to 2035; 

 The percentage of persons 65-year-and-older increasing from 13 percent in 2008 to 18 
percent by 2020, and 22 percent by 2035; and 

 Average household incomes rising by about 10 percent across the region by 2035, compared 
to 2008. 

 
 The Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy forecast is described in greater 
detail in Chapter 3. 
 
Costs of Travel 

 Another key factor influencing travel behavior is the relative cost of different forms of travel.  
The time period from 2005 to the present has seen unprecedented volatility in fuel prices, reaching a 
historic high in September 2008.  Recent releases of long range projections of fuel prices by the U.S. 
Department of Energy3 and the California Energy Commission4 have both responded to the 
volatility of fuel prices and changes to the global market for energy by showing scenarios with much 
higher high prices than in earlier releases of these reports.   
 
   

                                                 
3 Department of Energy, “Energy Outlook” series provides  forecasts and projections of prices for gasoline and diesel. 
4 California Energy Commission “Integrated Energy Policy Reports” series provides forecasts and projections of prices 
for gasoline and diesel. 
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 As part of its work to implement technical aspects of SB 375, SACOG with other state MPOs 
worked to develop consistent consensus future projections of fuel prices for use in each respective 
region’s implementation of SB 375 greenhouse gas reduction targets. Prior to this coordination 
effort, each MPO made its own projection.  SACOG used this consensus future projection in the 
preparation of the MTP/SCS:  for 2020, fuel prices were assumed to increase to $4.74, and by 2035 
to $5.74 (both stated in 2009 dollars).  Part of the same MPO technical coordination effort resulted 
in a consensus for projecting the most likely passenger vehicle fleet fuel efficiency to use for SB 375 
implementation, based in part on changes to vehicles required by California’s Pavley rule, authorized 
by AB 1493 in 2002.  For SACOG, 2020 passenger vehicle fleet efficiency was assumed to be 25.5 
miles per gallon (mpg), increasing to 29.3 mpg by 2035 (compared to 20.6 mpg in 2008).  The 
combination of the fuel prices and fleet fuel efficiency, along with estimates of the costs of 
maintenance and other operating costs (but not insurance or depreciation), resulted in projected 
auto operating costs of $0.27 per mile by 2020 and $0.29 by 2035 (compared to about $0.19 in 
2008). 

Land Use-Transportation Connection 

 The Sacramento region’s Blueprint, completed in 2004, relied on a growing body of research on 
the land use/transportation connection.  The Blueprint relied on the latest research at that time to 
forecast the effects on travel outcomes (i.e., VMT, transit mode share, congestion, and non-
motorized mode share) based on changes to future land use patterns.  Since that time, the body of 
research and knowledge on the land use-transportation connection has expanded and matured.  The 
latest research results were published in a 2010 meta-analysis (i.e., a rigorous review and compilation 
of studies) by Robert Cervero and Reid Ewing in the Journal of the American Planning Association.5 The 
meta-analysis examined the following land use/transportation factors: 
 
 Regional Accessibility is a way of quantifying how connected a given area is to the existing 

development, and is usually stated as the number of jobs within an average auto commute 
time.  It is a measure of how many activities are within a reasonable drive time from a place 
of residence.  In areas within the existing urbanized area, regional accessibility is usually 
higher, and in outlying areas or areas on the urban edge, it tends to be lower.  This factor has 
the strongest potential effect on VMT—a 10 percent increase would result in a 2 percent 
decline in VMT for residents of an area. 

 Street Pattern/Urban Design refers to how walkable a given area is, based on characteristics of 
the street pattern in that area.  It is usually measured as the density of intersections in a given 
area.  The greater the number of intersections, the smaller the blocks and the more potential 
walking connections there are in that area.  Although other factors affect walkability and 
walk mode share, (e.g., presence/absence of sidewalks, pedestrian amenities on the street, 
traffic volumes on streets, presence/absence of crosswalks, treatment of pedestrians at 
signalized intersections.) street pattern has been used in research as a proxy for walkability, in 
part because it is relatively easy to assemble data.  In terms of VMT reduction, street pattern 
is the second strongest factor.   

                                                 
5 Ewing, R. and Cervero, R., "Travel and the Built Environment: A Meta-Analysis", Journal of the American Planning 
Association, Vol. 76, No. 3, Summer 2010. 
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 Mix of Use refers to the inclusion in an area of a range of complementary land uses, which 
allows for more activities (i.e., working, shopping, school) to be contained within that area.  
Good land use mix allows for reductions in VMT through shortening of vehicle trips or 
shifting to other non-vehicle modes of travel such as walking.  The most common measures 
of mix of use combine the relative proportions of residential, overall jobs, retail and other 
residential-supporting land uses into an entropy formula, which translates the balance of land 
use mix into a 0 to 100 scale. 

 Proximity to Transit refers to the distance from a residence to the nearest transit station or 
stop, with VMT declining, and both walking and transit use increasing, as distance to the 
nearest transit gets shorter. 

 Residential Density refers to the number of persons or dwellings clustered into a given area.  
Conceptually, density is quite easy to understand—the number of persons or housing units 
located in a given area.  However, because there are different definitions of area (e.g., net 
acreage, gross acreage, total area) the effects of density are often over- or under-stated.  The 
Ewing and Cervero meta-analysis controlled for differences in definition of density across 
the studies they reviewed.   

 
 Table 5A.1 provides a summary of the results of the Ewing/Cervera meta-analysis of land 
use/transportation factors and travel outcomes.  The table provides the elasticity of the travel 
outcomes for each land use/transportation factor, which is the percentage change in the outcome 
for each one percent increase in the factor. So, an elasticity of -0.2 means a change of -0.2 percent in 
the outcome, for a one percent increase in the factor.  
 

Table 5A.1 
Land Use /Transportation Factors and Travel Outcomes 

  Travel Outcome 

Land Use /Transportation Factor  VMT Walk  Transit

Elasticity (Change in Travel, with respect to 1% increase  in Factor) 1

Regional Accessibility  ‐0.20 +0.15  n/a

Street Pattern/Urban Design  ‐0.12 +0.39  +0.23

Mix of Use  ‐0.09 +0.15  +0.12

Proximity to Transit  ‐0.05 +0.15  +0.29

Residential Density  ‐0.04 +0.07  +0.07

Change in Travel Outcome, with 10% Increase in Factor

Regional Accessibility  ‐2.0% +1.5%  n/a

Street Pattern/Urban Design  ‐1.2% +3.9%  +2.3%

Mix of Use  ‐0.9% +1.5%  +1.2%

Proximity to Transit  ‐0.5% +1.5%  +2.9%

Density  ‐0.4% +0.7%  +0.7%
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 Ewing, R. and Cervero, R., “Travel and the Built Environment: A Meta‐Analysis,” Journal of the American Planning 
Association, Vol. 76, No. 3, Summer 2010. 

 
Although it is tempting to assume that the relationships shown in Table 5A.1 are discrete dials 

that can be adjusted to achieve pre-defined results, there are many factors that confound attempts to 
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isolate individual effects.  Self-selection bias is a major confounding factor, which is poorly 
accounted for in most of the research.  Self-selection bias refers to the fact that personal preference 
affects where someone chooses to live and the travel choices they make.  Individuals who like 
walking may gravitate to walkable environments in their place of residence or place of work, and 
some of the land use-transportation relationships which are shown in research based on travel 
surveys may simply be measuring these preferences.  Replicating in new areas the high walk share 
observed in existing well-mixed, walkable neighborhoods may not be possible, simply because the 
existing areas may have attracted a unique population of individuals who prefer walking.   

 
Further, interactions among the land use-transportation factors themselves are very difficult to 

control, and many factors are highly correlated.  For example, many areas with good street patterns 
(i.e., higher intersection densities) are also more dense, simply because block and lot sizes are 
smaller.  Research has also recognized that the combined effects of many factors is not always equal 
to adding up the individual effects of each factor—there may be ceilings on some of the combined 
results.  On the other side, some of the combined effects may be greater than the sum of the 
individual effects.  For example, evidence from transit-oriented developments suggests that the 
combined effects of density, proximity to transit, and street pattern around rail stations with 
frequent service may far exceed the reductions in VMT and increases in walking and transit travel 
suggested by Table 5A.1.6  Although some factors are known to have greater potential influence 
(e.g., regional accessibility on VMT), making significant changes to those factors may actually be 
difficult.  

L A N D  U S E - T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  I N  T H E  M T P / S C S  

 Table 5A.2 provides a summary of key land use-transportation factors in the region, comparing 
the 2035 changes from the MTP/SCS to 2008.  The factors are tabulated by Community Type (see 
Chapter 3 for a more detailed description of the Community Types).  

 Regional accessibility increases by 31.3 percent overall, with all Community Types increasing 
by 29 percent or more, relative to 2008.  Center and Corridor Communities have the highest 
level of regional accessibility in both 2008 and 2035 in the MTP/SCS—in both years, 
accessibility to jobs is nearly 50 percent higher for residents of these areas, compared to the 
regional average.  Accessibility to jobs declines for the remaining area types, with residents of 
Rural Residential and Lands Not Identified for Development in the MTP/SCS having the 
lowest accessibility in both 2008 and 2035 at 60 percent or more below regional averages.  
This reflects the fact that Center and Corridor Communities are centrally located in the 
region, and in general are surrounded by urban development.  Developing, Rural Residential, 
and Lands Not Identified for Development in the MTP/SCS are located on the urban edge, 
or completely outside the urbanized area.  Developing Communities, to the extent they are 
at the edge of the urbanized area, have access to jobs on only one side.  These locational 
factors drive down regional accessibility, and, by extension, drive up VMT generation. 

 Street pattern follows a similar pattern as regional accessibility, with Center and Corridor 
Communities being the highest in both 2008 and 2035 in the MTP/SCS.  Center and 
Corridor Communities are more likely to be in older developed areas of the region, with 
smaller-block, grid-patterned street networks.  These older street patterns are, all other 

                                                 
6 TCRP 128, “Effects of TOD on Housing, Parking, and Travel.”  Transportation Research Board, 2008. 
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things being equal, considered to be more walkable than more curvilinear, cul-de-sac 
dominated street patterns in more recently developed areas.   

 Mix of use is highest in Center and Corridor and Established Communities, largely because 
these areas are located near jobs and commercial centers.  In 2008, Developing, Rural 
Residential, and Lands Not Identified for Development in the MTP/SCS were very low in 
measured mix of land use, with all below 14 of 100 on the SACOG mix index7.  In general, 
measured land use mix is low in these areas, because they are predominantly residential, with 
very little commercial, school or other supportive non-residential uses within one-half mile 
of places of residence.  The biggest change in mix of use between 2008 and 2035 in the 
MTP/SCS occurs in Developing Communities—this change is reflective of a significant 
amount of growth and consideration of land use mix in the planning for these areas. 

 Proximity to transit, as expected, is greatest in Center and Corridor Communities, with 
distance to the nearest transit station or stop averaging less than one-quarter mile in 2008, 
and declining to about one-eighth mile by 2035 based on the MTP/SCS.  Overall proximity 
to transit also improves, declining from 0.72 miles in 2008 to 0.55 miles by 2035. 

 Residential density increases overall by 27 percent, but the changes are focused on two 
Community Types:  Center and Corridor Communities, which increase from about 10 
dwellings per residential acre to about 15 units; and Developing Communities, which 
increase from 1.3 dwellings per acre to about 4.5 units.  The other Community Types 
changed by less than ten percent.    

                                                 
7SACOG’s mix index measures the degree to which the regional balance in total jobs per household, retail jobs per 
household, service jobs per household, and K12 school enrollment (i.e. school capacity) is provided within a one-half 
mile radius of the place of residence. 
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Table 5A.2 
Land Use / Transportation Factors and the MTP/SCS 

Community Type 

Land Use / Transportation 
Factor 1 

Centers / 
Corridors  Established  Developing 

Rural 
Residential  Region 

2008           

Regional Accessibility 2  561,970 391,325  254,496 132,585  379,598

Street Pattern/Urban Design 3  115 87  64 17  83

Mix of Use 4  37 33  14 10  31

Distance to Transit 5  0.21 0.55  1.22 2.91  0.72

Residential Density 6  10.1 3.8  1.3 0.2  1.5

2035 MTP/SCS            

Regional Accessibility 2  729,235 515,642  351,964 196,759  498,359

Street Pattern/Urban Design 3  111 90  67 20  86

Mix of Use 4  38 35  28 11  33

Distance to Transit 5  0.12 0.42  0.7 2.65  0.55

Residential Density 6  15.0 4.1  4.5 0.2  1.9

Change from 2008            

Regional Accessibility 2  +29.8% +31.8%  +38.3% +48.4%  +31.3%

Street Pattern/Urban Design 3  ‐3.5% +3.4%  +4.7% +17.6%  +3.6%

Mix of Use 4  +2.7% +6.1%  +100.0% +10.0%  +6.5%

Distance to Transit 5  ‐42.9% ‐23.6%  ‐42.6% ‐8.9%  ‐23.6%

Residential Density 6  +48.5% +5.7%  +240.5% +6.0%  +27.1%
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 All numbers are population‐weighted averages for residences in each community type. 
2Total jobs within 30‐minute drive from place of residence. 
3 Intersection density, stated as intersections per square mile, within 1/2‐mile of place of residence. 
4 SACOG mix of use index, 0 to 100 scale with 0 = homogenous, 100 = perfect mix of use. 
5 Shown as average distance from place of residence to nearest transit station or stop, in miles.   
6 Dwelling units per net residential acre, within ½‐mile of place of residence. 
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Chapter 5B 
Trends & Performance  

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) & Roadway Congestion 
 

Introduction  

Building on the performance overview in Chapter 5A, this chapter describes the performance of 
the MTP/SCS transportation system in terms of two key roadway system indicators: vehicle miles 
traveled and roadway congestion.   

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

 This section discusses why SACOG measures and monitors VMT, defines the various types of 
VMT that are modeled and analyzed for the MTP/SCS, reports observed trends in VMT in the 
region, reports the VMT performance of the MTP/SCS, and explains the VMT performance of the 
MTP/SCS.  

W H Y  W E  M E A S U R E  V M T  

 A vehicle mile traveled, or VMT, is literally one vehicle traveling on a roadway for one 
mile.  Regardless of how many people are traveling in the vehicle, each vehicle traveling on a 
roadway within the Sacramento region generates one VMT for each mile it travels.  For this section 
and most of SACOG’s technical analysis, VMT is estimated and projected for a typical weekday, as 
defined in Chapter 5A. 
 
 VMT is and has been a primary indicator of travel for policymakers and transportation 
professionals for decades.   The prevalence of this measure is due to several factors:   
 
 First, it is relatively easy to measure by counting traffic on roadways at different locations.  It 
is one of the few measures of transportation performance that has been consistently and 
comprehensively monitored and documented over time in the region.   
 
 Second, VMT bears a direct relationship to vehicle emissions, although the relationship is 
complex moving into the future.  State1 and federal2 policies pertaining to vehicle efficiency and 
formulation of vehicle fuels suggest that on a per VMT basis, emissions for most pollutants will 
decline relative to today.  However, even with these per VMT improvements due to fuel and vehicle 

                                                 

1 AB 1493 (Pavley rule) vehicle efficiency standards, and low-carbon-fuel standards (Executive Order S-01-07), 
implemented as part of California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32)  
2 National Highway Transportation Safety Administration Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency (CAFE) vehicle efficiency 
standards http://www.nhtsa.gov/cars/rules/cafe/overview.htm  
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technology changes, lower VMT will mean lower emissions.  Looked at another way, lowering VMT 
is a way to expand the reductions expected from fuel and vehicle technology improvements. 
 
 Third, VMT can be influenced by policy in a number of different ways.  By providing more 
attractive alternatives to driving alone, VMT can be reduced by shifting from vehicle to non-vehicle 
modes (i.e., from a car trip to a bike or walk trip), or from low occupancy to higher occupancy 
vehicles (i.e., from a single-occupant vehicle trip to a carpool or transit trip).  VMT can be 
influenced by land use patterns as well.  A better mix of residential, employment, education, and 
service uses in an area can allow people to accomplish their daily activities with less driving, and 
consequently, less VMT. 
 
 Fourth, VMT correlates with congestion.  The more miles people are driving their vehicles, 
the more vehicles there are on the roadways at any given time. Higher numbers of vehicles 
eventually result in congestion. 
 
 Finally, VMT correlates with frequency of traffic accidents.  Although facility design and 
traveler behavior affect the frequency and severity of accidents, a major factor in determining the 
number of accidents that occur is the amount of travel.  Safety analysts and researchers usually 
normalize the number of accidents with VMT in order to track and understand accident trends. 

D E F I N I T I O N S  O F  V M T  R E P O R T E D  

 Although the basic definition of VMT is one vehicle traveling on a roadway for one mile, VMT 
is reported here in two different ways:  total VMT and VMT attributed to source: household-
generated, commercial vehicle, or external. 
 
 Total VMT is all VMT for all types of vehicles totaled together.  In this report, total VMT is 
reported by the geography in which it occurs, based on the locations of the roadways being 
analyzed.  So, for example, total VMT reported for Sacramento County includes all VMT on 
roadways within Sacramento County, even though some VMT that occurs on Sacramento County 
roadways is generated by travelers residing outside Sacramento County, and vice versa. 
 
 VMT attributed to source splits VMT into one of three categories:  household-generated, 
commercial vehicle, and external.   
 
 Household-generated VMT includes VMT generated by residents of the region, for their travel 

within the region.  Household-generated VMT includes vehicle travel for normal 
commuting, going to school, shopping, and personal business.  Household-generated VMT 
usually includes about three-quarters of total VMT. 

 Commercial vehicle VMT includes VMT generated by commercial vehicles moving goods or 
services within the region.  Commercial vehicle VMT is usually about one-sixth of total 
VMT. 

 External VMT includes VMT generated by passenger vehicles traveling through the region.  
It also includes travel within the region from residents of areas outside the region.  Through-
trips by commercial vehicles are tallied with commercial vehicle VMT described above.  
External VMT usually includes slightly less than one-tenth of total VMT. 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  5B‐3 

O B S E R V E D  D A T A  A N D  R E C E N T  T R E N D S  I N  V M T  

 Observed VMT is collected by Caltrans as part of the Highway Performance Monitoring System 
(HPMS).   HPMS data are based on a sampling approach, in which a sample of roadways of 
different types (e.g., freeway, rural highway, principal arterial) are counted, and statistically expanded 
to estimate total VMT in different areas within the state.  Table 5B.1 provides a county-by-county 
tabulation of VMT within the region for 2000 through 2008. 
 
 During the period 2000 to 2005, total daily VMT in the region grew at about 2 percent per 

year.  From 2005 to 2008, total daily VMT actually decreased slightly, reflecting the slowing 
of the region’s economy, increasing unemployment, higher fuel prices, and other factors. 

 During the period 2000 to 2005, population growth was 2.6 percent per year, slightly higher 
than the VMT growth rate.  The population growth rate slowed to about one percent per 
year between 2005 and 2008. 

 VMT per capita has declined on average since year 2000, from 26.3 miles to just under 25 
miles per day by 2008. 

 The longer term historic VMT growth rate, counting from 1995 to 2008, is 1.9 percent per 
year. 

 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  5B‐4 

Table 5B.1 
Vehicle Miles Traveled in the SACOG Region, 2000 to 2008 

 

County    2000  2005  2008 

Average Daily VMT on Roadways1   

El Dorado2     4,148  4,404 4,249 

Placer2     7,361  8,581 8,502 

Sacramento     29,244  32,145 32,530 

Sutter     2,150  2,374 2,444 

Yolo     5,132  5,683 5,489 

Yuba     1,745  1,849 1,787 

Region     49,780  55,034 55,002 

Region Pop. ( in thousands)3     1,896  2,153 2,215 

VMT per Capita     26.3  25.6 24.8 

Average Annual Growth Rates:  '00 to '05  '05 to '08  '00 to '08 

El Dorado2     +1.2%  ‐1.2%  +0.3% 

Placer2     +3.1%  ‐0.3%  +1.8% 

Sacramento     +1.9%  +0.4%  +1.3% 

Sutter     +2.0%  +1.0%  +1.6% 

Yolo     +2.1%  ‐1.1%  +0.8% 

Yuba     +1.2%  ‐1.1%  +0.3% 

Region     +2.0%  ‐0.0%  +1.3% 

Region Population3     +2.6%  +1.0%  +2.0% 

VMT per Capita     ‐0.5%  ‐1.0%  ‐0.7% 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 From "California Public Road Data" reports, compiled from Highway 
Performance Monitoring System data 
2 Adjusted by SACOG to exclude Tahoe Basin 
3 California Department of Finance, adjusted by SACOG to exclude Tahoe Basin 
 

V E H I C L E  M I L E S  T R A V E L E D  A N D  T H E  M T P / S C S  

 Table 5B.2 and Figure 5B.1 provide tabulations and illustrations of historic and projected VMT 
growth for MTP/SCS. 
 
 Weekday VMT in the region is projected to grow from 57 million in 2008 to about 64 million by 
2020 (an 11 percent increase) and 74 million by 2035 (a 30 percent increase).  Population over the 
same periods increases by 14 percent and 39 percent, respectively.  This compares to 85 million 
miles by 2035 for the 2008 MTP (see Table 5B.3), which is an increase of 48 percent from 2008, 
although in part, the extent of the increase in the 2008 MTP relates to higher population growth on 
which that plan was based. 
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 The VMT growth rate through 2035 is projected to decrease from the historic growth rate of 1.9 
percent per year to 1.0 percent per year.  Moreover, the VMT growth rate is projected to be lower 
than the population growth rate of 1.2 percent.  This compares to a VMT growth rate of 1.5 percent 
and 1.5 population growth rate to 2035 for the 2008 MTP. 
  

Table 5B.2 
Total Vehicle Miles Traveled in SACOG Region, 2008 and MTP/SCS 

County     2008 
2020 

MTP/SCS 
2035 

MTP/SCS 

Total Weekday VMT on Roadways1     

El Dorado2     4,421,000 4,726,800 5,328,200 

Placer2     8,846,500 10,559,400 12,743,900 

Sacramento     33,848,800 37,386,300 43,133,000 

Sutter     2,543,500 2,785,700 3,269,300 

Yolo     5,711,500 6,477,500 7,413,800 

Yuba     1,859,500 2,104,100 2,420,100 

SACOG Region     57,230,800 64,039,800 74,308,300 

Total VMT per Capita  25.8 25.4 24.1 

Annual Average Growth Rates, from 2008     

El Dorado2     n/a +0.6% +0.7% 

Placer2     n/a +1.5% +1.4% 

Sacramento     n/a +0.8% +0.9% 

Sutter     n/a +0.8% +0.9% 

Yolo     n/a +1.1% +1.0% 

Yuba     n/a +1.0% +1.0% 

SACOG Region     n/a +0.9% +1.0% 

Total VMT per Capita  n/a ‐0.1% ‐0.3% 

Population Growth Rate     n/a +1.1% +1.2% 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1Roadway VMT is tallied based on the location of the roadway on which the VMT is 
forecasted to occur.   It is comparable to the VMT reported in "California Public Road 
Data" reports; however, the CPRD reports average daily VMT, while this table reports 
typical weekday VMT.  Typical weekday traffic is on average 5 percent higher than average 
daily traffic. 
2Tahoe Basin roadways are excluded from this tabulation 
 

 Although VMT increases in total through 2035 for the MTP/SCS, per capita VMT rates decline 
significantly over the same period.  Total VMT per capita declines from 25.8 miles in 2008, to 25.4 
by 2020, and 24.1 by 2035, as shown in Table 5B.2 above and in Figure 5B.2.   Figure 5B.2 shows 
VMT per capita for the 2002 MTP, the 2008 MTP and the MTP/SCS.  The 6.9 percent decline in 
VMT per capita for the MTP/SCS compares to a 5.2 percent decline for the 2008 MTP, and a 8 
percent increase (compared to 2000) for the 2002 MTP. 
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Figure 5B.1 

Total Vehicle Miles Traveled in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS 

 
 

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
Historic based on CPRD reports.  MTP/SCS based on SACOG forecasts.  2008 MTP from SACOG, A 
Creative New Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento Region, April 2008. 
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Figure 5B.2 
Weekday Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita in the SACOG Region,  

Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
Historic based on CPRD reports.  MTP/SCS based on SACOG forecasts.  2008 MTP from 
SACOG, A Creative New Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento Region, April 2008.  
2002 MTP from SACOG, A Bold Frist Step for Mobility in the Sacramento Region, 2002, 
with adjustments to allow for comparison to more current VMT estimates. 

 

VMT by Source 
 
 As mentioned above, three sources of VMT are considered:  household-generated, commercial 
vehicle, and external.  Household-generated—which includes all travel by residents of the region for 
work, school, shopping and other household purposes—accounts for almost three-quarters of all 
VMT in all scenarios.  Table 5B.3 provides a tabulation of VMT by source in the region for 2008 
and 2035.  Household-generated VMT per capita is projected to decrease from 19.3 miles in 2008 to 
17.6 miles by 2035 for MTP/SCS, a decrease of 8.8 percent.  This compares to 18.3 miles per capita 
by 2035 for the 2008 MTP.   
 
 Commute VMT as a share of total household-generated VMT decreases from 46 percent in 
2008 to 44 percent for the MTP/SCS (Table 5B.3), in part due to reductions in the number of 
workers as the population ages.  Commute travel includes all travel by workers from home to work 
and back home, including any intermediate stops for other non-work activities (e.g., to drop off a 
child at school, to shop, or to attend to personal business).  
 
 Commercial vehicle and external VMT changes are less significant dramatic than those for 
household- generated travel.3  Commercial vehicles and external travel are influenced by factors 

                                                 

3 Commercial vehicles and external travel are influenced by factors outside of the SACOG region, such as national 
trends and markets for goods movement, growth and development in neighboring regions. Household-generated VMT 
is a measure that focuses more on factors that can be controlled within the SACOG region.  
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outside of the SACOG region, such as national trends and markets for goods movement, growth 
and development in neighboring regions.  Household-generated VMT is a measure that focuses 
more on factors that can be controlled within the SACOG region.  Combined commercial vehicle 
and external travel is normalized by jobs, not population, for this comparison.  In general, jobs drive 
these two VMT sources.  By 2035, the MTP/SCS would result in virtually no change in these VMT 
sources.  This compares to the 2008 MTP, which resulted in a small increase (2 percent). 
 

Table 5B.3 
Vehicle Miles Traveled by Source in SACOG Region, 2008 and 2035 MTP/SCS 

Variable     2008 
2035 

MTP/SCS 
2035‐‐from 
2008 MTP 5 

Weekday VMT by Source          

Household‐Generated Commute VMT 1     19,773,600 23,916,800  4 

Household‐Generated Other VMT 1  22,871,100 30,301,200   

Total Household‐Gen. VMT 1  42,644,700 54,218,000  61,271,000

Commute Share of HH‐Gen VMT     46% 44%   

Commercial Vehicle  VMT 2     9,535,300 13,191,400  4 

Externally Generated VMT 3     4,998,600 6,763,900  23,608,000

Total VMT  57,178,600 74,173,300  84,879,000

Per Capita or Per Job Rates          

Population     2,215,000 3,086,200  3,348,000

Jobs  969,800 1,330,000  1,546,200

Household‐Generated VMT per Capita     19.3 17.6  18.3

Commercial Vehicle+ External VMT per Job     15.0 15.0  15.3

Total VMT per Capita     25.8 24.0  25.4

Percent Changes in VMT Per Capita or Per Job, compared to 2008 

HH‐Generated VMT per Capita     n/a ‐8.8%  ‐5.2%

Commercial Vehicle + External VMT per Job     n/a ‐‐  +2.0%

Total VMT per Capita     n/a ‐6.9%  ‐1.8%

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 Household‐generated VMT is cumulative vehicle travel by residents of the region, for their travel within the 
region.  Total household‐generated VMT is split into commute (i.e., all VMT generated by workers going from 
home to work and back, with any stops along the way), and other (all non‐commute). 
2 Commercial vehicle VMT is cumulative vehicle travel for moving goods, services and freight within the region.  It 
includes commercial travel in passenger vehicles, light trucks, and vans as well as in larger trucks. 
3 Externally‐generated VMT is cumulative vehicle travel from residents outside the region, but who travel to 
destinations within the region, or travel through the region. 
4 Commercial and external travel was combined in the 2008 MTP document. 
5 SACOG,2008 MTP, A Creative New Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento Region, April 2008. 
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 Figure 5B.3 provides an illustration of household-generated VMT per capita by the Community 
Type (defined fully in Chapter 3 – Land Use Forecast) of the household’s place of residence.  This 
measure rolls up all VMT generated by a household, regardless of where the VMT actually occurs, to 
the place of residence of the traveler(s) in that household.   
 
 Residents of Center and Corridor Communities have the lowest per capita VMT for the 

MTP/SCS of all Community Types: 14.3 miles in 2008, decreasing to 12.5 miles by 2035.  
Centers and Corridors have the most compact land uses, which support walking and biking 
for shorter trips, and have the greatest access to transit, which provides alternatives to 
driving for longer trips.   

 Residents of Established Communities have the next lowest per capita VMT:  18.7 miles in 
2008, decreasing to 16.8 by 2035.  Although Established Communities are neither as 
compact nor as well served by transit as Centers and Corridors, because of the proximity of 
Established Communities to existing developed areas, especially employment centers, there 
are more options for making shorter vehicle trips. 

 Residents of Developing Communities have the next lowest per capita VMT:  22.7 miles in 
2008, decreasing to 21.5 by 2035.  Both of these levels are above the regional average (19.3 
miles for 2008, and 17.6 for 2035).  There are a number of factors related to these VMT 
rates.  First, by 2035 the Developing Communities in the SCS are only partially built-out.  
Because these areas are in general at the edges of the urbanized area where factors like 
regional accessibility are below average (see Table 5A-2), partial build-out limits the potential 
for land use and transportation factors to reduce VMT.  Also, transit service in these areas, 
while present in the SCS, is limited.  As Developing Communities develop more fully, and 
the full value of planned land uses in these areas emerge, the VMT rates for residents should 
drop significantly. 

 Residents of Rural Residential Communities and Lands not Identified for Development in 
the MTP/SCS are similar in VMT per capita: about 30 miles in 2008, declining to about 28 
miles in 2035.  Because of the locations of these Community Types, options for shortening 
vehicle trips are few, and most of the areas have limited, if any, transit service. 
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Figure 5B.3 
Weekday Household Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita by Community Type in the SACOG Region1 

 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1Household‐generated VMT as defined in this report is rolled up to place of residence, and then totaled to the 
Community Type of the place of residence. 
 

Figure 5B.4 provides an illustration of household-generated VMT per capita rates for residents 
of Transit Priority Areas (TPAs), compared to residents outside the TPAs in Placer, Sacramento and 
Yolo counties. 

 Residents of TPAs overall have VMT per capita rates 20 to 30 percent lower than the rates 
for residents outside the TPAs within the same counties.  For example in Sacramento 
County, TPA residents average 14.2 VMT per capita in 2008, declining to 13.5 VMT by 
2035; for Sacramento County residents outside TPAs, VMT per capita rates are 18.3 VMT in 
2008, declining to 17.8 by 2035. 

 For all TPA areas, residents’ VMT per capita rates are below the regional average for 2035 
(17.6 VMT).   Residents of TPAs in Placer County are 8 percent below the regional average 
in 2035, while residents of Sacramento and Yolo County TPAs are 25 and 30 percent below 
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the regional average.  The variation across counties relates in part to the extent of the TPAs 
in each county:  the Placer County TPA is expected to include about 33,000 people by 2035, 
while the Sacramento and Yolo County TPAs include 750,000 and 150,000 people, 
respectively. 

 
The overall lower VMT per capita for residents of TPAs is in part due to higher use of transit 

and non-motorized modes of travel (discussed in Chapter 5C), and in part due to better overall 
accessibility of TPA areas within the region. 
 

Figure 5B.4 
Weekday Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita by Transit Priority Areas in the SACOG Region1 

 

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1Household‐generated VMT as defined in this report is rolled up to place of residence, and then totaled to the TPA 
areas of the place of residence within counties. 
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VMT and Commute Travel 
 
Commute travel accounts for 46 percent of all household-generated travel, a share which 

declines to 44 percent by 2035 for the MTP/SCS (see Table 5B.3). Table 5B.4 provides a tally of 
commute VMT by Community Type, normalized by the number of workers in those areas. 

 
 Commute VMT per worker declines 8.8 percent, from 20.5 miles per worker in 2008 to 18.7 

miles by 2035. 

 Workers residing in Center and Corridor Communities have the lowest commute VMT per 
worker—about 30 percent below the regional average for all scenarios. Workers residing in 
Developing Communities have commute VMT per worker 17 to 21 percent above regional 
average; workers residing in Rural Residential and lands not identified for development in 
the MTP/SCS have commute VMT per worker nearly 60 percent above the regional 
average.   

 All Community Types show declines in commute VMT per worker by 2035, ranging from 8 
to 10 percent compared to 2008 levels. 
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Table 5B.4 
Commute Vehicle Miles Traveled by Community Type in SACOG Region 

Geography     2008 
2020 

MTP/SCS 
2035 

MTP/SCS 

Center/Corridor Communities          

Household‐Generated Commute VMT 1     1,337,700 1,766,300  2,160,000

Resident Workers     95,700 125,400  170,900

Commute VMT per Worker     14.0 14.1  12.6

% Change  from 2008 Per Worker Rate  n/a +0.8%  ‐9.6%
Established Communities         

Household‐Generated Commute VMT1     14,888,400 15,398,700  15,154,900

Resident Workers     743,600 809,700  836,300

Commute VMT per Worker     20.0 19.0  18.1

% Change from 2008 Per Worker Rate  n/a ‐5.0%  ‐9.5%
Developing Communities         

Household‐Generated Commute VMT1     787,000 2,360,500  4,186,800

Resident Workers     32,700 96,900  188,300

Commute VMT per Worker     24.1 24.4  22.2

% Change  from 2008 Per Worker Rate  n/a +1.2%  ‐7.6%
Rural Residential Communities         

Household‐Generated Commute VMT1     2,431,600 2,391,600  2,415,100

Resident Workers     74,800 78,700  81,000

Commute VMT per Worker     32.5 30.4  29.8

% Change  from 2008 Per Worker Rate  n/a ‐6.5%  ‐8.3%
Region Total             

Household‐Generated Commute VMT 1     19,444,701 21,917,101  23,916,801

Resident Workers     946,800 1,110,700  1,276,500

Commute VMT per Worker     20.5 19.7  18.7

% Change  from 2008 Per Worker Rate     n/a ‐3.9%  ‐8.8%
Source:  SACOG, November 2011. 
1 Commute tours combine all trips from home to work and back to home into one unit.  Tours are roughly 
equivalent to commute round trips. 

K E Y  F A C T O R S  R E L A T E D  T O  D E C L I N I N G  V M T  P E R  
C A P I T A  

It is impossible to attribute the full decline in VMT per capita (8.3 percent in household-
generated VMT, and 6.6 percent in total VMT) to specific policies or factors.  However, the list of 
factors that will contribute to the reduction includes: 

 Improvements in Accessibility (i.e., the number of activities which can be reached within a given travel 
time)—In Chapter 5A, Table 5A-2 illustrates how this factor changes by 2035 for the 
MTP/SCS.  Because the growth that occurs between 2008 and 2035 is more compact, the 
number of activities within a reasonable travel time increases by 31.3 percent.  This change 
means that most residents will be able to find jobs, schools, shopping, and other activities 
closer to their place of residence, and their vehicle trips will be shorter. 
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 Improvements in Mix of Land Uses—Table 5A-2 also shows that most areas within the region 
improve to some degree in the balance of complementary land uses.  This allows for a higher 
share of wants and needs to be met closer to a place of residence, which in turn allows for 
shortening of vehicle trips and creates more opportunities for non-motorized travel. 

 Improvements in Transit Service and Walkability—Shifts in mode of travel from private vehicle 
(e.g., driving alone and carpooling) to non-auto modes (i.e., transit, bicycling and walking) 
are another key factor, which will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5C. 

In addition to these land use/transportation factors, several external factors influence the decline 
in VMT per capita to some degree:  projected increases in auto operating costs, driven by higher fuel 
prices expected in the future; and aging of the population, which is likely to result in less out-of-
home activities, and in turn, less travel for a significant percentage of the population. 

Roadway Congestion and Delay 

 This section: defines roadway congestion and discusses why SACOG measures it; reports 
observed trends in roadway congestion in the region; reports the roadway congestion performance 
of the MTP/SCS; explains the roadway congestion performance of the MTP/SCS; and then 
discusses the relationship between congestion and roadway efficiency.  

W H A T  I S  R O A D W A Y  C O N G E S T I O N  A N D  W H Y  D O  W E  
M E A S U R E  I T  

 Roadway congestion is an indicator with a much less specific and determined definition than 
VMT.  In general, congestion occurs on roadways when the number of drivers who wish to use a 
particular route exceeds the capacity of that route.  The typical signs of congestion are stop-and-go 
driving conditions on freeways, lines of drivers and vehicles waiting to get through a traffic light or 
from a ramp onto or off a freeway, and the accompanying frustration experienced by those drivers 
and passengers.   
 
 Delay, in general, refers to time wasted traveling on congested facilities.  However, to quantify 
that delay requires some presumption of what time it should take to travel on a particular route, or a 
standard travel time which drivers and passengers should expect.  Setting a standard by which delay 
can be quantified is a subjective exercise.  For example, some might define a standard travel time as 
free-flow or totally uncongested conditions.  The standard for freeways by this definition might be 
60 MPH, and the standard travel time would be 1 minute for a one-mile stretch of freeway.  If the 
actual travel speed, with congestion, was 40 MPH, the travel time would be 1.5 minutes, and the 
delay for each driver and passenger in that condition would be 30 seconds.   Others may define the 
standard as a modest or tolerable level of congestion.  For the same one-mile stretch of freeway, 
someone might define 35 MPH as the standard for measurement of delay—this is approximately the 
speed of travel for optimal throughput on a freeway lane.  With the same actual travel speed of 40 
MPH, no delay would be experienced, because the actual speed is higher than the standard. 
 
 SACOG has always focused more on the presence of congestion on roadways rather than an 
amount of delay.  Specifically, SACOG estimates and tracks how much of the total VMT occurs on 
roadways that are at or above their reasonable capacities.  SACOG defines a congested VMT 
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(CVMT) as a VMT that occurs on roadways with volume-to-capacity ratios of 1.0 or greater.  An 
example of CVMT is a vehicle and its driver and passenger(s) going westbound on I-80 during the 
busy morning commute period between Madison Avenue and the I-80/Capital City Freeway split, or 
on Hazel Avenue between Madison and Winding Way during commute hours. 

O B S E R V E D  D A T A  A N D  H I S T O R I C  T R E N D S  I N  R O A D W A Y  
C O N G E S T I O N   

 While VMT has been consistently and comprehensively monitored in the region since the mid-
1990s, monitoring of congestion and delay inform CMP activities.  Two sources are presented here. 
 
 Delay data have been collected by Caltrans, primarily on freeway facilities, since 1998.  Caltrans 
defines 35 MPH as a travel speed standard for freeways, with delay calculated as the difference 
between actual travel time and travel time at 35 MPH for the vehicles on the roadway segment in 
question.  Caltrans collects field data for this measure annually (known as HICOMP data).  Freeway 
delay by this measure is presented in Table 5B.5. 
 
 Delay estimates have been made for the Sacramento urbanized area (as well as most other 
urbanized areas in the U.S.) by the Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) annually since 1990 (see 
Table 5B.5)4.  The standard for delay in the TTI reports is free-flow conditions, compared to 35 
MPH for the Caltrans measure.  TTI considers arterial and surface street conditions as well as 
freeways.  Finally, TTI attempts to account for vehicle occupancy, and estimate passenger delay, 
rather than vehicle delay.  For all of these reasons, the TTI measure is a much bigger number in 
scale than the Caltrans measure.  Despite these differences, these two sources show similar trend 
lines in delay: 
 
 Very high increases in delay during years 2000 to 2005 (+14.9 percent per year in HICOMP 

data, and +9.2 percent per year in the TTI data).  

 High decreases during the years 2005 to 2008 (-19.1 percent per year in HICOMP, -10.0 
percent per year in TTI). Although the factors which influence the amount of delay 
experienced by travelers is complicated, an over-arching factor affecting this extraordinary 
increase and then decrease in delay is the level of economic activity in the region.  Since 
delay is strongly influenced by travel conditions during peak periods, the amount of work 
travel affects the amount of delay, all else being equal.  Regional unemployment rate in 2000 
was about 6 percent, and in 2005, it dropped below 5 percent; in 2008, it was nearly 12 
percent. 

 For the entire period between 2000 to 2008, both measures show delay modestly increasing 
(+0.8 percent per year in HICOMP, and +1.6 percent per year in TTI).  

 

                                                 

4 TTI recently revised its process for estimating delay, using to a much greater degree actual data on travel times 
collected by Inrix, Inc., and re-estimated its entire time series for each urbanized area.  These revisions were published 
after the publication of the 2008 MTP.  Differences in TTI data from that in the 2008 MTP A Creative New Vision for 
Transportation in the Sacramento Region are due to this change. 
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 Chapter 9 — Economic Vitality, discusses the TTI calculation of the total cost of congestion, 
estimated at $603 million in the region in 2010.  
 
 Included in Table 5B.5 are estimates of congested VMT.  Compared to the delay estimates, the 
changes in congested VMT are somewhat muted.  For example, congested VMT was estimated to 
have increased by 7.6 percent between 2000 and 2005, compared to 9.2 and 14.9 percent for the two 
delay measures.  Similarly, the 2005 to 2008 declines in delay were much greater than the estimated 
decline in congested VMT.  There are several factors which may explain this.  First, the delay 
estimates take account of the severity of congestion, while congested VMT takes account of the 
presence of congestion.  For example, a roadway segment which may be 20 percent over normal 
capacity may have more severe delay due to vehicles moving slowly through interchanges or on/off 
ramps and other detailed operational factors. 
 

Table 5B.5 
Historic Travel Delay in the SACOG Region 

Congestion/Delay Measure     2000  2005  2008 

Freeway Vehicle Hours of Delay (daily) 1    10,896 21,832  11,576

All Road Traveler Hours (yearly, in thousands) 2    24,506 38,076  27,781

Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled (weekday, in thousands) 3    2,541 3,659  3,298

Annual Average Growth Rates     '00 to '05  '05 to '08  '00 to '08 

Freeway Vehicle Hours of Delay 1    +14.9% ‐19.1%  +0.8%

All Road Traveler Hours of Delay 2    +9.2% ‐10.0%  +1.6%

Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled 3    +7.6% ‐3.4%  +3.3%

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 Caltrans District 3 “Highway Congestion Monitoring Program Reports.”  Caltrans defines delay as the difference 
between travel time at 35 MPH and actual travel time for state highways.  All segments included in the monitoring 
reports for the SACOG region are freeways.   
2 Texas Transportation Institute “Urban Mobility Report” for Sacramento urbanized area.  TTI estimates delay as 
the difference between free flow travel time and actual travel time, including both surface streets and freeways. 
3 SACOG estimates, made using SACSIM regional travel demand model.  Congested VMT are VMT occurring on 
roadways at or near generalized hourly capacity. 

 

R O A D W A Y  C O N G E S T I O N  A N D  T H E  M T P / S C S  

 Several principles guided the development of the roadway network for the three scenarios 
discussed at the MTP workshops held in October 2010 (and described in more detail in Chapter 2—
The Planning Process).  Based on the results of those public workshops and direction from the 
SACOG Board for development of the MTP/SCS, the following principles guided development of 
the MTP/SCS roadway system.  
 
 For freeways, emphasizes new investments at major current bottleneck locations and 

congestion points.  Examples of these investments are: 
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 providing alternative modes of travel, which reduces demand in bottleneck locations and 
provides travel options for commuters and other travelers to avoid the worst congestion 
(e.g., dedicated transit lanes on the Watt/U.S. 50 interchange and express bus services 
along new high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes in congested areas); 

 constructing the Green Line light rail extension in the I-5/Natomas corridor; 

 increasing frequency of commuter and express bus lines from Yolo, Yuba, Sutter, Placer 
and El Dorado counties into downtown Sacramento; and 

 providing new Class 1 bicycle paths (see section on non-motorized travel improvements 
in Chapter 5C for more detail). 

 In some locations, adds auxiliary lanes and/or makes operational improvements to freeways 
to reduce delays and improve efficiency of the roadway system. Examples: 

 new auxiliary lanes on the Capital City Freeway-American River Bridge, (the worst single 
freeway bottleneck in the region);  

 operational improvements to I-80 through Roseville and on U.S. 50 through Rancho 
Cordova and Folsom;  

 improvements to the I-5/SR-113 interchange in Woodland; and 

 spot improvements in other locations. 

 Adds freeway HOV lanes to provide carpooling options to avoid the worst peak period 
congestion, including:  

 I-80 HOV lanes between I-5 and Watt in Sacramento County; 

 U.S. 50 in El Dorado County and in Sacramento County from Watt Avenue to SR-99; 
and  

 I-5 into downtown Sacramento from the north and south. 

 Provides new or expanded local street connections across rivers to serve shorter trips in 
congested corridors, such as: 

 new crossings of the Sacramento and American rivers into downtown Sacramento; and 

 widening crossings of the Feather River between Yuba City and Marysville. 

 Provides modest new and expanded surface streets serving longer trips in areas where 
freeways and other restricted access facilities have not been developed, including:   

 improvements and widening of the Southeast Capital Connector corridor; 

 construction of the initial phases of the Placer Parkway and Lincoln Bypass in Placer 
County; and 

 completion of widenings and improvements on SR-70 in Yuba County and SR-99  in 
Sutter County. 
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 Estimates of congested VMT in the future were made using SACOG’s travel demand models, 
and are shown in Table 5B.6 and Figures 5B.5 and Figure 5B.6. 
 
 Congested VMT are estimated to increase from 3.3 million daily miles in 2008 to 4.3 million 
miles in 2035 under the MTP/SCS.  This is a total increase of 30 percent from 2008, and an average 
annual increase of 1.0 percent over the same time period.   This increase compares to a 112 percent 
increase in the 2008 MTP, or a 2.8 percent annual growth rate. 
 
 However, congested VMT per capita declines relative to 2008.  Per capita congested VMT 
was estimated to be 1.49 miles in 2008, and 1.39 miles by 2035 for the MTP/SCS, a decline of 6.9 
percent.  This compares to per capita congested VMT in the 2008 MTP of 2.09. The improvement 
in roadway congestion per capita traces back to the 2002 MTP.  In that Plan, SACOG projected a 58 
percent increase from 2002 to 2025.  The 2008 MTP, with a longer planning period from 2005 to 
2035, projected a 22 percent increase in the same measure.  With a 7 percent decrease from 2008 to 
2035, the MTP/SCS projects further reduction in one of the most troublesome aspects of regional 
travel.  This progression through the last two plans and the MTP/SCS is illustrated in Figure 5B.6.   
 
 

Table 5B.6 
Congested Travel in the SACOG Region, 2008 and MTP/SCS 

Variable  2008  2035 MTP/SCS  2035–from 2008 MTP 2 

Total Congested VMT 1  3,297,500 4,278,700 6,990,000

Population  2,215,000 3,086,200 3,348,000

Cong. VMT per Capita  1.49 1.39 2.09

% Change from Base Year of Plan  n/a ‐6.9% +22%3

% Change from '08 MTP  n/a ‐33.6% n/a
 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 SACOG estimates made using SACSIM regional travel demand model.  Congested VMT are VMT occurring on 
roadways at or near generalized hourly capacity. 
2 SACOG, 2008 MTP A Creative New Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento Region, April 2008. 

3The base year for the 2008 MTP was 2005, which had higher congestion levels than 2008 (approximately 1.7 
miles per capita). Comparing the 2008 MTP end year to 2008, the change in per capita congested VMT would be 40 
percent. 
  



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  5B‐19 

Figure 5B.5 
Total Congested Travel in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS 

 

 
 

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
Historic and MTP/SCS based on SACOG forecasts/estimates.  2008 MTP from SACOG, A Creative New 
Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento Region, April 2008. 

 
 
 
The improvement in roadway congestion per capita traces back to the 2002 MTP.  In that Plan, 
SACOG projected a 58 percent increase from 2002 to 2025.  The 2008 MTP, with a longer planning 
period from 2005 to 2035, projected a 22 percent increase in the same measure.  With a 7 percent 
decrease from 2008 to 2035, the MTP/SCS projects further reduction in one of the most 
troublesome aspects of regional travel.  This progression through the last two plans and the 
MTP/SCS is illustrated in Figure 5B.6.     
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Figure 5B.6 
Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and MTP/SCS 

 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
Historic and MTP/SCS based on SACOG forecasts/estimates.  2008 MTP from SACOG, A Creative New Vision for 
Transportation in the Sacramento Region, April 2008.  2002 MTP from SACOG, A Bold Frist Step for Mobility in the 
Sacramento Region, 2002, with adjustments to allow for comparison to more current  congested VMT estimates. 
 

 
Congested VMT by Source and Community Type 
 
 Table 5B.7 provides a tabulation of household-generated, commercial vehicle, and external 
congested VMT in the SACOG region for 2008 and 2035.   Total congested VMT increases 6 
percent by 2020, and 30 percent by 2035, for the MTP/SCS.  Congested VMT generated by 
households increases the least, from 2.6 million to 3.3 million by 2035 for the MTP/SCS, an increase 
of 25 percent.  Commercial vehicle and externally generated congested VMT increases more over 
the MTP/SCS planning period:  commercial vehicle congested VMT increases by 40 percent, and 
externally generated travel by 75 percent from 2008.  One reason for this apparent disparity is that 
more of the land use and transportation elements of the MTP/SCS are targeted at travel by residents 
of the region, which allow those residents to avoid the most congested routes.  For example, the 
new Green Line light rail extension into Natomas allows residents of that corridor to avoid 
congestion on I-5; that option is not available to commercial vehicles and most residents of areas 
outside the region.   
 
 Table 5B.7 also provides congested VMT normalized by population (per capita) for household-
generated travel, and by jobs for commercial vehicle and externally generated travel.  Household-
generated congested VMT per capita declines from 1.19 VMT per person in 2008 to 1.07 by 2035, a 
decline of 10.4 percent.  Congested VMT experienced by commercial vehicles, normalized by the 
number of jobs in the region, increases from 0.69 VMT per job in 2008 to 0.75 in 2035, an increase  
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of 8.7 percent.  Total congested VMT from all sources declines on a per capita basis from 1.49 miles 
per capita in 2008, to 1.38 miles by 2020, and holding nearly steady from 2020 to 2035. 

 
 

Table 5B.7 
Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled by Source in the SACOG Region, 2008 and the 2035 MTP/SCS 

Travel Source  2008  2020 MTP/SCS  2035 MTP/SCS 

Region Total          

Household‐Generated Commute CVMT 1  1,711,500 1,757,100  2,128,300

Household‐Generated Other CVMT 1  921,100 988,200  1,159,500

Household‐Generated CVMT 1  2,632,600 2,745,300  3,287,800

Commute Share of Household‐Generated CVMT  65% 64%  65%

Commercial Vehicle  CVMT 2  489,100 525,300  682,900

Externally Generated CVMT 3  175,800 208,000  308,000

Total CVMT  3,297,500 3,478,600  4,278,700

Per Capita Rates   

Population  2,215,000 2,519,900  3,086,200

Jobs  969,800 1,072,200  1,330,000

Household‐Generated CVMT per Capita  1.19 1.09  1.07

Commercial Vehicle + External CVMT per Job  0.69 0.68  0.75

Total CVMT per Capita  1.49 1.38  1.39

Percent Changes in Congested VMT Per Capita or Per Job, compared to 2008 

Household‐Generated CVMT per Capita  n/a ‐8.3%  ‐10.4%

Commercial Vehicle + External CVMT per Job  n/a ‐0.2%  +8.7%

Total CVMT per Capita  n/a ‐7.3%  ‐6.9%
 
Source:  SACOG, November 2011. 
1 Household‐generated CVMT is cumulative vehicle travel by residents of the region on roadways which are at‐or‐
above capacity, for their travel within the region.  Household‐generated CVMT is split into commute and other 
shares. 
2 Commercial vehicle VMT is cumulative vehicle travel for moving goods, services and freight within the region.  It 
includes commercial travel in passenger vehicles, light trucks, and vans as well as in larger trucks. 
3 Externally generated VMT is cumulative vehicle travel from residents outside the region, but who travel to 
destinations within the region, or travel through the region. 
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Figure 5B.7 provides an illustration of congested VMT per capita for household-generated travel 
only, tallied back to the Community Type of the residence of the travelers.  The amount of 
congested VMT which residents of the different Community Types would experience varies widely: 
 
 For residents of Center and Corridor Communities, the average amount of congested travel 

a resident would experience increases very slightly, from 0.82 miles per capita in 2008 to 0.84 
miles in 2035.  Although increasing, the 2035 congested VMT per capita for Center and 
Corridor Community residents is still nearly 20 percent below the 2035 regional average.  In 
part, this is due to much lower commute VMT per capita (see Table 5B.4), and in part due to 
the availability of transit options during peak periods, when congestion is worst. 

 For residents of Established Communities, the average amount of congested travel is, not 
surprisingly, near the average.  About two-thirds of all residents of the region by 2035 would 
reside in Established Communities, so their travel strongly affects the regional average.  Per 
capita congested VMT declines by 12.4 percent over the MTP/SCS planning period. 

 Residents of Developing Communities would experience increased congested travel over the 
MTP/SCS planning period from 1.33 to 1.35 miles per person per day. Residents of these 
areas would also experience congested travel about 27 percent higher than the regional 
average of 1.07 miles per weekday.  The increase in congested travel for residents of these 
communities is due to several factors.  First, as mentioned above, these communities are 
expected to be partially, not fully, developed. Because of the location of these communities 
closer to the edges of the urbanized area, and further from job centers, commutes for 
workers residing in these areas will tend to be longer than for workers in other communities 
(see Table 5B.7), which also exposes these workers to more congestion. 

 Residents of Rural Residential Communities would experience the biggest reduction in 
congested travel. The average resident in an area of this type would experience a 30.3 
percent reduction in congested travel by 2020, and 28.9 percent by 2035.  Additionally, the 
swing in congestion relative to the regional average is the greatest for residents of these 
areas:  in 2008, residents experienced congested travel nearly 14 percent above the regional 
average; by 2035, they will be nearly 10 percent below the regional average.  A significant 
driver of this improvement is travel conditions on roadways serving El Dorado County 
residents which have significant congestion relief in the MTP/SCS. 
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 Figure 5B.7 
Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled by Community Type in SACOG Region1 

 
 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 Household‐generated congested VMT as defined in this report is rolled up to place of residence, and then totaled 
to the Community Type of the place of residence. 
 

 
Congested VMT and Commute Travel 
 

Commuting and congestion go together, for some obvious and less-obvious reasons.  The most 
obvious reason is that the majority of commute travel occurs during peak periods, when travel 
demands frequently exceed available capacity, resulting in congestion.  Peak periods are defined by 
when commute travel occurs.  For example, in the SACOG region, during the period between 7:00 
and 10:00 a.m., approximately 70 percent of all workers and students arrive at their workplace or 
school (see Figure 5B.8), with 30 percent arriving during a one-hour period.  Conversely, for all 
other non-work travel (e.g., shopping, personal business), only about 17 percent of all arrivals at the 
activity location occur during the same three-hour period, with 8 percent occurring during the 
highest hour.  The daily pattern of activities for work and school is bi-modal—that is, it has two 
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extreme peaks, one in the morning and one in the afternoon.  The daily pattern for all other 
activities is much flatter and more distributed over the entire day. 

 
Commuters and students often have very little discretion over when they travel—their times of 

travel are dictated by their work or school hours.  Although the amount of flexibility workers have 
on when to arrive at work may vary by employer, workers have far less freedom to choose when to 
travel than a non-working adult making a choice about when to go shopping.  This difference makes 
commuters more willing to endure worse congestion than other travelers would—they endure it 
because they have little choice.  

 
This relationship between commute travel and congestion is in evidence in the statistics 

presented earlier in Table 5B.7).  Although commute travel accounts for only 41 to 44 percent of 
household-generated VMT, it accounts for about 65 percent of congested VMT. 
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Figure 5B.8 
Peaks in Time of Travel for Work, School, and Other Trips 

 

 

 
 

Source:  SACOG, September 2011.  Based on 2000 Household Travel Survey. 
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K E Y  F A C T O R S  I N F L U E N C I N G  R E D U C T I O N  I N  
C O N G E S T E D  T R A V E L  I N  T H E  M T P / S C S  

The reduction in congested travel is driven by two basic factors in the MTP/SCS: 

 Roadway capacity investments include a significant number of projects that resolve or 
improve major existing bottlenecks, including several new projects for bottleneck locations 
not addressed in prior plans. 

 On several major congested travel corridors, new transit options are provided in the 
MTP/SCS.  Overall transit mode share increases, and commute transit share increases 
dramatically—the MTP/SCS forecasts show transit mode share increasing by 5 percentage 
points, from about 3 percent in 2008 to over 8 percent in 2035 (see Chapter 5C where this 
issue is discussed in greater detail).  There is a strong relationship between the work travel 
mode share, and the level of congested VMT experienced during the peak period, illustrated 
in Figure 5B.9.  For each incremental percentage point in work travel transit share, 
congested VMT decreases by 5 percent.5 

   

                                                 

5 Based on modeling by SACOG staff.  Note that an increment in work transit mode share from, e.g., 3 percent to 4 
percent, which is a one percent share increment, represents a 33 percent increase in the number of actual transit trips. 
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Figure 5B.9 
Transit Mode Share and Congested Travel in the SACOG Region 

 

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 

R O A D W A Y  U T I L I Z A T I O N  A N D  E F F I C I E N C Y  

Increasing the productivity of the region’s existing transportation infrastructure through more 
optimal use of the region’s roadway system is an important goal for the MTP/SCS. The concept of 
optimal levels of use of roadways is a new one in transportation planning.  Historically, the quality of 
service has been measured on a simple A-through-F scale, with the implication that level of service 
A is always better than level of service B,  level of service B is better than C and so on.  Optimal use 
takes a slightly different perspective, based not solely on the level of service to individual travelers in 
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motorized vehicles only (which is the focus of level of service measurement), but on some level of 
system efficiency and on balance of benefit across travel modes6.   

 The concept of optimal use applied to roadways starts with a few basic assumptions.  First, 
travel demand is always subject to peaks and valleys, when demand is higher or lower than average.  
Second, achieving better levels of service during peak demand periods requires progressively greater 
infrastructure investments, and those investments may only really be used for one or two hours 
during the day—the rest of the time, those investments essentially sit idle.  Finally, optimal use also 
recognizes that in addition to the infrastructure costs of providing higher levels of service during 
peak demand periods, those investments impose other costs, too, such as the costs associated with 
building wider roads, increased physical distances between uses, and making travel by transit, bicycle 
and walking more costly.  
 
 In order to analyze the utilization level of roadways according to this concept, an operational 
definition was developed based on the methods of evaluating roadway demand and supply in 
SACOG’s SACSIM regional travel demand model. For roadway investments, overall efficiency is 
measured as the percent of total travel which occurs at optimal levels of use.  Optimal use presumes 
that because of peaks and valleys in demand, and because of the extremely high cost of providing 
sufficient roadway infrastructure to provide a high level of service during peak demand times, some 
level of congestion is expected and, in a way, desired, at peak times.  If free flow conditions prevail 
during peak demand times, this is an indication that roadways were over designed, and a high 
percentage of roadway capacity is un-utilized during non-peak periods.  So, the key to defining 
optimal use is to define optimal utilization levels around moderate or tolerable levels of congestion. 
 
 The definition is based on roadway segment volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios.  In concept, 
segment V/C ratios are similar to intersection V/C ratios which are commonly reported as part of 
traffic impact studies.  For computational efficiency, segment, rather than intersection, V/C ratios 
are used for regional travel demand models.  Segment capacities are set to represent the number of 
vehicles which can pass through a segment based on normal operating conditions.  Freeways, for 
example, are set at 2,000 vehicles per lane per hour.  For surface streets, segment capacities depend 
heavily on intersection operations, and actual segment capacities can vary widely based on different 
ways of handling intersection operations (e.g., signalization, presence/absence of turning lanes).  A 
working definition of optimal use needs to take account of some of these characteristics of segment 
capacities by different functional classes of roadways. 
 
 The following V/C ratio ranges were defined as optimal for this analysis: 
 
 For general purpose freeways, V/C ratios between 0.95 and 1.05 (i.e., from 5 percent below 

to 5 percent above the normal capacity) were defined as optimal.  Below the lower threshold, 
freeways may be considered to be over-capacity; above the upper threshold, congestion is 
likely to become unmanageable. 

                                                 

6 Milam, Ron, “Transportation Impact Analysis Gets A Failing Grade When It Comes to Climate Change and Smart 
Growth”, published at the California Office of Planning and Research Level of Service Forum  website, October 2008,  
http://opr.ca.gov/sch/pdfs/Ron_Milam_Fehr_and_Peers.pdf 
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 For HOV lanes, it is presumed that a travel time advantage is desired compared to adjacent 
general purpose freeway lanes, so the optimal utilization level was set at 0.50 to 0.85.  At 
these levels, near free flow speeds would be maintained in the HOV lanes. 

 For arterial and expressway roadways, where actual capacities may vary due to intersection 
operations, a wider range of optimal utilization was specified than for freeways:  0.85 to 1.15. 

 Local and collector streets are the streets with the most varied use patterns.  For example, 
local streets are those onto which the majority of houses front, and these streets are not 
expected to be operating at capacity at any time of the day.  In fact the streets may be used 
for everything from setting out a garbage or recycling container to playing catch with a child.  
For this reason, the optimal use level was set at a maximum V/C ratio of 0.75, or 75 percent 
of normal capacity. 
 

 The MTP/SCS is projected to increase the percentage of VMT which occurs at optimal 
utilization level from 28.5 percent in 2008 to 30.4 percent in 2035.  Table 5B.8 provides a 
tabulation of VMT by roadway class by utilization level.  The improvement in utilization comes 
roughly equally from the under-utilized and over-utilized categories; however, overall the share of 
VMT on over-utilized roadways declines from 4.3 percent to 3.6 percent by 2035.  
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Table 5B.8 
Roadway Utilization in the SACOG Region, 2008 and MTP/SCS 

Utilization Level 1,2 

Roadway Type / Year   
Under‐
Utilized 

Optimally
Utilized 

Over‐
Utilized  Total 

2008 Weekday VMT by Road Class        

General Purpose Freeways    21,251,400  1,369,700  878,500  23,499,600 

HOV Lanes    413,800  700,300  26,600  1,140,700 

Auxiliary Lanes/Ramps    744,300  502,700  269,500  1,516,500 

Arterials/Expressways    16,013,500  2,835,300  412,400  19,261,200 

Collectors/Local Streets    0  10,904,100  866,600  11,770,700 

Total    38,423,000  16,312,100  2,453,600  57,188,700 

2008 Share of VMT:    67.2%  28.5%  4.3%  100.0% 

2035 MTP/SCS Weekday VMT by Road Class        

General Purpose Freeways    24,350,600  2,134,600  767,300  27,252,500 

HOV Lanes    908,100  2,356,600  134,800  3,399,500 

Auxiliary Lanes/Ramps    1,000,000  823,300  370,000  2,193,300 

Arterials/Expressways    22,920,900  4,677,700  581,400  28,180,000 

Collectors/Local Streets    0  12,614,400  790,100  13,404,500 

Total    49,179,600  22,606,600  2,643,600  74,429,800 

2035 MTP/SCS Share of VMT :    66.1%  30.4%  3.6%  100.0% 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 V/C ratio ranges are based on segment (not intersection) calculations. 
2 Under‐Utilized:  <0.95 for GP Freeway; <0.50 for HOV and Aux/Ramp; <0.85 for Arterial/Expressway; no minimum 
for Collectors/Local Streets. 
Over‐Utilized:  >1.05 for GP Freeway; >0.85 for HOV and Aux/Ramp; >1.15 for Arterial/Expressway; >0.75 for 
Collectors/Local Streets. 
 

Key Factors in Increasing VMT in the Optimal Use Range 
 
 Discussed above in the sections on VMT and Roadway Congestion are several of the key factors 
that will lead to better utilization of the region’s roadways: 
 
 Targeted investments in projects which ameliorate some of the worst bottlenecks on the region’s freeways and 

major roadways—Reducing the level of congestion at major existing bottleneck locations 
through targeted auxiliary lanes and operational improvements moves some of those 
bottlenecks from severe to manageable levels of congestion. 

 Right-sizing roadway widening projects—Mentioned above are many locations where roadway 
widening projects in the MTP/SCS were down-sized from the projects in the 2008 MTP.  
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The reduced-scale projects were often reconfigured as complete streets projects with multi-
modal focus.  Through the diligent efforts of local agencies in general plan circulation 
element updates, many of these downsized roadway projects result in more optimal use of 
roadways than the larger capacity projects they replaced. 

 Roadways tied to growth—By tying the construction of new roadway facilities to the land use 
development and growth assumed in the MTP/SCS, new roadway facilities are better 
utilized in the MTP/SCS.  

 Chapter 10 – Financial Stewardship provides additional discussion of strategies in the MTP/SCS 
that increase efficient and productive use of the region’s transportation infrastructure. 
 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  5C‐1 

Chapter 5C 
Trends & Performance  
Transit, Bicycling, & Walking  

 

Introduction  

Building on the performance overview in Chapter 5A, this chapter describes the performance of 
the MTP/SCS transportation system in terms of transit and non-motorized travel.  Chapter 5C is 
divided into three sections.  The first section provides background on the transit and non-motorized 
(i.e., bicycling and walking) systems in the region; the second section describes past performance of 
the transit and non-motorized systems and future performance with the implementation of this 
MTP/SCS; the third section focuses on transit system productivity under this MTP/SCS.   

Background on Transit, Bicycling, and Walking 

 Travel by transit offers many benefits to the performance of the regional transportation network 
in the Sacramento region.  First, transit provides an opportunity for substantially reducing VMT, 
through shifts from low-occupancy modes like driving alone to a very high occupancy mode of 
travel. Second, for commute trips, which tend to occur at peak periods of travel demand when 
congestion is highest, transit can provide substantial congestion relief.  High quality transit service 
can also provide necessary mobility for both transit-dependent and choice riders, and residents and 
employees in higher density, mixed use areas where auto travel can be impractical.  
 
 Like fuel prices, transit fares have gone from a trend line of relative stability in real terms to 
significant spikes in recent years. Operators increase fares to offset operating revenues lost from 
other sources.  However, the analysis for the MTP/SCS assumed that over the planning period, 
transit fares will remain steady when adjusted for inflation. 
 
 Travel by non-motorized travel modes is also of interest, because the prevalence of travel by the 
major non-motorized travel modes (i.e., bicycling and walking) is a strong indicator of good land use 
and transportation planning.  By placing complementary land uses in close proximity between 
residents or employees of an area, and by developing attractive, convenient pedestrian and bicycle 
environments, the number and percentage of trips made by bicycle or on foot should increase. 

T H E  C U R R E N T  T R A N S I T  S Y S T E M   

Transit in the Sacramento region currently encompasses a wide array of services, including urban 
light rail and bus service; suburban and rural local and commuter bus service; rural lifeline services, 
often running on limited frequencies; dial-a-ride/paratransit services for seniors and persons with 
disabilities; and gap-filling social service transportation provided largely by nonprofits and 
volunteers.  Additionally, interregional rail and bus services facilitate long distance trips into and out 
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of the region.  In this chapter, when transit service is discussed, it means the following types of 
transit service and service providers: 

Fixed-Route Services 
 
Within the MTP/SCS plan area, the following operators provide local fixed-route service:  

Sacramento Regional Transit (RT), serving urban Sacramento County; e-Tran, serving the City of 
Elk Grove; Yolobus, serving Davis, Woodland, West Sacramento, downtown Sacramento, the 
Sacramento International Airport, and rural Yolo County; Yuba-Sutter Transit, providing intra-city 
service in the Marysville/Yuba City area, intercity service to Live Oak, Wheatland and the Yuba 
foothills, and commuter service to Sacramento; City of Auburn, providing intra-city service; Folsom 
Stage Lines, providing intra-city service; Unitrans, providing intra-city service in  Davis with an 
emphasis on trips to or from the UC Davis Campus; Roseville Transit, operated by the City of 
Roseville, providing intra-city service and commuter services to Sacramento; City of Lincoln, 
providing intra-city service; El Dorado County Transit, providing intra-city and intra-county service 
and commuter service to Sacramento; and Placer County Transit with service connecting Interstate 
80 (I-80) communities and service to the Regional Transit light rail stop at Watt Avenue/ I-80.  
 
 Transit service in the non-urbanized portion of Sacramento County includes South County 
Transit Link fixed route services linking the Cities of Elk Grove, Galt, Isleton, Lodi, Sacramento and 
other Delta communities.  Sacramento County, through a contract with the Amador Regional 
Transit System, provides fixed route service linking Jackson in Amador County with Rancho 
Murieta, the 65th Street Light Rail station, and downtown Sacramento.  Isleton, through a contract 
with the City of Rio Vista, provides deviated fixed route service within Isleton and to Rio Vista, 
Fairfield, Suisun City, Antioch, and the Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station. 
 
Demand-Response Services 
 
 Demand-responsive, or complementary ADA paratransit, services provide transportation service 
required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) for individuals with disabilities who are 
unable to use fixed-route transit systems.  Demand responsive service must be comparable in total 
coverage to provided fixed-route service. Some demand-responsive services also provide 
transportation for seniors meeting specified age criteria regardless of disability, and a few also 
provide service to the general public. Demand responsive service providers within the MTP/SCS 
Plan Area include the following operators:  South County Transit, providing service in the Galt area; 
Rio Vista Delta Breeze providing service in the Isleton area; Davis Community Transit, serving the 
City of Davis; Yolo County Transportation District ADA Yolobus Special Program, serving 
Woodland, West Sacramento and intercity service needs throughout Yolo County and into 
Sacramento County; Yuba-Sutter Transit, serving the Marysville/Yuba City urban area; Roseville 
Transit Dial-A-Ride, serving the City of Roseville; Placer County Transit, serving the 
Rocklin/Loomis area, Granite Bay, and along the State Route 49 corridor; El Dorado County 
Transit, operating demand responsive services  as far east as Pollock Pines and north to Garden 
Valley; and Paratransit Inc., the largest paratransit provider in the MTP/SCS Plan Area, providing 
door-to-door shared-ride, subscription, and intermittent transportation service within Sacramento 
County, with limited services to Roseville.  
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Intercity Rail 
 

Intercity passenger rail service also serves as part of the Sacramento region’s transportation 
system, linking passengers to cities within the region as well as other parts of the state and nation. In 
California, Amtrak operates all state-supported intercity rail service. Caltrans provides operating 
funds for the three Amtrak in-state routes: the Capitol Corridor (Auburn to San Jose); the San 
Joaquin (Bay Area/Sacramento to Bakersfield); and the Pacific Surfliner (San Luis Obispo to San 
Diego). These routes connect with each other and with Amtrak's four long-distance train routes that 
link California to other states: the Coast Starlight (Los Angeles to Seattle), California Zephyr 
(Emeryville to Chicago), Southwest Chief (Los Angeles to Chicago), and Sunset Limited (Los 
Angeles to New Orleans). Many passengers use the state-supported Amtrak routes for intercity 
travel within California, or as part of longer rail trips. Figure 5C.1 shows intercity rail services in 
northern California.  

Figure 5C.1 
Amtrak California Northern California Routes 

 

The Capitol Corridor provides daily rail service between Auburn, Sacramento, Oakland/San 
Francisco and San Jose. The Sacramento to Oakland segment has 16 weekday round trips and 11 
weekend/holiday round trips. One daily round-trip train serves Auburn, plus there are bus 
connections at other times of the day. Seven round trips continue south to San Jose. The Capitol 
Corridor carried over 1.7 million passengers in federal fiscal year 2011 and is expected to top 2 
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million annual passengers by the close of federal fiscal year 2012. It is the Amtrak route with the 
best on-time performance (94 percent) in the nation.  

 
The Capitol Corridor is operated by Amtrak and administered by the Capitol Corridor Joint 

Powers Agency (CCJPA) which is made up of representatives along the 100-mile corridor. SACOG 
is a member of the CCJPA Staff Coordinating Group, which serves as an advisory body to the 
CCJPA concerning ongoing operations and planning of the service. The partnership between the 
CCJPA, Amtrak, the California Division of Rail and Union Pacific railroad is considered a national 
example of successful implementation of passenger rail services.  

 
Operations are funded through the California Public Transit Account, city funds, and fares, 

which covered 50 percent of the operating costs in federal Fiscal Year 2010-11. Capital costs have 
been funded through state bond measures, more recently with Federal Railroad Administration 
grants, and through ongoing maintenance by the rail line owner, Union Pacific. The stations are all 
owned by the cities along the route.  

 
While the State largely funds the Capitol Corridor and SACOG primarily plays a planning role, 

some capital improvements are included in the MTP/SCS. These include: design and environmental 
clearance for a third track between Sacramento and Roseville to improve service frequencies to 
Roseville; a Yolo Causeway crossover switch to improve train dispatching capabilities; and a new rail 
alignment through the Sacramento Railyards to allow for smoother operations of freight and 
passenger rail trains and reduce congestion on the route. A second phase of that project is expected 
to improve the new train platforms with a newly built station.  

 
The San Joaquin Route provides intercity rail service between the Bay Area and Sacramento and 

Bakersfield, with bus connections to Los Angeles, Redding, Yosemite National Park and Las Vegas, 
Nevada. The Sacramento-to-Bakersfield segment has two daily round trips. Four daily round trips 
between Oakland/San Francisco and Bakersfield are also accessible by Sacramento and Elk Grove 
riders through Amtrak connecting buses. Amtrak buses also serve the Davis station to allow riders 
to connect to all San Joaquin trains. The San Joaquin route and connecting points are shown in 
Figure 5C.1. The San Joaquin exceeded one million annual riders in September 2011. The San 
Joaquin shares rail equipment, train crews, and maintenance facilities (in Oakland) with the Capitol 
Corridor. The route is at maximum passenger capacity and additional trains are needed to meet 
demand. 

  
SACOG staff also participates in the management of this route, as Sacramento County’s non-

elected appointee to the San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee. The committee meets quarterly to 
advise Caltrans, Amtrak and the host railroads on improvements to the service.  
 
High-Speed Rail 
 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority is proposing to construct, operate, and maintain a 
statewide California High-Speed Train Program (CHSTP). When completed, the system would span 
nearly 800 miles with high-speed electrified train service between the Bay Area, Central Valley, 
Sacramento, and Southern California. The new system would be grade-separated from road vehicle 
traffic, and operate almost exclusively on separate, dedicated tracks, with top design speeds of up to 
250 miles per hour (MPH) and an operating speed of up to 220 MPH.  
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Phase 1 would construct about 520 miles of rail between San Francisco and Anaheim. When 

completed, Phase 1 would provide a 2-hour and 40-minute service between San Francisco and Los 
Angeles via Merced and Bakersfield. Subsequent phases include a southern extension (Los Angeles 
to San Diego via the Inland Empire) and a northern extension (Merced to Sacramento). While the 
MTP/SCS does not specifically address high-speed rail, SACOG’s approach has been that it could 
provide significant benefits in replacing short-distance business and recreational airplane trips with 
train travel, but should avoid negative consequences of mainly creating Central Valley commuter 
suburbs by focusing on mixed-use, transit-supportive development, especially at stations in the 
Central Valley where few jobs currently exist. Figure 5C.2 shows the proposed route for the high-
speed rail system. 

 
Figure 5C.2 

California High‐Speed Rail Proposed Service 
 

 
Source: California High‐Speed Rail Authority, April 2010 
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The Authority is working on two environmental plans involving the Sacramento region. 

SACOG is a member of the Central Valley Regional Rail Policy Working Group, which is 
shepherding the Preliminary Alternatives Analysis for Phase 2 of the system between Merced and 
Sacramento (SACOG’s preference for Phase 1). This Working Group is looking at alternative 
routes, service types, station locations and other planning activities along the Phase 2 segment, as 
well as to determine feeder rail service from Sacramento or Stockton to the Merced high-speed rail 
connection. The Working Group is made up of members from the counties, cities, planning 
agencies, the Authority, and transit operators in the Merced to Sacramento corridor.  

 
A separate Altamont Working Group is made up of members from the San Francisco/Oakland 

area, and the Stockton and Sacramento region, including SACOG. This Working Group is looking 
at feeder service from Sacramento, Stockton and the East Bay to reach the San Jose high-speed rail 
connection. 

 
 The remainder of this chapter focuses on the MTP/SCS and transit within the Sacramento 
region, rather than intercity or high-speed rail.  

T H E  C U R R E N T  B I C Y C L E  A N D  P E D E S T R I A N  S Y S T E M  

Many Sacramento region residents walk or bicycle for some of their travel.  The majority of trips 
are short—five miles or less—and of a distance that is bikeable or walkable for many people.  The 
region is home both to people who depend on walking and/or bicycling for some or all of their 
trips, and to many choice cyclists and pedestrians— people with a car available but who choose to 
walk or bike to work and other destinations.  The rise of bicycling’s popularity, increasing gas prices 
and parking costs, and heightened health and environmental awareness have contributed to the 
larger number of people biking or walking in place of driving.   

Increasing the quantity of supportive infrastructure is essential to supporting bicycle and 
pedestrian travel.  Because inactivity is a significant factor in obesity and many diseases, creating 
opportunities for people to incorporate walking and biking into everyday travel is also important to 
improving public health. According to the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 55 
percent of U.S. adults in do not meet recommended activity guidelines, and approximately 25 
percent report being completely inactive.1  One study found that 43 percent of people with safe 
places to walk within 10 minutes of home met recommended activity levels; and that only 27 percent 
of people without safe places to walk met the recommendation. Another found that residents in 
neighborhoods with sidewalks are 65 percent more likely to walk.  

 
Residents are more likely to walk and bike for transportation when there are continuous 

networks of sidewalks and bicycle lanes or trails. There are currently almost 2,000 miles of bicycle 
routes in the region, 56 percent in urban areas, and 44 percent outside of urbanized boundaries in 
small urban or rural areas.  Bicycle facilities in rural areas allow for both utilitarian and recreational 

                                                 

1National Complete Streets Coalition,  http://www.sacog.org/complete-streets/toolkit/files/docs/ NCSC_CS Promote 
Good Health.pdf 
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bicycle trips.  However, 79 percent of rural routes exist on roadway shoulders as Class III bicycle 
routes—roadways recommended for bicycle travel, without dedicated bike lanes, that provide for 
shared use with motor vehicles or pedestrian traffic. 

 
About 50-60 percent of existing roads in the urbanized area have no sidewalks, most commonly 

in suburban areas that were not built as large subdivisions.  This share is even higher in rural areas. 
The federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) mandates that disabled persons must be able to 
access the transportation system, including streets, roads, and walkways.  Under the ADA, public 
agencies are required to prepare transition plans showing how they intend to provide for this access. 
Plans have been completed by the cities of Sacramento, Citrus Heights, Galt, and Rancho Cordova, 
and the counties of Sacramento and El Dorado, and they are now gradually funding and building 
projects to implement their plans.  The plans include a schedule for providing curb ramps at 
intersections and access improvements on public walkways.  

 
Pedestrian and bicycle access also affects the effectiveness and efficiency of transit service, as 

most transit trips involve walking or cycling at one or both ends.  Commuters are more likely to take 
transit if they can easily walk or bike from their home or worksite to a transit stop or station.  As a 
result, walking and cycling infrastructure improvements are often an effective way to support transit 
use.  Good intermodal connections, such as convenient park-and-ride locations, on-board bike 
racks, secure bicycle parking, safe and pleasant access routes, and short-cuts can enhance the appeal 
of both non-motorized and transit modes.  Creating Safe Routes to Transit is a priority for the 
region.  In 2006, SACOG studied bicycle access to light rail and determined that improving and 
promoting bike access to transit stations would dramatically increase the pool of transit riders and 
provide a variety of community benefits. 

Past and Future Performance of Transit and Non-Motorized Travel 

O B S E R V E D  D A T A  A N D  H I S T O R I C  T R E N D S  I N  T R A N S I T   

 The two major measurements of transit ridership are passenger boardings and transit person trips.  A 
transit person trip encompasses the entire journey from one place (e.g., home) to another place (e.g., 
school) in order to engage in an activity (e.g., going to class), using transit for the majority of the trip.  
A passenger boarding occurs each time the traveler enters a transit vehicle during the trip.  So, each 
transit person trip generates at least one passenger boarding.  However, if a trip requires one or 
more transfers from one transit route to another, a single trip may generate two, three or even more 
passenger boardings.  On average in the Sacramento region, passenger boardings number about 35 
percent more than trips, with about one-third of transit trips requiring one or more transfers. 
 
 Passenger boardings are the most comprehensively tracked transit ridership statistic.  All 
operators routinely collect boarding data.  Passenger boardings for all operators of fixed-route 
services (excluding demand-responsive services) are reported in Table 5C.13.  Over the period from 
2002 to 2009, total passenger boardings increased by 30.8 percent, compared to 14.1 percent 
population growth over the same period.  However, the largest share of the increase was in light rail 
boardings, which doubled over this period.  Bus ridership growth (7.8 percent) was lower than 
population growth over the same period.  Per capita, passenger boardings increased by about 16 
percent. 
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 The period since 2009 has been extremely tumultuous for transit, both in terms of ridership and 
in terms of provision of service (discussed in greater detail below).   Although the statistics compiled 
in Table 5C.1 are the most recent available that tabulate all operators for fixed route services in the 
SACOG region, more recent spot data from individual transit operators show dramatic changes in 
ridership: 
 
 Since fiscal year 2008/2009, Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) has implemented significant 

service cuts, totaling a 20 percent reduction in service hours over fiscal years 2009-2010 and 
2010-2011.  Over the same period, total passenger boardings declined by 24 percent.  
Although some of the decrease in ridership is clearly related to the service cuts, some of the 
decrease is related to the economic recession, which has decreased the amount of work 
travel over this period. 

 Other operators have not made the same magnitude of cuts to service as RT. Some 
operators have maintained their service hours and others have made more modest service 
cuts. 
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Table 5C.1 
Transit Passenger Boardings in the SACOG Region, 2002‐2009 

  Year 

Variable  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009 

Annual Passenger 
Boardings (in 
thousands)1 

32,208  34,647  36,808  37,292  37,596  38,474  39,754  42,744 

Weekday Passenger 
Boardings–Bus2 

88,600  96,500  96,600  94,700  86,800  89,900  91,200  95,500 

Weekday Passenger 
Boardings–LRT2 

28,500  29,500  36,700  40,000  48,200  48,300  51,500  57,700 

Weekday Passenger 
Boardings–Total2 

117,100  126,000  133,300  134,700  135,000  138,200  142,700  153,200 

Per Capita Rates 
                       

Population (in 
thousands)3 

1,964  2,017  2,068  2,112  2,150  2,184  2,215  2,241 

Annual Boardings 
Per Capita 

16.4  17.2  17.8  17.7  17.5  17.6  17.9  19.1 

Changes 
              

'02 to 
'05 

'05 to 
'09 

'02 to 
'09 

 
Passenger Boardings—Bus  +6.9%  +0.8%  +7.8% 

 
Passenger Boardings—LRT  +40.4%  +44.3%  +102.5% 

 
Passenger Boardings—Total  +15.0%  +13.7%  +30.8% 

 
Population  +7.5%  +6.1%  +14.1% 

 
Annual Boardings Per Capita  +7.7%  +8.0%  +16.3% 

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 SACOG, “Regional Transportation Monitoring Report”, April 2010.  Boardings exclude E‐Tran, which did not 
provide data. 
2 SACOG, computed from annual boarding using annualization factors. 
3 California Dept. of Finance population estimates for six SACOG region counties, adjusted by SACOG to exclude 
Tahoe Basin portions of Placer and El Dorado counties. 
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 Although transit person trips are a better indicator of travel demand by transit, collecting trip-
level data is more difficult and less frequently done.  On-board passenger surveys which allow for 
estimates of transit person trips were conducted in 1999 and 2005.  Additionally, for commute 
travel, surveys on mode of commute by workers in the SACOG region are now published annually 
in the American Community Survey (ACS).  Table 5C.2 combines these sources, and provides a 
tabulation of key historic estimates of transit (and non-motorized) travel in the region: 
 
 From 2000 to 2008, transit commuters increased from about 21,672 to 26,104, a 20.5 

percent increase.  This increase slightly out-paced the increase in the number of workers 
counted in the Census and ACS surveys (19.7 percent).The majority of the increase in 
workers occurred between 2000 and 2005 (17.5 percent).  From 2005 to 2008, the number 
of workers remained nearly flat, increasing by only 1.9 percent.  During the same time 
period, the number of commuters reporting public transit as their primary mode increased 
by 9 percent. 

 Commute transit share increased slightly, from about 2.5 percent in 2000 to 2.6 percent in 
2008. 

 Transit trips for all purposes (including commute) over the same period increased from 
about 87,000 in 2000 to about 107,000 in 2008.  Although slightly higher than population 
growth, the overall share of public transit trips for all purposes stayed roughly constant at 
about 1.2 percent.  

O B S E R V E D  D A T A  O N  B I C Y C L I N G  A N D  W A L K I N G  

 Bike and walk trips also increased in total and as a share of all trips between 2000 and 2008 (see 
also Table 5C.2). 
 
 The number of commuters reporting bike or walk as their primary mode of commute 

increased from 29,539 to 36,549 between 2000 and 2008.  The share of commuters biking or 
walking ranged from 3.4 to 3.6 percent, combining a 0.2 percent share increase in biking 
with a 0.1 percent decrease in walking.  It is important to note that both commute and non-
commute trips by transit that include walking or biking on either end are logged only as 
transit trips, so this understates many walking and bicycling trips.  
 

 Although this overall share increase may sound modest, it stems a longer term decline in 
biking and walking to work—the bike and walk share actually declined from 4.4 percent to 
3.4 percent between 1990 and 2000.   

 
 Data on non-commute bike and walk trips is difficult to assemble for the region—estimates 

are dependent on relatively small sample surveys, model estimates, and anecdotal data.  The 
table shows a significant increase in all-purpose bike and walk share, from about 7.4 to 8.4 
percent.  It is reasonable to assume that the recent trend in all-purpose biking and walking 
has been upward, given that commuting shares have increased, and based on other evidence 
such as the increase in the rate of bicycle-involved accidents (to be discussed in greater detail 
later). 
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Table 5C.2 
Bike, Walk and Transit Travel in the SACOG Region, 2000 to 2008 

    Year

Mode of Travel    2000 2005 2008 

2000 2005  2008

Commuter Travel 1          

Public Transit Commuters    21,672 23,938  26,104

Bicycle Commuters    11,107 12,938  14,932

Walk Commuters    18,432 21,373  21,617

Combined Bicycle and Walk Commuters   29,539 34,311  36,549

Total Workers    852,400 1,001,600  1,020,500

Public Transit Share    2.5% 2.4%  2.6%

Bicycle Share    1.3% 1.3%  1.5%

Walk Share    2.2% 2.1%  2.1%

Combined Bicycle and Walk Share   3.5% 3.4%  3.6%

All Travel          

Public Transit Trips 2    87,200 103,000  107,000

Bicycle Trips 3    113,400 129,000  155,600

Walk Trips 3    429,300 488,500  574,300

Total Person Trips (in thousands)   7,378 8,395  8,685

Public Transit Share    1.2% 1.2%  1.2%

Bicycle Share    1.5% 1.5%  1.8%

Walk Share    5.8% 5.8%  6.6%

Combined Bicycle and Walk Share   7.4% 7.4%  8.4%

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 SACOG, April, 2010, based on data from the Year 2000 Decennial Census, and the American 
Community Survey 3‐year sample data releases for 2005 and 2008.  Data shown are 6‐county 
totals, including Tahoe Basin. 
2SACOG On Board Transit surveys for 1999 and 2005, interpolated to 2000 and 2008 based on 
boardings data from operators. 
3 SACOG estimates based on Year 2000 household travel survey, and SACSIM travel demand 
model for Year 2005 and 2008. 

M T P / S C S  C H A N G E S  T O  T H E  T R A N S I T  S Y S T E M  

As described more fully in Chapter 4, the MTP/SCS doubles total fixed-route transit service 
compared to 2008.  The plan includes a 98 percent increase in total daily vehicle service hours  and 
calls for 53 percent of all transit services (bus and rail) to operate 15-minute or better service by 
2035, up from 24 percent today.  

The MTP/SCS focuses transit investments especially in areas most capable of supporting robust 
transit service.  Combining significant housing and employment growth in Transit Priority Areas 
(TPAs) with high-frequency service of 15 minutes or better in these areas allows the MTP/SCS to 
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provide quality transit service to higher concentrations of people where it is most cost-effective. By 
2035, nearly 400,000 homes and over 600,000 employees will be located within TPAs, increasing the 
potential number and desirability of daily trips made by transit.  

 The workshop scenarios (Appendix G-1 – Public Workshop Scenarios and Workshop Results) 
developed by SACOG identified several factors which guided the development of the MTP/SCS 
transit network: 
 
 Population and Job Density—higher density corridors support more frequent transit service. 

 Mix of use—corridors with a mix of complementary land uses support use of transit during 
off-peak periods, especially midday and evening. 

 Income Demographics—corridors with higher concentrations of lower income households 
generate higher demand for transit service. 

 Block Size/Street Pattern—areas where the street pattern supports walking also support 
walk access to transit. 

 Access to Job Centers—locations with concentrations of employment generate potential for 
peak/commuter transit.  Job centers where parking is normally paid out of pocket generate 
the highest levels of transit, carpooling, and non-auto modes of commute. 

 In addition to these primarily land use criteria, roadway improvements (including 
construction of new roadways, and widening or reconstruction of existing roadways) will 
consider the utility of the roadway to multiple users, including vehicle drivers and 
passengers, transit vehicles, transit passengers, pedestrians, bicyclists, and commercial 
vehicles.  This more expansive look at roadway improvements is part of SACOG’s Complete 
Streets policy.   

 
 Figure 5C.3 shows the MTP/SCS transit network.  The figure shows land use colored according 
to mix/density, as follows:  Yellow land uses are predominantly residential; blue land uses are 
predominantly employment; green land uses are mixed areas.  The darkness of the color indicates 
the total density (i.e., dwellings + jobs per acre).  The MTP/SCS transit network focuses the most 
frequent, highest capacity transit services in corridors where density is the highest.  Peak-oriented 
services (i.e., express or commuter buses), are located where predominantly residential areas connect 
to major employment centers.  All-day services are focused where mixed uses are more prevalent. 
 
 Although income demographics are not shown in Figure 5C.3, MTP/SCS transit services are 
more concentrated in areas where lower income households are more prevalent.  This issue will be 
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 8, Equity and Choice.   
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Figure 5C.3 

 MTP/SCS Transit and Land Use 
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 The MTP/SCS doubles total general, or non-demand-responsive, transit service (i.e., light rail, 
streetcar/tram, regional rail, express bus, fixed route bus, bus rapid transit, and community shuttle) 
compared to the 2008 base year.  The MTP/SCS also adds to the region service types which were 
not present in 2008:  streetcar/tram (in downtown Sacramento and Rancho Cordova), bus rapid 
transit (in several corridors in Sacramento and Placer counties), and community shuttles (in all 
counties).  
 
 Table 5C.3 provides a tally of transit services included in the MTP/SCS.  The table shows 
weekday vehicle service hours, split by transit service types, described below:  
 
 Light Rail is designed for operating in urban environments, with passenger rail cars operating 

up to four two-car consists, on fixed rails in a right-of-way exclusive in some locations, or 
mixed with street vehicle traffic in others.  Light rail vehicles (LRVs) are typically driven 
electrically with power being drawn from an overhead electric line. RT operates the only 
light rail service within the MTP/SCS Plan Area.  Generally, LRT operates with stations 
spaced one-half mile or more apart, and with maximum running speeds of about 55 miles 
per hour. 

 Streetcar or Tram is another form of urban rail transit service, similar in some ways to LRT.  
Streetcar vehicles are typically shorter and narrower than light rail cars. Streetcars may be 
older cars that are refurbished (vintage trolley cars) or newer cars built to look like older cars 
(heritage trolley cars), or they may be modern LRV-type vehicles of smaller dimensions. 
Similar to LRT, they are generally operated on rails with steel wheel traction; capable of 
operating either within the roadway and mixed with vehicle traffic, or on exclusive right-of-
way; and are operated with fixed stops and schedules.  Characteristics which distinguish 
streetcar or tram from LRT are that streetcars or trams generally have closer station/stop 
spacing, usually less than one-half mile; slower running speeds; shorter train consists (more 
singles and doubles than four-car trains); and are more likely to run in roadways and be 
mixed with vehicle traffic.  This service type is well described and illustrated in the recently 
published Sacramento Regional Transit District TransitAction master plan. 2 

 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is a type of limited-stop bus service developed in the 1990s that relies 
on technology to help speed up the service and enhance passenger convenience and 
comfort. Limited-stop service is a hybrid between local and express service, where the stops 
may be several blocks to a mile or more apart to speed up the trip. BRT can operate on 
exclusive transitways, high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes, expressways, or ordinary streets. 
A BRT line combines intelligent transportation systems technology, priority for transit, rapid 
and convenient fare collection, and integration with land use policy in order to upgrade bus 
system performance substantially.  

 Express Bus service serves longer trips, especially in major metropolitan areas during peak 
commuting hours.  Express buses usually travel significant portions of their total route 
length on highways and freeways with relatively long closed-door distances (i.e., no 

                                                 

2 Sacramento Regional Transit District TransitAction Regional Transit Master Plan.  Available at:  
http://www.sacrt.com/documents/transitaction/Executive%20Summary.pdf 
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passengers boarding or alighting).  In most cases, express buses are inbound-only in the 
morning peak, and outbound-only in the evening peak.  Several transit operators within the 
MTP/SCS Plan Area currently operate express service for commuters.  

 Fixed Route Bus (or Local Bus) service is provided using buses on a fixed schedule along fixed 
routes. Stop spacing can vary widely from quarter-mile-or-less in urban areas, to one-mile-
or-more in lower density settings.  This is the most common type of bus service in the Plan 
Area designed to deliver and pick up transit passengers at specific locations as close to their 
destinations or origins as possible.  

 Regional Rail is a proposed commuter-oriented heavy rail service operating within the region, 
in concert with the existing Amtrak-operated Capitol Corridor intercity rail service.  Regional 
rail would provide additional trains between Auburn, Roseville, Sacramento, and Davis, with 
potential connections extending into the San Francisco Bay Area counties. 

 Community Shuttles provide transit service limited to small geographic areas or short-distance 
trips and are often called circulator, feeder, neighborhood, trolley, or shuttle services. Such 
routes, which may have a lower fare than local fixed route service, frequently operate in a 
loop and connect to major destinations or routes for travel to more outlying destinations.  
Community shuttles are currently provided by the Sacramento Regional Transit District, 
Sacramento State University and the North Natomas Transportation Management 
Association.  Some additional privately operated shuttles may be available throughout the 
MTP/SCS Plan Area as well. 

 
As shown in Table 5C.3, transit service increases significantly in the MTP/SCS.  Total service 

nearly doubles from 4,074 hours per day to 8,062 hours by 2035.  On a per capita basis, service 
increases by 42 percent by 2035.   

 
The early years of MTP/SCS implementation are challenging for transit.  The state and federal 

funding environment for transit capital and operations is still uncertain, which will likely lead transit 
operators to exercise caution in restoring or adding service until funding levels are more assured.  To 
be successful, transit-oriented development in TPAs (discussed in more detail in Chapter 3) requires 
high-quality transit service, but that level of service can be inefficient until sufficient development is 
in place.  The region must, therefore, plan and time its transportation system investments 
strategically to address this interrelationship. Worthy of note in Table 5C.3 is the decline by 6 
percent in transit service hours per capita between 2008 and 2020.  This decline is a product of the 
dramatic cuts to transit service between 2008 and 2011, and building back transit service between 
2011 and 2020.   
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Table 5C.3 
MTP/SCS Changes to Transit Service in the SACOG Region 

Transit Service Type    2008
2020 

MTP/SCS
2035 

MTP/SCS 

Vehicle Service Hours         

Light Rail    248 301 429 

Tram/Streetcar    0 15 145 

Express Bus    221 201 286 

BRT/Fixed Route Bus    3,595 3,781 6,416 

Shuttle    0 29 758 

Regional Rail    10 20 29 

All Types    4,074 4,347 8,062 

Population    2,215,000 2,519,900 3,086,200 

Service Hours Per Capita (x 1000)   1.8 1.7 2.6 

Changes from 2008          

Light Rail    n/a +21% +73% 

Tram/Streetcar    n/a n/a n/a 

Express Bus    n/a ‐9% +30% 

BRT/Fixed Route Bus    n/a +5% +78% 

Shuttle    n/a n/a n/a 

Regional Rail    n/a +100% +186% 

All Types    n/a +7% +98% 

Popuation    n/a +14% +39% 

Service Hours Per Capita (x 1000)   n/a ‐6% +42% 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 

M T P / S C S  C H A N G E S  T O  T H E  N O N - M O T O R I Z E D  
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  S Y S T E M  

The MTP/SCS provides $2.8 billion ($4.0 billion YOE) for bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, and assumes that another nearly $600 million, or about five percent of the road 
maintenance and rehabilitation budget, will also be spent on bicycles and pedestrians as part of 
major rehabilitation projects.  

The MTP/SCS envisions a larger and more complete bicycle and pedestrian network that will 
provide greater mobility through walking and biking and associated transit use.  It contains: 

 58 percent more miles of bicycle trails and 29 percent more miles of bicycle lanes than the 
last MTP;  

 Road investments that include bicycle and pedestrian components such as striping and 
signage, sidewalk gap closures, ADA retrofits, and intersection improvements; and  
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 An emphasis on complete street connections within and between cities and to transit and 
school facilities.   

 
In addition to funding for bicycle projects and programs throughout the region, SACOG 

strongly encourages complete streets.  Complete streets provide infrastructure and account for all 
users of the roadway, including motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders.  SACOG has 
developed a Complete Streets Resource Toolkit, available at www.sacog.org/complete, to help 
member agencies and members of the public understand, design, and implement complete streets.  

 
SACOG also provided funding to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management 

District, who partnered with the Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to install 1,000 bicycle racks at 
businesses throughout the region.  Many employers in the region now offer bicycles for employees 
and clients to use for travel, and in June 2011, the Sacramento Midtown Business Association began 
a modest bike share program.  

 
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are often built by local agencies as part of other capital projects. 

Many road projects are not classified specifically as bicycle and pedestrian facility projects because 
they serve multiple purposes, such as moving utilities underground or adding shoulders for motor 
vehicle safety, and are funded within other programs.  For example, bicycle and pedestrian paths can 
be included in recreation, public health, or transit budgets, developer impact fee programs, or the 
state’s Safe Routes to Schools program. 

 
Developers of new areas are also expected to provide high quality bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities as part of the basic public infrastructure.  However, good connections can be frustrated by 
cul-de-sacs and gated or walled neighborhoods.  Creating cut-throughs and other connections are a 
priority in the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan, adopted in June 2011. 
 
 The Transportation Framework used to guide the development of the MTP/SCS transportation 
system (Appendix G-1) identified implementation of complete streets policies as a primary way of 
making significant improvements to the region’s non-motorized (pedestrian and bicycle) system.  
These policies would affect the planning, design and implementation of all types of roadway 
projects, and, where feasible and warranted, would include project components focused on serving 
pedestrians and bicyclists as part of roadway improvement projects (e.g., construction of new 
roadways, widening or reconstruction of existing roadways, and remodeling or road diet projects on 
existing roadways). 
 
 Additional options for making improvements are stand-alone bicycle or pedestrian improvement 
projects. Examples of stand-alone projects include: construction of new Class 1 bicycle paths, 
expansion of the Class 2 bicycle lane system, and construction of pedestrian bridges and other gap 
closure projects dedicated to pedestrians.  This could include packages of small-scale improvements 
to be included in implementation of the Safe Routes to Schools program within the region. 
 
 Table 5C.4 provides a tabulation of the estimate of bicycle route mileage of different types 
included in the MTP/SCS.    
 
 Class 1 routes are exclusively for the use of bicycles and pedestrians.  An example of a Class 1 

facility in the region is the American River Parkway bicycle trail. 
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 Class 2 routes are painted bike lanes on roadways that also accommodate private vehicles, 
transit vehicles, and commercial vehicles in the marked vehicle lanes, and pedestrians and 
transit passengers on adjacent sidewalks. 

  
 The MTP/SCS would double the route mileage of Class 1 facilities and increase Class 2 facilities 
by nearly 70 percent.  On a per capita basis, Class 1 route mileage, which was about 17.9 mile per 
100,000 residents in 2008, would increase by 44 percent to nearly 25.8 miles per 100,000 residents.  
Class 2 miles per capita would increase by 10 miles per 100,000 residents over the plan period.  In 
total, combined Class 1 and Class 2 route mileage would increase by about 27 percent, from 65.7 to 
83.6 miles per 100,000 residents, over the plan period.  A few examples of projects are: 
 
 a new Class 1 route connecting El Dorado County through the City of Folsom and to the 

American River Parkway system; 

 a new Class 1 route and bridge in the City of Sacramento connecting Curtis Park to 
Sacramento City College, over the Union Pacific railroad main line and RT light rail Blue 
Line; 

 conversion of abandoned railroad right-of-way in Yuba City and Sutter County, connecting 
to the 5th Street Bridge; and 

 a new Class 1 route connecting Oakridge to Riverside in the City of Roseville, including a 
new crossing of I-80. 
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Table 5C.4 
Bike Route Mileage in the MTP/SCS 

County     Class 1  Class 2  Both Classes 

Total Miles in 2008 1             

El Dorado 2    14 20 34 

Placer 2    53 214 267 

Sacramento    244 587 831 

Sutter    11 41 52 

Yolo    66 165 231 

Yuba    9 32 41 

Region    397 1,059 1,456 

Miles Per 100k Population    17.9 47.8 65.7 

Total Miles in 20353             

El Dorado 2    56 201 257 

Placer 2    134 262 396 

Sacramento    417 806 1,223 

Sutter    25 64 89 

Yolo    127 274 401 

Yuba    34 174 208 

Region    793 1,781 2,574 

Miles Per 100k Population    25.8 57.8 83.6 

Change from 2008             

El Dorado 2    +300% +905% +656% 

Placer 2    +153% +22% +48% 

Sacramento    +71% +37% +47% 

Sutter    +127% +56% +71% 

Yolo    +92% +66% +74% 

Yuba    +278% +444% +407% 

Region    +100% +68% +77% 

Miles Per 100k Population    +44% +21% +27% 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 2008 route mileage from SACOG's regional GIS centerline data. 
2 El Dorado and Placer Counties exclude the Tahoe Basin portions. 
3 Estimates of 2035 MTP/SCS are based on explicitly identified bicycle lane projects, plus an estimate of 
currently adopted bicycle master plans which may be funded or implemented through other 
transportation projects, or as stand‐alone projects. 
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S H I F T S  I N  T R A N S I T  A N D  N O N - M O T O R I Z E D  T R A V E L   

 Table 5C.5 and Figures 5C.4 through 5C.7 provide tabulations and illustrations of transit and 
non-motorized travel projections for the MTP/SCS.  The projections take account of all of the 
investments and policies outlined above for implementation of the MTP/SCS. 
 
 Transit person trips are projected to increase from about 110,000 in 2008 to 390,000 by 2035 

for the MTP/SCS, an increase of about 255 percent in total.  This compares to an increase 
of about 197 percent from the 2008 MTP. 

 Weekday transit trips per capita for the MTP/SCS increase by 2035 to 0.13 trips/day, 
compared to 0.05 trips per capita in 2008.  Compared to the 0.10 transit trips per capita in 
the 2008 MTP, the MTP/SCS is 30 percent higher. 

 Bicycle person trips are projected to increase from 152,000 in 2008 to 229,000 by 2035 for 
the MTP/SCS, an increase of about 50 percent in total.  Walk person trips increase from 
627,000 to about 1,024,000, an increase of 64 percent.   

 Although the total increase in bicycle and walk person trips projected by 2035 for the 
MTP/SCS is comparable to the 2008 MTP (see Table 5C.5), MTP/SCS population growth is 
lower than the 2008 MTP, so the per capita rates of non-motorized trip making are higher 
overall for the MTP/SCS.   Bicycle and walk trips combined increase from 0.35 weekday 
trips per capita in 2008 to 0.40 trips per capita by 2035 for the MTP/SCS, compared to 0.34 
trips per capita for the 2008 MTP.  The MTP/SCS is about 16 percent higher in non-
motorized trips per capita than the 2008 MTP. 
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Table 5C.5 
Transit, Bicycle and Walk Travel in the SACOG Region, 2008 and MTP/SCS 

Mode of Travel    2008
2035 

MTP/SCS
2035–from 
2008 MTP 2 

Weekday Person Trips by Mode 1     

Transit Trips    110,200 391,900 326,700 

Bicycle Trips    152,300 228,800 3 

Walk Trips    626,700 1,024,200 1,125,600 

Total Trips    889,200 1,644,900 1,452,300 

Per Capita Rates         

Population    2,215,000 3,086,200 3,348,000 

Transit Trips    0.05 0.13 0.10 

Bicycle Trips    0.07 0.07 3 

Walk Trips    0.28 0.33 0.34 

Total Trips    0.40 0.53 0.43 

Percent Changes in Non‐Private Vehicle Trips Per Capita

From 2008         

Transit Trips    n/a +155.2% +96.1% 

Bicycle Trips    n/a +7.8% 3 

Walk Trips    n/a +17.3% ‐4.4% 

Total T/Bk/Wk Trips    n/a +32.8% +8.1% 

From '08 MTP         

Transit Trips    n/a +30.1% n/a 

Bicycle Trips    n/a 3  n/a 

Walk Trips    n/a +20.8% n/a 

Total T/Bk/Wk Trips    n/a +22.9% n/a 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1Estimates of weekday person trips by mode from SACSIM regional travel demand model. 
2SACOG, 2008 MTP, A Creative New Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento Region, 
April 2008. 

3Commercial and external travel was combined in the 2008 MTP document. 
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Figure 5C.4 
Total Transit Person Trips in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 

 

Figure 5C.5 
 Transit Person Trips Per Capita in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS 

 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011.   



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  5C‐23 

Figure 5C.6 
Total Bike and Walk Person Trips in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS 

 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 

 
Figure 5C.7 

Bike and Walk Person Trips Per Capita in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
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T R A N S I T ,  B I K E  A N D  W A L K  T R A V E L  B Y  C O M M U N I T Y  T Y P E  

 Figure 5C.8 illustrates differences in combined transit/bike/walk trip-making for residents of 
different Community Types by 2035.   
 
 For residents of Center and Corridor Communities, combined transit/bike/walk trip-making 

is 1.13 weekday trips per capita, more than twice the regional average of 0.53 trips per capita. 

 For residents of Established Communities, transit/bike/walk trips per capita (0.49) are 
slightly below the regional average of 0.53. 

 For all other Community Types, transit/bike/walk trips per capita are less than one-half the 
regional average. 

For all Community Types, combined transit/bike/walk trip-making increases through the 
MTP/SCS planning period.  As expected, changes from 2008 to 2020 are much smaller than 
changes to 2035.  In general, about one-third of the 2008 to 2035 increase is projected to 
occur by 2020, with the remaining two-thirds occurring between 2020 and 2035.   
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Figure 5C.8 
Transit, Bike and Walk Trips Per Capita by Community Type in the SACOG Region 

 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 

 

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, the MTP/SCS projects significant growth in housing 
and employment in TPAs, shown in Figure 5C.9.  
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2035 Existing represents additional existing homes and jobs that gain 
proximity to high-quality transit through service additions. 

 

Figure 5C.10 provides a tabulation of transit person trips per capita, split by residents in TPAs 
and all other non-TPA areas within Placer, Sacramento and Yolo Counties. 

 Residents within TPAs make transit trips at two- to three- times the rate of residents in non-
TPA areas.  For example:  In the Sacramento County TPAs, residents are forecasted to make 
0.28 person trips per capita by 2035, compared to 0.09 transit trips per capita for residents of 
non-TPA areas, a difference of 222 percent. 

 Transit trips per capita increase for both residents of TPA and non-TPA areas in the 
MTP/SCS.   In Placer County, the increase is 118 percent for residents in TPA areas within 
the county, and 109 percent for residents of other areas within the county.  For Yolo 
County, the percentage increase in transit trips per capita is higher for residents in the non-
TPA areas (146 percent) than for TPA residents (127 percent), but trip-making rates in the 
TPAs are much higher: 0.22 transit trips per day by 2035 for TPA residents in Yolo County, 
compared to 0.08 for non-TPA residents in the county. 
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Figure 5C.10 
Transit Trips Per Capita by Transit Priority Areas in the SACOG Region 
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C O M M U T E  T R A V E L  B Y  T R A N S I T  A N D  N O N - M O T O R I Z E D  
M O D E S  

Commute travel represents a significant share of total travel— for example, 41 percent or more 
of all household-generated VMT by 2035 will be commute-related (see Table 5B.3 in Chapter 5B).  
Historically, though, commute travel has been less varied in terms of mode of travel than travel for 
other purposes.  The rate of driving alone for commuting is far higher than for all other travel, and 
the rates of biking and walking to work are far lower than the same rates for non-work purposes:  in 
2008, 76 percent of all commuters drove alone, while only about 30 percent of non-commute 
travelers drove alone (see Tables 5C.6 and 5C.7).   

 The MTP/SCS significantly reduces the commute drive-alone share by offering better 
alternatives to solo driving (Table 5C.6) as a result of the MTP/SCS:  

 Transit mode share increases from 2.8 percent in 2008 to 8.2 percent by 2035 (compared to 
7.2 percent for the 2008 MTP). 

 Bike and walk share increases from 3.2 percent in 2008 to 3.8 percent by 2035 (compared to 
3.7 percent for the 2008 MTP).  

 Carpool mode share remains flat at 14.7 percent—however, this represents a change from 
the historic decline in this mode of commuting. 
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Table 5C.6 
Mode of Commute Travel for SACOG Region, 2008 and MTP/SCS 

Mode of Commute    2008
2035 

MTP/SCS
2035‐‐from 
2008 MTP 2

Weekday Commute Tours 1          

Drive Alone    519,400 641,500 845,300

Carpool    99,900 133,700 173,200

Transit    18,900 74,600 85,200

Bike     8,800 14,400 20,600

Walk    12,600 20,100 24,000

Work at Home 3    20,100 27,100 36,700

Total    679,700 911,400 1,185,000

Commute Mode Share          

Drive Alone    76.4% 70.4% 71.3%

Carpool    14.7% 14.7% 14.6%

Transit    2.8% 8.2% 7.2%

Bike     1.3% 1.6% 1.7%

Walk    1.9% 2.2% 2.0%

Work at Home 3    3.0% 3.0% 3.1%

Total    100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
 

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 Commute “tours” combine all trips from home to work and back to home into one unit.  Tours are 
roughly equivalent to commute round trips. 
2 Adapted from forecasts in SACOG 2008 MTP, A Creative New Vision for Transportation in the 
Sacramento Region, April 2008. 
3 Share of workers with usual workplace at home is approximately two times higher than 
reported. This table also reflects work travel away from home for workers whose workplace is at 
home. 
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Table 5C.7 
Mode of Travel for All Non‐Commute Trips for SACOG Region, 2008 and MTP/SCS 

Mode of Travel    2008
2035 

MTP/SCS 
2035‐‐from 
'08 MTP 2

Weekday Non‐Commute Person Trips 1         

Drive Alone    2,533,400 3,316,200  4

Carpool    3,427,300 4,921,800  9,566,200

Transit    56,700 176,700  150,600

Bike     131,700 194,800  4

Walk    596,600 976,000  949,700

Other3    102,100 125,300  97,000

Total    6,847,800 9,710,800  10,763,500

Non‐Commute Person Trip Mode Share         

Drive Alone    37.0% 34.1%  4

Carpool    50.0% 50.7%  88.9%

Transit    0.8% 1.8%  1.4%

Bike     1.9% 2.0%  4

Walk    8.7% 10.1%  8.8%

Other3    1.5% 1.3%  0.9%

Total    100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
1 Includes person trips for school, shopping, personal business, and all non‐work trip purposes. 
2 Adapted from forecasts in SACOG, 2008 MTP, A Creative New Vision for Transportation in the Sacramento 
Region, April 2008. 
3 Primarily school bus. 
4 Drive alone+carpool modes, and bike+walk modes, were combined in the 2008 MTP document. 

K E Y  F A C T O R S  I N F L U E N C I N G  I N C R E A S I N G  T R A N S I T  A N D  
N O N - M O T O R I Z E D  T R A V E L  

 Three of the most important factors in increasing transit use, bicycling and walking are: 

 Improvements in Mix of Land Uses—Most areas within the region improve to some degree in 
the balance of complementary land uses (see Table 5A.2 in Chapter 5A).  This allows for a 
higher share of wants and needs to be met closer to a place of residence, which in turn 
allows for shortening of vehicle trips and creates more opportunities for non-motorized 
travel. 

 Improvements to Transit Service—The overall increase in transit service (nearly doubling in total, 
and increasing by 42 percent on a per capita basis) plus the reduction in distance to the 
nearest transit station/stop (0.72 miles to 0.55 miles) play a big part in the increase in transit 
mode share. Additionally, the fact that transit service was added in areas with good 
supporting land uses magnifies the effects of the additional services.   



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  5C‐31 

 Improvements in Bicycle System—The overall increase in Class 1 and Class 2 bike route mileage 
means that options for bicycling are expanded relative to 2008.  The selection of bike route 
projects in the MTP/SCS which fill in key gaps and provide new connections also magnifies 
their effects on increasing bicycle ridership. 

 Improvements to Street Pattern and Walkability—Intersection density (the main generic indicator 
of street pattern used in land use /transportation research) declines slightly, on average (see 
Table 5A.2 in Chapter 5A).  However, many projects in the MTP/SCS that do not affect 
street pattern will also have an impact on walkability.  Many complete streets projects include 
pedestrian or bicycle enhancements that make walking and biking more attractive.   
 

In addition to these policy-based factors, the following external factors influence the rates of 
transit, biking and walking to some degree:  aging of the population, which is likely to reduce the 
overall rate of bicycling and walking for travel; and assumed increases in auto operating costs, driven 
by higher fuel prices expected in the future, that make non-auto modes more attractive relative to 
driving.  

Transit System Productivity 

Although system efficiency and productivity have always been goals of transportation planning 
and project delivery, the recent precipitous declines in public revenues to support public transit have 
put a much higher level of emphasis and concern on how well utilized are the transit investments in 
the MTP/SCS. This section describes the increases in the productivity of the transit system resulting 
from the MTP/SCS, while Chapter 10 on Financial Stewardship discusses in more detail the issues 
with transit operations and capital funding.  

 
For transit, overall system productivity is usually measured by the passenger boardings per 

service hour provided.  The more productive a route or system is, the more passengers will board 
per unit of service provided.  This is the most commonly used productivity-tracking metric in the 
transit industry, and is routinely computed by most transit operators. 

 
System productivity is a good basic measure of the relative benefit provided by a transit 

investment.  All other things being equal, higher system productivity indicates a more efficient 
system.  However, this measure should not be confused with a full-blown cost-effectiveness 
measure.  In order to determine that the MTP/SCS transit is the most cost-effective set of 
investments, costs of delivering transit service would need to be included in the calculation, as well 
as valuations of benefit of transit passenger boardings.  Finally, cost-effectiveness requires 
comparison to other potential ways of delivering transportation benefits, either other forms of 
transit or other modes of travel.  

O B S E R V E D  D A T A  A N D  H I S T O R I C  T R E N D S  I N  T R A N S I T  
P R O D U C T I V I T Y  

 Table 5C.8 provides transit service, ridership and productivity data for operators of any fixed 
route or fixed schedule transit service over the eight years from mid-2001 to mid-2009, when: 
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 Total vehicle service hours increased 32.5 percent over the period.  Light rail transit (LRT) 
service hours more than doubled, and bus service hours increased by 24 percent.  One-third 
of the total increase in service hours was accounted for by LRT. 

 Total passenger boardings increased by 37 percent, slightly outpacing the increase in service 
hours.   LRT boardings increased by 103 percent, and bus boardings by 13 percent.  Three-
quarters of the increase in boardings were accounted for by LRT. 

 Boardings per service hour increased by only 3.2 percent over the period. 

 Two significant year-over-year changes are worthy of note: 

 During FY 2003/04 and FY 2004/05, the South Line Phase 1 (to Meadowview) and 
Sunrise LRT extensions opened, increasing LRT service hours by 86.5 percent from FY 
2002/03.  LRT boardings increased by only 36.5 percent, resulting in a 27.3 percent drop 
in LRT boardings per service hour (from 83.8 in FY 2002/03 to 60.9 by FY 2004/05).  
Between FY 2004/05 and FY 2008/09, though, ridership on the two extensions, plus the 
extension of service to the City of Folsom, developed and LRT boardings per service 
hour returned to 81.2. 

 Between FY 2007/08 and FY 2008/09, the first rounds of service cuts began, with a 2.5 
percent reduction.  Over the same years, ridership increased by 7.6 percent, in part due 
to the spiking of gasoline prices.  These combined changes resulted in the largest year-
over-year increase in transit productivity over this period:  an increase from 30.9 to 34.1 
boardings per service hour, or 10.4 percent. 

 
Regional data for FY 2009/10 and FY 2010/11 have not been assembled.  However, data from 

selected operators are available. 
 
 At Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT), the combination of the initial rounds of 

service cuts, plus a spike in transit ridership related in part to the historic increases in 
gasoline prices, resulted in a significant increase in boarding per service hour in FY 2008/09.  
Since that time, both service and ridership have declined.  Deep service cuts were made in 
FY 2010/11, and the weakening regional economy, combined with the effects of the service 
cuts, resulted in a drop in ridership.  In combination, overall productivity had declined 
slightly since FY 2008/09.   

 For other transit operators, both changes in the amount of service provided and ridership 
changes since FY 2008/09 have been far more modest than those experienced at RT, and 
transit productivity has changed very little since then. 
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Table 5C.8 
Transit Service and Productivity in SACOG Region, 2001 to 2008 

 Fiscal Year

Variable  2001/02  2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07  2007/08 2008/09

Vehicle Service Hours (annual, in thousands)      

LRT 1  104  106 150* 197* 209 210  216 213

All Bus 2  871  895 998 1,074 1,075 1,105  1,110 1,079

Region‐wide  975  1,000 1,148 1,271 1,284 1,314  1,326** 1,293**

Passenger Boardings (annual, in thousands)      

LRT 1  8,541  8,859 11,022* 12,009* 14,452 14,490  15,455 17,315

All Bus 2  23,666  25,787 25,786 25,518 23,858 24,938  25,496 26,742

Region‐wide  32,208  34,647 36,808 37,527 38,311 39,428  40,951** 44,057**

Passenger Boardings Per Service Hour        

LRT 1  82.4  83.8 73.6* 60.9* 69.2 69.1  71.6 81.2

All Bus 2  27.2  28.8 25.8 23.8 22.2 22.6  23.0 24.8

Region‐wide  33.0  34.6 32.1 29.5 29.8 30.0  30.9** 34.1**
Source:  SACOG, September 2011, based on data provided by operators, State Controllers Reports, and the 
National Transit Database. 
1 Includes only light rail service operated by the Sacramento Regional Transit District.  Service hours are light rail 
vehicle hours, which account for number of LRV’s per train consist.  Unless noted otherwise, tables in this 
document show train hours. 
2 Includes bus service by all operators except e‐Tran. 
Highlighted Changes: 
*Start of service on the South Line Phase 1 line to Meadowview, and to City of Folsom. 
**Early stages of service cuts and spike in gasoline prices 

T R A N S I T  S Y S T E M  P R O D U C T I V I T Y  A N D  T H E  M T P / S C S  

 Table 5C.9 provides a tabulation of service hours, passenger boardings, and boardings per 
service hour for the MTP/SCS compared with the 2008 MTP. 

 Although the MTP/SCS includes a doubling of the amount of transit service, increasing 
from 4,446 hours3 in 2008 to 8,706 by 2035, the amount of increase is significantly less than 
in the 2008 MTP, which nearly tripled service to over 12,000 hours by 2035. 

 The MTP/SCS includes only a minor increase above 2008 levels by 2020 (4,799 service 
hours, compared to 4,446 in 2008).  However, service cuts between 2008 and 2011 reduced 
service by up to 20 percent in the region, so the 2020 MTP/SCS service levels show a 
rebuilding of those cuts, plus a modest 9 percent increase over 2008 service. 

                                                 

3 Hours include light rail vehicle hours for LRT, not train hours shown in the earlier Table 5C.3.  LRV hours account for 
the number of light rail vehicles in each consist (group of light rail cars), and are higher than train hours. 
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 Transit passenger boardings increase sharply for the MTP/SCS.  By 2035, total boardings are 
projected to be 640,700, a more-than-tripling compared to 2008.  This is 18.8 percent higher 
in total than the 2008 MTP. 

 Productivity of transit service is projected to more than double for the MTP/SCS, increasing 
from a regional average of 33.3 passenger boardings per service hour to over 70 by 2035.  
This is 72 percent higher than the 2008 MTP. 
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Table 5C.9 
Transit Service and Productivity in SACOG Region, 2008 and the MTP/SCS 

Scenario Changes/Differences

Variable  2008 
2020 

MTP/SCS
2035 

MTP/SCS
2035‐‐from 
2008 MTP

2008 to 
2035 

MTP/SCS 

2035, 2008 
MTP to 
MTP/SCS

Vehicle Service Hours (weekday)          

All Rail 1,2  630  788 1,247 1,700 +97.9%  ‐26.7%

All Bus 3  3,816  4,011 7,460 10,938 +95.5%  ‐31.8%

Region Total  4,446  4,799 8,706 12,638 +95.8%  ‐31.1%

Passenger Boardings (weekday)             

All Rail 2  52,380  80,780 177,100 168,700 +238.1%  +5.0%

All Bus 3  95,880  169,320 463,610 370,700 +383.5%  +25.1%

Region Total  148,260  250,100 640,710 539,400 +332.2%  +18.8%

Passenger Boardings Per Service Hour          

All Rail 2  83.1  102.6 142.1 99.2 +70.9%  +43.2%

All Bus 3  25.1  42.2 62.1 33.9 +147.3%  +83.4%

Region Total  33.3  52.1 73.6 42.7 +120.7%  +72.4%

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011.   
1 Reported as light rail vehicle hours, not train hours as in Table 5C.3. LRV hours are shown here to allow for 
comparison to the historic, observed data presented in Table 5C.8. 
2 In 2008 and 2020, All Rail includes LRT and Capitol Corridor within the SACOG Region.   In 2035 MTP/SCS scenario, 
“All Rail” includes LRT and regional rail, plus tram/streetcar. 
3 In 2008 and 2020, All Bus includes express and local fixed route bus service.   In 2035 MTP/SCS scenario, All Bus 
includes express and local fixed route bus service, plus shuttle and BRT. 

K E Y  F A C T O R S  I N  I N C R E A S I N G  T R A N S I T  P R O D U C T I V I T Y  

Transit productivity is increased by the MTP/SCS through increasing transit service (doubling 
from 2008), and increasing transit boardings even more (more than quadrupling).  A part of this 
increase is due to increased passenger trips (i.e., the entire journey from origin to destination), and 
partly due to an increase in the rate of transit boardings per trip. Currently, transit person trips generate 
about 1.35 boardings, indicating that about one-third of all trips include some sort of transfer.  This 
boarding rate is expected to increase to 1.6 for the MTP/SCS – reflecting a future increase in the 
number of trips that include transfers – because as transit service becomes more frequent, and land 
uses more supportive of transit as an option for getting around, making transfers becomes more 
convenient and more prevalent.   The increase in transit trips also raises the amount of farebox 
revenues available to fund transit operations, from about 24 percent of operating costs in 2009 to 38 
percent of operating costs ($2.3 billion) by 2035.  
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Chapter 6 
Policies and Supportive Strategies 

 

Introduction/Background 

In 2005, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted six guiding principles for use with the 2008 
MTP. The MTP/SCS serves as a revision to the 2008 MTP and retains those principles. 

M T P / S C S  G U I D I N G  P R I N C I P L E S  

Smart Land Use: Design a transportation system to support good growth patterns, including 
increased housing and transportation options, focusing more growth inward and improving the 
economic viability of rural areas.  

 
Environmental Quality and Sustainability: Minimize direct and indirect transportation impacts on the 

environment for cleaner air and natural resource protection. 
 
Financial Stewardship: Manage resources for a transportation system that delivers cost-effective 

results and is feasible to construct and maintain. 
 
Economic Vitality: Efficiently connect people to jobs and get goods to market. 
 
Access and Mobility: Improve opportunities for businesses and citizens to easily access goods, jobs, 

services and housing. 
 
Equity and Choice: Provide real, viable travel choices for all people throughout our diverse region. 
 
This chapter supports these principles through specific policies and strategies. The policies are 

higher-level actions and the strategies are more specific actions that implement the policies. The 
policies and strategies are separated into four interrelated categories: Land Use and Environmental 
Sustainability; Finance; System Maintenance and Operations; and System Expansion. The policies 
and strategies are numbered for reference purposes only and do not reflect priority. 

 
The policy element of the MTP/SCS is required to address the transportation issues of the 

region, identify and quantify regional needs expressed within both short- and long-range planning 
horizons, and maintain internal consistency with other MTP/SCS elements (Government Code 
Section 65080(b)).  For the 2008 MTP, the SACOG board adopted 31 policies and many supportive 
strategies to implement the plan.  

 
Since this MTP/SCS is a revision to the 2008 MTP, the policies and strategies of the prior plan 

are largely transferable to this MTP/SCS.  For this plan, targeted modifications were made to update 
the policies and strategies, including the addition of policies and/or strategies to reflect new projects, 
research, and conditions since the last MTP, such as the national recession, Rural-Urban 
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Connections Strategy (RUCS), and Lifeline Transit Study. Additionally, modified policies and 
strategies are included to ensure consistency of the MTP/SCS with SB 375 and to open a path for 
qualifying residential/mixed-use projects to use the CEQA streamlining benefits provided under SB 
375. 

 
The following sections show the policies and strategies related to each of the four policy 

categories. 

Land Use and Environmental Sustainability Policies and Strategies 

The MTP/SCS has been developed to follow SACOG board direction, state and federal 
requirements, and regional stakeholder input. The MTP/SCS policies and strategies continue to 
build on the Blueprint principles. In order to plan an efficient transportation system, the plan must 
include a transportation system that supports the land use patterns forecasted in the MTP/SCS. The 
Blueprint envisions compact development and mixed-use communities, a better balance of jobs and 
housing in communities, and a variety of housing types and prices in all communities to match an 
evolving market and provide a range of housing and transportation choices.  This development 
future yields shorter commutes overall; more local trips within communities for which walking, 
bicycling, and transit become attractive options to driving; lower VMT; lower congestion; and more 
transit service and use.    

The Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) works synergistically with the Blueprint, 
providing economic development opportunities and preserving natural resource values in the more 
rural portions of the region. The Blueprint, RUCS and MTP/SCS together move this region 
significantly toward economic and environmental sustainability by reducing air pollution and 
greenhouse gas emissions; conserving energy, water, and open space; and enhancing both urban and 
rural economic vitality.  The following policies and strategies guide SACOG in implementing the 
MTP/SCS. 

 
1. Policy:  Provide information, tools, incentives and encouragement to local governments 
that have chosen to grow consistent with Blueprint principles. 
 

1.1. Strategy:  Invest in the Community Design Funding program, an incentive program for 
local governments that provides transportation funding for smart growth developments that 
promote walking, bicycling and transit use. 
 
1.2. Strategy:  Pursue regulatory reform at the national, state and local levels to encourage 
Blueprint-style growth. 
 
1.3. Strategy:  Support incentive programs that make infill development more attractive or 
lucrative. 
 
1.4. Strategy:  Create and invest in a rural strategy and program to improve transportation 
systems that affect the economic viability of rural areas located in jurisdictions that implement 
good growth patterns, consistent with the Blueprint Principles, the Rural-Urban Connections 
Strategy, or other rural initiatives. 
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1.5 Strategy: Work with local jurisdiction staff to develop and maintain a development activity 
tracking tool, for use in local and regional planning, and to assess growth patterns both at the 
local and regional level. 

 
2. Policy:  SACOG intends to educate and provide information to policymakers, local staff, 
and the public about the mutually supportive relationship between smart growth 
development, transportation, and resource conservation. 
 

2.1. Strategy:  Provide computer software, training and technical assistance to local 
governments. 
 

2.2. Strategy:  Monitor and report on the transportation and air quality impacts of development 
patterns and their relationship to Blueprint growth principles. 
 
2.3. Strategy:  Monitor and report on commute patterns for all modes, traffic levels, and transit 
use and bicycle and pedestrian mode share compared with the projections in this MTP/SCS. 
 

2.4. Strategy:  Develop educational materials to inform local discussions, particularly in infill 
areas, about neighborhood travel behavior, health and the effects of higher density on traffic, 
transit, walking and bicycling. 
 
2.5. Strategy:  Continue to develop and apply health and social equity analysis methods and 
performance measures to help inform MTP/SCS updates and local discussions on development 
patterns, including transportation performance measures and opportunities related to 
accessibility, equity, public health and youth.  
 
2.6. Strategy:  Assist with mapping and coordination between SACOG, transit, and health and 
human service providers on transit planning and siting of lifeline services needing transit access. 
Develop educational materials and life-cycle methodology on public facility planning that 
incorporates the costs of extending transit service to locations outside existing transit corridors.  
 
2.7 Strategy:  During the design phase, review transportation projects to assess whether they 
foster transportation choices, improve local community circulation and provide access to 
opportunities or divide communities, and either avoid or mitigate negative impacts (including 
those to public health, safety, air quality, housing and the environment). 
 
2.8. Strategy: Continue Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) efforts that promote good land 
use planning around airports, minimize public safety hazards, and support the utility of each 
airport. 
 
2.9 Strategy: Strengthen SACOG’s modeling tools with the development of an economic land 
use model based on the PECAS framework.  This model may support regional economic 
development efforts and inform a wide range of MTP/SCS efforts, including jobs-housing fit 
(i.e., the relationship between housing costs and wages around an employment center), infill 
incentives, congestion and parking pricing, and transportation project phasing.  
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2.10 Strategy: Provide technical analysis and education to inform policy and decision makers, 
local staff, and regional stakeholders about the benefits of strategic growth management on the 
region’s open space resources and the economic and environmental benefits they provide. 

 
3. Policy:  SACOG will encourage local jurisdictions in developing community activity 
centers well-suited for high quality transit service and complete streets. 
 

3.1. Strategy:  Support development proposals that are well-suited and located to support high-
quality transit use in Transit Priority Areas, through Blueprint analysis. 
 
3.2. Strategy:  Continue to identify best practices for complete streets, continue to add to the 
Complete Streets Toolkit, and initiate a technical assistance program to help local agencies 
develop street designs that are sensitive to their surroundings and context. 
 
3.3. Strategy:  Establish regional guidance for high-capacity transit station area planning. 
 
3.4. Strategy:  Support efforts by transit agencies and local governments to site and design 
transit centers and stations close to economic centers and neighborhoods and to expand park-
and-ride facilities at a few key stations. 
 
3.5. Strategy:  Encourage local agencies to develop an interconnected system of streets, 
bikeways, and walkways that support a more compact development form; avoid building new 
circulation barriers; accommodate safe travel for all users; and provide connections across 
creeks, freeways and high-speed/high volume arterials and through existing gated communities, 
walls and cul-de-sacs to access schools, activity centers and transit stops. 
 
3.6. Strategy:  Encourage development patterns that provide safe and efficient pedestrian and 
bicycle access to transit stops and trunk commuter transit lines. 
 
3.7. Strategy:  Conduct a research study and perform travel modeling and air emissions analysis 
to identify alternatives for local governments to use to modify current parking regulations to 
create incentives for people to use alternative modes. Study will be conducted with local 
governments and air districts; findings will be presented to all related and essential parties. 

 
4. Policy:  SACOG encourages every local jurisdiction’s efforts to pursue facilitate 
development of housing in all price ranges, to meet the housing needs of the local workforce 
and population, including low-income residents, and forestall pressure for long external 
commutingtrips to work and essential services. 
 

4.1. Strategy:  Develop the required Regional Housing Needs Plan to guide local agencies’ 
assessments of housing supply and price ranges. 
 
4.2. Strategy:  Encourage adequate supply of housing at a variety of price ranges in the region, 
which will help to meet local demand and, prevent the export of housing to adjacent regions, 
and, consistent with federal and state statutory goals, promote integrated and balanced living 
patterns that help provide access and opportunity for all residents and reduce the concentration 
of poverty. 
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4.3. Strategy:  Continue to develop tools to assist local jurisdictions in assessing housing needs 
in a variety of price ranges, including jobs-housing fit tool and housing plus transportation cost 
analysis.  
 
4.4. Strategy:  Identify appropriate best practices for successful transit-oriented development in 
different settings through case studies from this MTP/SCS, and continue to assist local 
governments with environmental review to capitalize on SB 375 CEQA benefits for residential 
and residential mixed-use Transit Priority Projects.  
 
4.5. Strategy: Provide support for jurisdictions to overcome common issues identified in local 
analyses of impediments to fair housing and a regional analysis funded by federal grant funding 
from HUD.  

 
5. Policy:  SACOG should continue to inform local governments and businesses about a 
regional strategy for siting industry and warehousing with good freight access. 
 

5.1. Strategy:  Work to identify and preserve land uses to meet goods movement needs of local, 
nearby customers. 
 
5.2. Strategy:  Study and consider the need for land for suppliers, distributors, and other 
businesses with a regional clientele that may prefer to be near the center of the region with good 
freeway access, but do not need high-cost center-city sites. 
 
5.3. Strategy:  Further study and consider the needs of the agricultural industry for aggregation 
and distribution, cold storage, warehousing, processing plants, and other facilities near 
transportation access. 
 
5.4. Strategy: Share goods movement research and information completed through the RUCS 
to inform the work of the Next Economy - Capital Region Prosperity Plan, the region’s current 
recession recovery plan under development. 

 
6. Policy:  SACOG encourages local governments to direct greenfield developments to areas 
immediately adjacent to the existing urban edge through data-supported information, 
incentives and pursuit of regulatory reform for cities and counties. 
 

6.1. Strategy:  Minimize the urban growth footprint of the region by improving interior 
circulation and access instead of access to and beyond the urban edge. 
 
6.2. Strategy:  Provide incentives and invest in alternative modes to serve infill and more 
compact development.  
 
6.3. Strategy:  Seek out funding to acquire conservation easements accompanying specific 
regional connector road projects, to protect land from development in areas that are not 
intended or zoned for development. 
 
6.4. Strategy:  Continue to pursue regulatory reform at the state and national levels to remove 
barriers to environmentally sensitivegreenfield developments when appropriate at the edges of 
existing urbanization. 
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6.5. Strategy:  Encourage local jurisdictions to use RUCS data and tools to analyze possible 
impacts to agriculture and natural resources from the urban growth footprint. 
 

 
7. Policy:  Implement the Rural-Urban Connection Strategy (RUCS) which ensures good 
rural-urban connections and promotes the economic viability of rural lands while also 
protecting open space resources to expand and support the implementation of the Blueprint 
growth strategy and the MTP/SCS. 
 

7.1. Strategy:  Use research, data and modeling to inform a stakeholder-driven process to 
conceptualize approaches to sustainable rural land use policies encompassing, at a minimum, 
issues such as agricultural practices, natural resource and agricultural land conservation, 
economic development and market influences (including markets for energy, carbon 
sequestration and other environmental services), rural development practices (including methods 
to encourage jobs-housing fit and minimize the impact of rural development on agriculture), and 
infrastructure needs. 
 
7.2. Strategy:  Ensure consistency between the RUCS and local Habitat Conservation Plans and 
Natural Communities Conservation Plans. 
 
7.3. Strategy:  Ensure that the RUCS is coordinated with the Blueprint and MTP/SCS to 
support each of these planning efforts individually, as well as collectively. 
 
7.4. Strategy:  Conduct analysis on how various rural land use strategies affect vehicle miles of 
travel, mode share and air emissions, as well as rural economic viability and environmental 
sustainability. 
 
7.5. Strategy:  Invest in transportation projects that help implement the RUCS 
recommendations. Investment recommendations may include agritourism-related and goods 
movement projects and funding rural road improvements between cities when the county 
implements growth patterns consistent with the Blueprint. 
 
7.6. Strategy:  Support improved farm-to-market access, including investments along key rural 
truck corridors and cost-effective short-line railways and connectivity improvements to the Port 
of West Sacramento.  

 
7.7. Strategy:  Continue to refine SACOG funding criteria to ensure that they adequately 
recognize the unique needs of rural areas and provide proper incentives to reward rural land use 
and transportation practices that benefit the region and local areas. 

 
8. Policy:  Support and invest in strategies to reduce vehicle emissions that can be shown as 
cost effective to help achieve and maintain clean air and better public health. 
 

8.1. Strategy:  Continue the region’s previous commitment to Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) programs as a strategy for education and promotion of alternative travel 
modes for all types of trips toward reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by 10 percent. 
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8.2. Strategy:  Continue the region’s previous commitment to funding the Sacramento 
Emergency Clean Air and Transportation (SECAT) program. 
 
8.3. Strategy:  Set aside funding for the annual Spare the Air campaign, a summer program 
operated by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) that 
informs the public about days when the ozone danger is high and encourages the public to use 
non-polluting options to driving. 
 
8.4. Strategy:  Help air districts and local agencies study localized air pollution impacts on health 
and the environment, including air toxins, by providing analysis and information from SACOG’s 
planning work. Support public information efforts to raise awareness of these connections. 

 
9. Policy:  Use the best information available to implement strategies and projects that lead 
to reduced Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. 
 

9.1. Strategy:  Adopt a transportation pricing policy, adopt a Safe Routes to School policy and 
implement a pilot program, expand public access to travel information through 511 program, 
and adopt a Complete Streets policy. 
 
9.2. Strategy:  Continue to implement MTP/SCS projects that are adopted as draft 
transportation control measures and identify strategies, as needed, to help reduce transportation-
related emissions. 

9.3. Strategy: Support the SMAQMD’s Air Quality and Infill Streamlining (ISP) program. 
 
9.4 Strategy:  Create an alternative fuel vehicle and infrastructure toolkit for local governments, 
create a public education program on individual transportation behavior and climate change, and 
create a regional open space strategy that is informed by RUCS. 
 
9.5. Strategy:  Develop a regional climate change action plan, and develop and implement a 
construction energy conservation plan. 
 
9.6. Strategy:  Enhance I-PLACE³S Model to assess GHG impacts. 

 
10. Policy:  Consider strategies to green the system, such as quieter pavements, cleaner 
vehicles, and lower energy equipment where cost effective, and consider regional funding 
contributions to help cover the incremental cost. 
 

10.1. Strategy:  Examine public policy seeking to reduce the cost of, or influence the tradeoffs,  
between operating efficiency and environmental impact. 
 
10.2. Strategy:  Encourage and make available a choice of efficient modes to move freight. 
 
10.3. Strategy:  Promote early investment in compliant diesel engines. 
 
10.4. Strategy:  Support equipment retrofits under the Carl Moyer program. 
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10.5. Strategy:  Expand use of natural gas or hybrid delivery vehicles and handling equipment. 
 
10.6. Strategy:  Increase recycling of materials, such as tires and lubricants, and improve 
handling of waste water and chemical residues. 
 
10.7. Strategy:  Explore and publicize energy conservation at freight terminals. 
 
10.8. Strategy:  Encourage goods movement driver training programs that encourage fuel 
conservation, trip reductions and safety. 

Finance Policies and Strategies 

Prior to the national recession, transportation programs, like many other areas of public policy, 
faced shortfalls of funding compared to needs and growth. In this MTP/SCS, the plan not only sees 
slower rates of population, jobs and housing growth, there is also less money forecasted for 
investment.  Transportation agencies must find ways to keep existing facilities in a state of good 
repair, continue operation of current services, and restore services from the recent vast cuts across 
the region.  However, with funding for road maintenance and rehabilitation falling short of present 
need, and transit service capped by available operating funds in a region where fares  averaged 24 
percent of operating costs in 2009, new funding sources must be found to meet basic responsibilities 
to keep the system functioning.  The region continually seeks funding sources that are stable, flexible 
and adjustable, and local option funding powers are preferable to new revenues under state or 
federal program control.  

  
Federal and state funds that SACOG controls are mainly intended for capital expansion.  

SACOG typically uses its funds for regional-scale projects and related regional priorities; these 
projects have proven hard to fund locally, even under the present program structure whereby a 
significant share of funding comes from local development-based sources. With the continued 
shortfalls in county and city budgets, it is important for SACOG to support the local jurisdictions 
that are served by regional project investments. SACOG also intends to seek federal and state 
discretionary funding, targeted to projects well-tailored for the particular program, since any extra 
funds that can be obtained reduce overall program need and allow redeployment of local and 
regional funds. The following policies and strategies guide financial management and priorities for 
SACOG and local agencies. 
 
11. Policy:  Pursue and support enactment of sustainable funding sources adequate for 
maintenance and rehabilitation of highways, streets and roads and operations and 
maintenance of transit services for the region. 
 

11.1. Strategy:  Continue to pursue new and reformed transportation funding methods and 
sources to implement the MTP/SCS that are stable, predictable, flexible, adjustable and adequate 
in the whole to operate and expand the system. 
 
11.2. Strategy:  Strive to simplify and add flexibility to the overall funding structure when 
putting new financing tools or changes to the financing structure into place. 
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11.3. Strategy:  Promote competition in the delivery of services, to foster greater efficiency, 
innovation, and diversity of options, including consideration of revised public agency 
arrangements, public-private partnerships or contracting out. 
 
11.4 Strategy: Advocate for greater flexibility in the use of federal and state formula funds 
towards system maintenance purposes, especially in rural areas that are particularly limited in the 
available funding for these purposes.  

 
12. Policy:  SACOG should support authority for local option funding sources to allow local 
areas to customize transportation funding and investment for maintenance and operation of 
the existing system and expansion to meet future needs. 
 

12.1. Strategy:  Seek authority to set up funding sources for transit operations and road 
maintenance that can be controlled and adjusted at the local level, so that local agencies can 
consider using them when needed to support existing and expanded transit services and keep the 
existing road system in a state of good repair. 
 
12.2. Strategy:  Seek funding sources that are indexed to growth and inflation to pay for basic 
maintenance and operations. 
 

13. Policy:  SACOG invests federal and state funds that come to SACOG to achieve regional 
policies and priorities, as described in more detail in the sections that follow. 
 

13.1. Strategy:  Seek adequate funding so local agencies can maintain and rehabilitate streets and 
roads to a good state of repair into the future, encompassing more adequate state funding and 
local option funding authority to preserve regional funding for improvement and expansion of 
the urban and rural trunk highway and road system. 
 
13.2. Strategy:  Support new or increased funding resources for local agencies to enable 
operation of existing and expanded transit services, and maintenance and replacement of 
equipment and facilities, including local-option funding sources adequate to preserve regional 
funding for service expansion. Assist agencies with increasing trip reporting to the FTA’s 
National Transit Database (NTD) to help increase federal transit funding for the region. 
 
13.3. Strategy:  Encourage cities and counties to collect development-based fees or funding 
sufficient for both local road improvements and regional-scale road, transit and/or bicycle 
pedestrian improvements so that regional-scale improvements can be built in a timely way, since 
SACOG’s regional funding can meet only 25-30 percent of regional project costs in this MTP.  
 
13.4. Strategy:  Encourage local agencies to fund local arterial access and traffic capacity 
projects with local development-based fees supplemented with other local funds as appropriate. 
 
13.5. Strategy:  Study, coordinate discussions, and explore options for establishing a region-wide 
program dedicated to funding the growing need for roadway improvements and reconstruction 
and mitigation of community impacts on designated arterial truck routes and arterial roads that 
large trucks commonly use. 
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13.6. Strategy: Support the implementation of mitigation measures for environmental impacts 
identified at the project-level of analysis through conditioning regional transportation funds.  For 
a project to receive funds managed through SACOG, the sponsoring agency must provide the 
mitigation monitoring plan and demonstrate adherence to mitigation measures in the certified 
project-level environmental document. 

 
14. Policy:  SACOG should look for specialized funding programs, and/or one-time funds at 
the state or federal level, and work with local agencies to bring in such funds to start 
innovative projects or advance specific projects that are well-matched to program goals. 
 

14.1. Strategy:  Keep apprised of federal and state program funding cycles and specific funding 
opportunities, advise local agencies about them in a timely way, and help to zero in on projects 
that fit program requirements and are far enough along in delivery to maximize chances for 
success at bringing federal or state discretionary funds into the region. 
 
14.2. Strategy:  Help coordinate multi-agency packages of projects for federal and state 
discretionary programs and grants, where a regional strategy seems likely to improve the chances 
of success. 
 
14.3. Strategy:  Fund some project development specifically to create a stock of key hard-to 
implement projects ready for ad hoc funding opportunities. 
 
14.4. Strategy:  Help local agencies get funding from specific safety programs for safety and 
security improvements. 
 
14.5 Strategy: Increase rural transportation mobility by supporting greater coordination of rural 
transportation services and develop implementation strategies for successful and cost-effective 
programs, including volunteer driving programs and expanded rural vanpools. 
 
14.6 Strategy: Cooperate with federal and state initiatives designed to better integrate planning 
and actions across multiple disciplines. 
 
14.7 Strategy: Cooperate on new initiatives that more fully integrate transportation planning 
efforts with economic development issues and opportunities. 
 

 
15. Policy:  Manage state and federal funding that comes into the region so as to simplify 
and expedite project delivery, including working out ways to exchange various types of 
funds among local agencies and projects. 
 

15.1. Strategy:  Seek to pool funds and programs wherever reasonable and feasible, to increase 
flexibility in the use of funds and delivery of projects. 
 
15.2. Strategy:  Use available funding to the greatest reasonable extent to ensure timely 
construction of currently deliverable projects, and shift future funding commitments to projects 
that will be delivered in the future. Take into consideration availability of future operating funds 
when programming construction funds. 
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15.3. Strategy:  Seek to focus federal funds on a limited number of projects that must by law be 
subject to federal requirements, so that many other projects can be funded through sources that 
allow them to avoid lengthy and/or costly federal requirements and processes. 
 
15.4. Strategy:  Support judicious use of bonding and other financial tools to enable earlier 
construction of projects, and consider use of regional funds to supplement or enhance revenue 
bonding tools when appropriate. 

 
16. Policy:  Study ways to use pricing more effectively in funding of transportation. 
 

16.1. Strategy:  Study ways that parking pricing can help achieve objectives of the MTP/SCS, 
including encouragement of walking, bicycling, transit use, vanpooling, carpooling, support for 
more intensive land uses, revenue for alternative modes, and surcharges for policy purposes. 
 
16.2. Strategy:  Seek at an appropriate opportunity a federal Value Pricing Pilot Program grant 
from the Federal Highway Administration to examine road and auto pricing options, such as 
high occupancy toll lanes or bridges, pay-at-the-pump auto insurance, or auto loans. 

System Maintenance & Operations Policies and Strategies 

Transportation agencies should keep existing facilities in a state of good repair and continue 
operation of current services, as a higher priority than system expansion.  This responsibility falls 
primarily to local agencies, since federal and state funds that come to SACOG are mostly limited to 
capital purposes.  Traffic operations improvements can produce more efficiency out of the existing 
road system.  Planning for greater multimodal use as part of roadway maintenance and rehabilitation 
projects can be an economical way to provide more complete streets.  The region could benefit from 
attention to more efficient truck movement and delivery, which has been growing faster than other 
traffic and spreading into suburban areas. Through the RUCS work, SACOG is looking at ways to 
support and plan for smoother truck traffic flow.  

 
The transit system, comprised of a complex mix of services and agencies, can gain efficiency 

from better coordination of diverse services, better service features, and greater ridership.  The 
current system focuses on lifeline service to those who are transit dependent and low-income and 
minority areas.  Much of the potential for more effective transit service must come from services 
tailored to attracting riders who otherwise could drive in addition to preserving services for the 
transit-dependent.  Transportation demand management ties this all together, by helping people find 
ways to travel besides by driving alone.  The following policies and strategies express regional 
expectations about maintenance and operation of the existing transportation system. 

 
17. Policy:  Acknowledge and support preservation of the existing road and highway system 
as the top priority for local public works agencies and Caltrans, and expect to help them 
secure adequate funding sources for necessary work. 
 

17.1. Strategy:  Encourage and support Caltrans in seeking traffic management and safety 
improvements along with highway rehabilitation projects from the State Highway Operations 
and Protection Program. Ensure that both urban and rural needs are targeted. 
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17.2. Strategy:  Consider public-private partnerships and competitive service contracts for 
maintenance and operations, for a more efficient system. 
 
17.3. Strategy:  Expect local agencies to examine and consider traffic operational strategies and 
investments as temporary improvements to buy time or develop lower-cost ultimate alternatives 
for capital projects for road expansion, with SACOG to consider such projects as a high priority 
for regional funding. 
 
17.4 Strategy:  Assist local agencies in seeking funding to develop effective pavement 
management systems that can assist in the evaluation, analysis, and prioritization of maintenance 
and rehabilitation needs on urban and rural local streets and roads. 
 
17.5 Strategy: Support local agencies in developing multi-year maintenance and rehabilitation 
programs that enable early identification of cost-effective enhancements to improve pedestrian 
and bicycle access and safety. 
 

18. Policy:  Support the development and implementation of Corridor System Management 
Plans as a method of integrating transportation system operational management and 
regional planning so as to maximize system efficiency and effectiveness. 
 

18.1. Strategy:  Participate in the ongoing development and implementation of Corridor System 
Management Plans (CSMP) for the following corridors:   
 

 Interstate 80:  State Route 113 to Sierra College Boulevard 
 Highway 50:  Interstate 80 to Camino  
 State Route 99:  San Joaquin County Line to Highway 50, Interstate 5 to State Route 
 20  
 Interstate 5:  Hood-Franklin to Sacramento International Airport  
 State Route 65:  Interstate 80 to State Route 70 

 
18.2. Strategy:  Encourage all stakeholders to actively participate in the development and 
implementation of each CSMP. 
 
18.3. Strategy:  Coordinate SACOG transportation modeling and data collection activities with 
the travel forecasting and analysis activities associated with each CSMP. 
 
18.4 Strategy: Continue to work with and seek grant funding from state and federal agencies 
working to align resources for long-range transportation and land use planning, such as the 
Federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities and the California Strategic Growth Council 

 
19. Policy:   Ensure coordination among all forms of existing and expanded transit services, 
including those provided by social services agencies, for a more effective system. 
  

19.1. Strategy:  Use timely updates of short range transit plans, the coordinated human services 
transportation plan, and periodic performance audits to provide guidance on priorities and 
estimates of funding needs and shortfalls. 
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19.2. Strategy:  Support more seamless trips through better traveler information for trip 
planning (Intelligent Transportation Systems), reliable schedules, coordination between 
operators for transfers, service changes, complementary services, information available at transit 
stops, and implementation of the Connect Card, a universal fare card. 

 
20. Policy:  SACOG should work with transit operators to pursue improvements to transit 
access, security, comfort, schedules and information whenever opportunities arise. 
 

20.1. Strategy:  Seek to improve transit access, via safe and pleasant sidewalks and walkways 
around transit stops, designated bike routes and directional signage, accessibility for the disabled, 
on-board bike racks, better signs for transit access, shelters and improved transfer points, and 
secure bike storage facilities and park-and-ride locations. 
 
20.2. Strategy:  Build on Lifeline Transit Study findings to improve transit and supplemental 
transportation services for medical appointments by studying effective alternatives and increased 
connectivity to help meet cross-county health care transportation needs. 
 
20.3. Strategy:  Take steps to improve safety and security at crosswalks, transit stops, and along 
main access routes to transit, including rural areas, with higher priority for low income, minority, 
and high crime areas. 
 
20.4. Strategy:  Improve connections among all forms of transit service, by seeking better 
coordinated schedules among operators, more convenient and comfortable transfer locations, 
notice and coordination of schedule changes, next-bus signs at high use stops, and better trip 
planning tools and public communication. 
 
20.5 Strategy: Implement Connect Card universal fare card and support outreach and marketing 
in jurisdictions implementing the Connect Card system. 
 
20.6 Strategy: Support local jurisdictions and transit operators in implementing the findings of 
the Downtown Sacramento Transit Circulation Study. 

 
21. Policy:  SACOG should develop guidelines for rural transit services, as a lifeline for non-
drivers and park-and-ride service for commuters. 
 

21.1. Strategy:  Preserve existing rural transit and paratransit service levels, but examine them 
periodically to ensure effectiveness for transit-dependent residents. 
 
21.2. Strategy:  Consider specialty transit services for agricultural areas seasonally and for tourist 
attractions and events. 

 
22. Policy:  SACOG in partnership with community and employer organizations intends to 
support proactive and innovative education and transportation demand management 
programs covering all parts of the urbanized area, to offer a variety of choices to driving 
alone. 
 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012 6-14 

22.1. Strategy:  Increase public perception of the value, benefits, and use of transit, vanpool and 
rideshare services, via activities such as an enhanced 511 website, image and product-specific 
advertising, promotion of new and restructured services, the regional guaranteed ride home 
program, outreach for special events, and education for those unfamiliar with alternative modes, 
including transit services and bicycle facilities, with both access and safety education.   
 
22.2. Strategy:  Expand Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) and outreach 
partners to provide education and advocacy programs across the region’s six county area, with 
broader focus on alternative travel choices for all trip types. 
 
22.3. Strategy:  Assist TMAs to broaden and update rideshare databases, offer incentives for 
taking alternative modes or teleworking, offer specialty services such as vanpooling, carsharing, 
or subscription bus service where feasible, expand promotional campaigns, and reach out to the 
public with personalized alternative trip planning and instant ridematching. 

 
23. Policy:  SACOG expects operators to plan for service to transit-dependent populations – 
disabled, low-income, senior, youth – within a context of service to attract riders who now 
drive. 
 

23.1. Strategy:  Improve transit services and options for people with disabilities,disabled, low-
income, and youth passengers by ensuring all vehicles and facilities are safe and accessible, access 
routes to transit stops are safe and accessible where feasible, drivers are trained about regulations 
and good practices, and transfers are convenient and usable. 
 
23.2. Strategy:  Prepare for a large increase in the senior population by using Universal Design 
features, such as low-floor vehicles, automatic doorways, flatter walkways and curb ramps, and 
handrails, to enable seniors to safely use regular transit services wherever possible and preserve 
limited paratransit resources for those who cannot travel without direct assistance. 
 
23.3. Strategy:  Continue to follow up on findings and outcomes from the 2011 Lifeline Transit 
Study with the Transit Coordinating Committee in order to inform transit agency decisions on 
critical service restoration priorities. 
 
 

24. Policy:  SACOG intends to strive to ensureEnsure community outreach to low income 
and minority communities whose needs and concerns otherwise might be overlooked. 
 

24.1. Strategy:  Ensure transportation system improvements provide equitable and adequate 
access by road and transit to low-income and minority communities. 
 
24.2. Strategy:  Ensure that projects to serve those communities with greater transit needs are 
explicitly considered in the MTP/SCS and, when programming funds, pursue specific federal or 
state funding grants available for this purpose, and seek better coordination of all types of transit 
services and connections for these communities. 
 
24.3. Strategy:  Examine commute pattern travel needs of those in job placement programs 
such as Cal-Works, those working non-traditional employment shifts, and those with reverse 
commutes as a guide to transit and supplemental travel service improvements. 
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24.4. Strategy:  Seek to facilitate and deploy cost-effective supplemental transportation options, 
including shared ride arrangements, volunteer drivers, taxi vouchers, community travel 
companions, cost and fare-sharing, and mobility training on transit and bicycle/pedestrian 
options, to complement existing public transit and social service transportation. 
 
24.5. Strategy:  Ensure thorough examination, context sensitive design, and mitigation of 
transportation system impacts wherever feasible, particularly localized air quality and noise 
impacts, when building improvements in low-income and minority communities adjacent to 
freeways, major roadways, and railroad corridors. 
 
24.6. Strategy: Continue to make available free-of-charge multilingual video and guidebook on 
transit, bicycling, walking, and carpooling in the region to individuals, community- and faith-
based organizations, as well as on the SacRegion 511 website. 

 
25. Policy:  SACOG should study, consult with, and help coordinate local agency activities 
to provide for smoother movement of trucks freight through and throughout the region. 
 

25.1. Strategy:  Improve SACOG’s regional freight forecasting tools, including a periodically 
updated commodity flow survey that includes both consumer goods and agricultural products, 
upgraded economic model, shipping and trucking industry contacts to spot and verify trends, 
ability to estimate up or down from limited data points, and annual truck counts at key locations. 
 
25.2. Strategy:  Maintain a goods movement advisory group to share information about 
evolving freight patterns, technologies, and shipping needs, and identify, examine, and 
coordinate government policies, activities, and improvement projects that can make goods 
movement more efficient and reduce impacts in both urban and rural areas. 
 
25.3. Strategy:  Collect reliable information about urban and rural impacts of the logistics 
industry and the customers it serves, pertaining to infrastructure demands and safety, emissions, 
noise, and traffic impacts from trucks, and review the implications for nearby and downstream 
communities when local agencies consider permits for commercial and industrial businesses that 
involve significant amounts of truck traffic. 
 
25.4. Strategy:  Identify and reconsider regulatory and institutional barriers that hamper efficient 
truck travel patterns, identify an adequate number of preferred truck routes for efficient truck 
access into and across jurisdictions within the region, and actively seek solutions to 
accommodate truck access and traffic along corridors that do not create significant conflicts with 
adjacent land uses and minimize community concerns. 
 
25.5. Strategy:  Consider adding or changing features of projects to facilitate truck travel. 
 
25.6. Strategy:  Identify and consider projects that could expand the market for shipping freight 
by rail, merchant ship, or short line railways and that offer an alternative to trucking for more 
kinds of freight shipments, such as a deeper port channel, rail intermodal transfer points, and 
better intermodal connections for trucks to carry goods the “last mile” for delivery. 
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2.5.7. Strategy: Support local jurisdictions and transit operators in implementing the findings of 
the Downtown Sacramento Transit Circulation Study. 

 
26. Policy:  SACOG intends to preserve some capacity on major freeways within the region 
for freight and other interregional traffic by providing additional capacity for local and 
regional traffic on major arterials running parallel to the major freeways.  
 

26.1. Strategy:  Seek to coordinate regional truck routes for large trucks, and expect local 
agencies to include truck access policies and strategies in mixed-use and large 
commercial/industrial developments. 
 
26.2. Strategy:  Support rail and highway investments that route freight around, not through, 
the region. 
 
26.3. Strategy:  Open up interregional highway capacity only when goods movement and non-
commute traffic warrants it. Evidence of this need can also occur when local roadways bear the 
burden of goods movement activity diverted from congested highways. 

System Expansion Policies and Strategies 

Although the region projects slower growth through 2035, it must expand the system to meet 
the current and future needs of residents. A key part of the system expansion includes planning for 
the areas that are most likely to grow. With neither funding nor political will to expand the system at 
the same rate as the projected population growth, road and transit expansion must be carefully 
targeted to achieve the region’s growth and quality of life objectives.  The MTP/SCS will double 
transit service, tailored to Center and Corridor and Established Communities, to bring in riders who 
now drive and more fare revenues to support operation of the larger system needed to do that.   

 
Complete streets, designed for walking, bicycling and transit as well as autos, can offer good 

alternatives to driving locally, and reduce need for overall road expansion.  However, roads must 
also be expanded strategically, to provide good access for infill development, support bus transit, 
and confine congestion to peak commute hours (a standard condition for robust urban economies 
nationwide).  This region is unlikely to support significant freeway widening or new freeways, so it 
must conserve a portion of existing freeway capacity for trucking and interregional travel by 
providing alternatives for regional and local travel. Residents should have more access to high-
frequency transit, bicycle and walking options to goods, services and amenities. The following 
policies and strategies lay out SACOG’s investment priorities for regional funds - to support 
regional programs, regional-scale system expansion, compact urban land uses, and equitable 
expenditures over time – and guide decisions about system expansion. 
 
27. Policy:  Support road, transit, and bridge expansion investments that are supportive of 
MTP/SCS land use patterns. 
 

27.1. Strategy:  Focus on ensuring transit and the arterial system perform well for the increased 
number of local trips, to support infill and compact development from smarter land uses 
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without pushing growth outward because of overly congested conditions, and on providing a 
strong grid network (which offers alternative routes) wherever land uses allow. 
 
27.2. Strategy:  Support corridor mobility investments along major arterials that serve multiple 
modes of travel through combining road capacity improvements with operational improvements 
to support smart growth. Supportive investments include enhancements for high-quality transit, 
technology deployment, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and safer intersections. 
 
27.3. Strategy:  Support the development of new inter-city rail services, including increased 
Capitol Corridor services to Placer County and high speed rail along the Altamont corridor, all 
the while advocating for cost-effective implementation options and Blueprint-supportive 
compact and mixed-use developments adjacent to the rail stations. 
 
27.4. Strategy: Support improved connectivity and increased safety and security through better 
maintenance of existing river crossings, and strategic new or expanded all-modal river crossings 
in Centers and Corridors Community Types. 

 
28. Policy:  Prioritize transit investments that result in an effective transit system that serves 
both transit-dependent and choice riders. 
 

28.1. Strategy:  Transit expansion should be targeted at land use patterns that will generate 
transit ridership and improve the cost recovery rates for transit service. 
 
28.2. Strategy:  Pursue transit expansion using a wide spectrum of services, each best suited to 
particular travel markets, considering but not limited to light rail, streetcar, express bus, Bus 
Rapid Transit, local bus, neighborhood shuttle, demand-response service, subscription bus, and 
jitney. 
 
28.3. Strategy:  Consider the full life-cycle cost of transit options including both capital and 
operations, the relative value of broader area coverage versus high capacity for a limited corridor, 
and more routes versus higher frequency, for each situation. 
 
28.4. Strategy:  Develop trunk transit corridors between communities and local transit 
circulation within communities, to attract riders both for commuting and local activities. 
 
28.5. Strategy:  Develop local transit services that serve local travel patterns and meet high-
capacity trunk transit lines with timed transfers. 
 
28.6. Strategy:  Design commute transit as a door-to-door system, with full or limited-stop 
express routes, short waits at transfer points, and walk and bicycle access at each end. 
 
28.7. Strategy:  Develop a bus and carpool lane system for key commuter corridors and expand 
transit service to use it. 
 
28.8. Strategy:  Address commute congestion to switch drivers into empty seats in both transit 
and autos with transit-first/carpool-second strategies for downtown Sacramento, and carpool-
first/transit-second strategies for suburban job centers until employment density indicates a 
shift. 
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28.9. Strategy:  Seek to develop good bus transit service with heavy established ridership as a 
precursor to investment in rail transit, to ensure return on the high capital investment for rail. 
 
28.10. Strategy:  Factor in the benefit of rail transit as a permanent investment, with stronger 
ability to attract transit-oriented development patterns around it, where local smart growth 
planning and the real estate market already promise development dense enough to support rail 
investment. 
 
28.11. Strategy:  When a transit route or service fills to capacity, examine complementary 
service of another type as an alternative simply to adding capacity to the route that is full. 
 
28.12. Strategy:  When planning high-quality transit along light rail, regional rail and high speed 
rail corridors, also plan for supportive features that include sidewalks and walkways, passenger 
shelters, or transfer stations, next-bus notification signs, signal preemption and park-and-ride 
lots. 

 
29. Policy:  SACOG encourages locally determined developments consistent with Blueprint 
principles and local circulation plans to be designed with walking, bicycling and transit use 
as primary transportation considerations. 
 

29.1. Strategy:  Invest in safe bicycle and pedestrian routes that improve connectivity and access 
to common destinations, such as connections between residential areas and schools, work sites, 
neighborhood shopping, and transit stops and stations. Also invest in safe routes to and around 
schools so trips can be made by bicycling or walking. 
 
29.2. Strategy:  Invest toward the eventual creation of a regional bicycle and pedestrian network, 
connecting first those communities that already have good local circulation networks in place, 
but also supporting efforts throughout the region to improve connectivity and realize public 
health benefits from these investments. 
 
29.3. Strategy:  Utilize the Planners Committee, Regional Planning Partnership and Transit 
Coordinating Committee to better coordinate information-sharing between jurisdictions on 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements to ensure connected routes, sharing of effective 
ideas, and more complete public information. 
 
29.4. Strategy: Continue to support improved bicycle and pedestrian connectivity through 
SACOG’s Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian and Community Design Grant funding programs and 
maintaining program criteria that regional road rehabilitation projects include complete streets or 
complete corridor features. 
 
29.5 Strategy: Help facilitate improved coordination between transit agencies, public works 
departments and local land use authorities in planning new developments that are transit-, 
bicycle-, and pedestrian-supportive and timed so that new facilities and transit services are more 
likely  to be available at the time the new growth occurs. 

 
30. Policy:  SACOG also gives primary priority to selective road expansion, to support infill 
development and forestall midday congestion. 
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30.1. Strategy:  Pursue strategic road expansion that improves reduces congestion and supports 
effective transit services, walking and bicycling. 
 
30.2. Strategy:  Expect that feasibility and corridor studies, project study reports, and 
environmental studies will consider high-quality transit, bicycle and pedestrian investments when 
examining how to provide additional capacity on main highway or bridge corridors. 
 
30.3. Strategy:  Pursue strategic road expansion that reduces congestion on access routes to 
areas with significant infill development. 
 
30.4. Strategy:  Give priority for roadway and intersection expansion to routes where midday 
demand approaches existing capacity or excessive peak period demand threatens to spill over 
into midday, so no part of the system fails to function continuously for much of the day. 
 
30.5. Strategy:  Support expansion of trunk arterials that provide access to job centers and 
freeway interchanges to provide enough capacity to forestall traffic diversion through 
neighborhood streets. 
 
30.6. Strategy:  Provide technical guidance to local agencies and invest regional funds to build 
complete streets projects through designated and planned community activity centers, to ensure 
bicycles, pedestrians, and transit can share the road safely and compatibly with autos. 

 
31. Policy:  As long as the existing funding and program structure remains essentially as it is 
today, SACOG intends to invest funds that are at SACOG’s discretion, following these policy 
guidelines: 
 

31.1. Strategy:  Continue to use funds coming through SACOG to fund regional objectives for 
air quality, community design, transportation demand management, and bicycle and pedestrian 
programs. The funding level should be proportionally at least as great as programming levels 
since the regional programs began in 2003. 
 
31.2. Strategy:  Continue to help fund regional-scale and local investments across urban, 
suburban, small community and rural areas with the priorities and performance outcomes to be 
endorsed by the SACOG Board prior to the biennial funding cycle. 
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Chapter 7 
Environmental Sustainability 

 
Environmental Quality & Sustainability:  Minimize negative transportation impacts on the 

environment for cleaner air and natural resource protection 

Introduction to Environmental Sustainability 

 Environmental sustainability is one of six MTP principles addressed in this MTP/SCS.  The 
desire to minimize negative transportation impacts on the environment for cleaner air and natural 
resource protection has always been an important consideration in each MTP.  However, since the 
adoption of the 2008 MTP, two important changes have happened that affect the environmental 
sustainability analysis in this MTP/SCS.   
 
 First, California adopted SB 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008). The law focuses on aligning 
transportation, housing, and other land uses to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction 
targets established under the California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32).  SB 375 requires 
California MPOs to develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the MTP, with the 
purposes of identifying policies and strategies to reduce per capita passenger vehicle-generated 
GHG emissions.  The SCS must identify the general location of land uses, residential densities, and 
building intensities within the region; identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the 
population of the region; identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection 
of the regional housing need; identify a transportation network to serve the regional transportation 
needs; gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource 
areas and farmland in the region; consider the state housing goals; set forth a forecasted 
development pattern for the region; and allow the regional transportation plan to comply with the 
federal Clean Air Act. For further discussion of SB 375, see Chapter 1. 
 
 Second, SACOG launched the Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) at the conclusion of 
the 2008 MTP in an effort to provide policy and technical approaches to addressing or avoiding 
impacts to rural resources in the Sacramento region. The project was identified as a mitigation 
measure for impacts to agricultural lands from the 2008 MTP, as well as a Transportation Control 
Measure as part of the region’s plan to meet federal air quality requirements. RUCS is also part of 
SACOG’s effort to streamline the NEPA environmental review process for transportation projects. 
The region’s approach to urban growth, as laid out in the MTP/SCS, minimizes the amount of open 
land that will be needed to accommodate growth through the planning horizon. This result is 
important for balancing the needs for future growth while also conserving open space resources that 
provide economic and environmental benefit for rural areas and for the entire region. Through the 
RUCS project, SACOG has developed a more holistic approach to this balanced solution by looking 
in detail at the rural challenges and opportunities to protecting and promoting economic and 
environmental sustainability. In the same way that Blueprint is seen as an economic development 
and environmental sustainability strategy for urban areas, the RUCS project is an economic and 
environmental sustainability strategy for rural areas.  The RUCS project is an integral piece of the 
MTP/SCS and a strategy for the region’s success.   
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 This chapter is divided into three sections.  The first provides information and issues that relate 
to the RUCS project, including why and how agriculture and farmland, habitat and other natural 
resources, and water are integral to the plan. The second, air quality and health, looks at the different 
ways the impacts on the regional community are considered in the development of the MTP/SCS. 
The third and final section, climate change, addresses how the climate is affected by land use and 
transportation choices and what the MTP/SCS does to minimize these impacts.  Each of these 
sections will discuss the research and analysis that was carried out in order to inform the 
development of the MTP/SCS, as well as the effect of the plan on these issues. SACOG considered 
these issues as key factors in creating not only a successful MTP/SCS, but a vibrant region. 

Rural-Urban Connections Strategy, Natural Resources and Farmland 

 The MTP/SCS land use forecast and transportation system attempt to minimize negative 
impacts on various natural and manmade resources, building on local policies and strategies related 
to conservation and protection of these resources. There is acknowledgement around the region of 
the need to maintain a balance between the need to urbanize and the need to conserve rural lands 
and their uses. The two competing pressures exist in the interest of economic sustainability.  RUCS, 
an implementing activity of the MTP/SCS, provides additional information and a powerful set of 
analytical tools to the region’s local governments and stakeholders engaged in this important 
discussion. This section will reference much of the RUCS project work to discuss environmental 
sustainability relating to agriculture and farmland, infrastructure, recreation and open space, habitat 
and natural resources, water resources, and flood control.  For more information on the RUCS 
project, including work completed to date, see Appendix E-2 – Rural-Urban Connections Strategy. 

A N  O V E R V I E W  O F  T H E  R U R A L - U R B A N  C O N N E C T I O N  

 Although most of the Sacramento region’s 2.3 million residents live and work in urban areas, the 
region spans an extraordinary range of landscapes. From the Sierra forests to fields that feed the 
world, our region enjoys remarkably diverse lands and natural resources. Across the six counties of 
El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba, approximately 85 percent of the lands are 
agricultural, forest, or other open space. The contributions of farms and open spaces are vital to the 
success of the entire region. This section explores these various landscapes in terms of what they 
mean to the region, how they fit within the framework of the MTP/SCS, and what impact the plan 
has on these resources. 
 
 Although RUCS began at SACOG, farmers, ranchers, agricultural researchers, farm bureaus, 
local, state, and federal officials, distributors, chefs and many other stakeholders have made the 
project possible.  RUCS outreach and research is organized by five broad topic areas, including:  
land use and conservation, infrastructure, economic opportunities, forest management, and 
regulations. SACOG gathered data and conducted research for each topic area collaboratively and 
with input from local agriculture, planning, economic development, and environmental 
representatives to help the region better understand the unique issues in rural areas.  SACOG 
conducted stakeholder workshops to vet research and findings on each of the topics and to develop 
innovations that help address challenges and promote opportunities for rural economic viability and 
environmental sustainability.  At the same time, the SACOG board participated in a series of 
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agriculture field trips to learn about the opportunities and challenges facing the agricultural economy 
in different parts of the region.   
 

The RUCS effort has drawn from land use, agriculture and open space elements of county 
general plans, and from existing open space and habitat planning initiatives, to address land use 
issues that are critical to conserving and enhancing rural resource lands. SACOG reviewed these 
plans to understand the existing policies that conserve land and promote agricultural viability and 
habitat quality. This work helped SACOG forecast development in the MTP/SCS. Coupled with 
technical work, SACOG and its partners have a richer understanding of current challenges and 
opportunities for enhancing rural economic viability and environmental sustainability. 

 
Agriculture/Farmland 
 
 Agriculture has deep roots in our region’s history and future. The Sacramento region has some 
of the most productive farmland in the world. While agriculture is a $1.66 billion industry in the 
Sacramento region, there is more that we get from agriculture than revenue. These areas provide 
benefits such as habitat, flood control, groundwater recharge, carbon sequestration, and energy 
production. Loss of these lands for agricultural purposes not only has an economic impact, but also 
environmental and social impacts.  
 
 In developing the MTP/SCS land use forecast and transportation system, SACOG relied on its 
RUCS research and the policies of local governments to develop urbanization assumptions based on 
the most recent information available.  Local land use policies related to agricultural protection and 
preservation were of particular importance in this effort.   
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 The California Department of Conservation maps farmland throughout California under the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP).  Figure 7.1 shows a 2008 FMMP map of 
these farmlands in the MTP/SCS plan area.  An acreage summary of the FMMP mapping categories 
is presented in Table 7.1. Most of the land located west of the Sierra Nevada foothills and east of the 
Capay Hills is classified, under the FMMP, as Important Farmland (i.e., Prime Farmland, Farmland 
of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local Importance).   
 

Table 7.1 
Acreage Summary of FMMP Mapping Categories in the SACOG Region 

Farmland  County 

Category:  El Dorado  Placer  Sacramento Sutter  Yolo  Yuba  Region 

Prime Farmland  770  7,921 104,282 165,319 255,074  41,325  574,690

Farmland of 
Statewide 
Importance 

922  4,868 49,436 106,565 16,789  10,973  189,552

Unique Farmland  3,765  20,188 15,432 19,079 45,727  32,586  136,778

Farmland of Local 
Importance 

59,669  100,832 43,819 3 60,323  4  264,651

Grazing Land  194,324  24,398 156,559 52,532 157,880  141,597  727,290

All Farmland  259,450  158,207 369,529 343,498 535,793  226,485  1,892,961

Urban and Built‐
Up Land 

32,165  58,623 177,915 13,226 30,194  13,667  325,789

Other Land  237,414  188,997 70,763 30,608 79,127  164,821  771,730

Water  6,881  4,559 17,558 2,037 7,581  6,653  45,268

Non‐Farmland  276,460  252,178 266,236 45,870 116,902  185,141  1,142,788

Total Area 
Surveyed1 

535,910  410,386 635,765 389,368 652,695  411,626  3,035,749

Source: California Department of Conservation, 2011. California Farmland Conversion Report 2006‐2008. 
1 Approximately one million acres of land within the Proposed MTP/SCS plan area in eastern Placer and El Dorado 
counties were not surveyed. The survey area excludes most of the Sierra Nevada, as well as desert and forested 
parts of California that are less likely to have productive farmland. Some of these locations may be added in the 
future, while most areas identified as Local, State, and Federal Owned Land will not be added. Some small areas of 
public land are included in the survey area, generally as ‘Other Land’. See California Farmland Conversion Report 
2006‐2008, pg. 5 (California Department of Conservation, 2011). 

 
 As the table shows, Important Farmland is particularly prevalent in the counties of Sacramento, 
Sutter and Yolo, due to the fertile soils and flat topography of these valley counties.  Western Yolo 
County, the eastern third of Sacramento County, the Sutter Buttes region in Sutter County, and the 
foothill regions of El Dorado, Placer and Yuba counties are predominantly classified as grazing land.  
Although El Dorado, Placer and Yuba counties contain less Important Farmland, these counties 
contain significant Grazing Land and Other Land.  According to FMMP data, only ten percent of 
the region is currently urbanized. The abundance of agriculture and farmland in the plan area is 
important to the region for economic, social and environmental reasons, but also to the rest of 
world. These lands are some of the most productive farmlands in the nation and provide food for 
the world.  
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 From 1988 to 2005, a period of 17 years, the region grew by approximately 657,000 people. In 
that same time, approximately 200,000 acres of farmland were converted to urban and rural 
development (over 5 percent of the total farmland, much of which was higher-quality farmland). 
This is the impact the update of the MTP strives to minimize. For a longer planning period of 27 
years (2008-2035), and an additional 871,000 people, this MTP/SCS forecasts the conversion of 
36,396 acres of farmland by 2035.  And, as Table 7.2 shows, less than half of that impact comes 
from Protected Farmland.  This significantly lower rate of conversion is due largely to local and 
regional efforts to balance urban expansion with the protection of economically viable farmland. 
 

Table 7.2  
MTP/SCS Land Use and Transportation Impacts to with Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program (FMMP) Protected Farmland 

    Acres of Impact 

 
 
 

Prime 
Farmland 

Unique 
Farmland 

Farmland of 
Statewide 
Importance 

Total 
Protected 
Farmland 

Land Use Growth Footprint    3,315  903  3,940  8,158 

Transportation Projects 1    733  139  631  1,503 
Source: California Department of Conservation, 2011; SACOG, 2011.
1Transportation projects considered for this analysis include new roadways, new light rail routes and 
roadway widenings. Other transportation projects occur within existing rights‐of‐ways.  Acres of impact were 
calculated by measuring a 100‐foot buffer from road/rail centerline.  Impacts in this table are therefore, high 
estimates of impact.   

 
 This decrease in the impact to farmland from the MTP/SCS is important as the viability of the 
agriculture industry is correlated with the amount of land in production and the type of production. 
Limited farmland conversion can help to maintain the approximately $3.3 billion economic output 
related to agriculture in the Sacramento region, and protect employment of over 21,000 people in 
the agricultural industry, ranging from laborers that help farmers plant and harvest their crops to 
financial, legal and other professional services that support the industry.  This information from the 
RUCS project and how it is integrated into the plan does two things for the region. First, it shows 
that these resources provide a substantial and stable source of economic activity. Second, it provides 
invaluable information about rural lands to inform the long range planning efforts taking place 
throughout the region at the local level. 
 
 The Williamson Act is another mechanism that affects the viability of farmland. Enacted in 
1965, the Williamson Act allows farmland owners to enter into contract with a county to keep land 
in agricultural use over a ten-year period in return for a lower property tax rate based on agricultural 
production value rather than potential urban development value.  This prevents or postpones 
conversion of farmlands to urban uses when landowners want to keep farming.  Table 7.3 shows the 
amount of agricultural lands under Williamson Act contract in each of the Sacramento region's six 
counties. 
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Table 7.3 
Williamson Act Lands within the SACOG Region as of 2009 

  Prime  Nonprime  Total  Percent 

El Dorado  2,315 31,800 34,115 5% 

Placer  15,470 26,169 41,639 6% 

Sacramento  87,617 93,554 181,171 24% 

Sutter  51,408 13,165 64,573 9% 

Yolo  244,050 174,477 418,527 57% 

Yuba1  0 0 0 0% 

SACOG Region  400,860 339,165 740,025 100% 
Source: California Department of Conservation, 2010. The California Land 
Conservation (Williamson) Act Status Report 2010. 
1 Yuba County does not participate in the Williamson Act program. 
 

 
 As of 2009, the Sacramento region contained a total of 740,025 acres of land contracted under 
the Williamson Act.  Of those acres, over 400,000 acres were prime farmland and about 339,000 
acres were nonprime.  More than 50 percent of both prime and nonprime lands under contract are 
located in Yolo County.  Just under one quarter of all contract acres are located in Sacramento 
County. Though state subventions to backfill lost property tax revenue have been eliminated, the 
program is still embraced by participating counties in the region and remains an important part of 
their farmland conservation strategies. That said, a landowner may cancel or non-renew a 
Williamson Act contract at any point. As of 2009, 36,024 acres were in non-renewal.  Nevertheless, 
of the 740,025 acres under Williamson Act contract in 2009, only 965 acres, (0.1 percent of contract 
acres) are impacted by the MTP/SCS.   
 
 One of the key land use issues studied in the RUCS project is addressing the conflict between 
urban and rural uses at the interface of these two land uses. Analysis of historical cropping patterns 
shows that rates of fallowing triple at hard edges (i.e., where there is a clear line between urban and 
rural) and quadruple at soft edges (i.e., where there is a gradual transition from urban to rural) at the 
urban edge due to conflicts and speculation about urbanization. These empirical data highlight how 
important it is to manage both sides of this edge as urban and rural uses transition to the other.  
Conflicts from rural uses for people in adjacent urban areas can include spraying, noise, odor and 
dust.  Conflict from urban areas for people in adjacent rural areas can include traffic, theft, 
vandalism, and loose pets.  These conflicts complicate production practices and often limit what a 
farmer can grow. Policy responses such as agriculture and open space designations, growth 
boundaries, buffers, right-to-farm ordinances, rural housing restrictions, and land conservation can 
be effective, particularly when bundled to address specific issues in a particular area. The RUCS 
project has helped the region understand that there are no one-size-fits-all solutions, as 
demonstrated by the unique land management and conservation approach in each county (Appendix 
E-2 – Rural-Urban Connections Strategy). 
 
 While there are dozens of general plan designations for urban uses, the diverse types of 
agriculture—from rice fields to peach orchards to diversified farms—are all labeled agriculture. This 
simplified view makes it hard for policy makers and economic development agencies to help 
growers, processors or distributors. In an effort to have a more detailed understanding of our 
agriculture and forest lands, crop data were collected at the field level across more than 2 million 
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acres of farmland as part of the RUCS project. The culmination of this work characterizes crops not 
as one single use, but as 33 distinct landscape types. Each landscape type is backed by input cost, 
yield, price, and other factors such as habitat. The data are used in models developed for the RUCS 
project that can show how changing crop patterns, market conditions and policy and business 
decisions may affect the viability of agriculture. The specific outputs include: yield and value of 
production, demand for inputs (e.g., labor, water, fuel, seed, trucking), and net returns.  
 
 This analysis capability gives the region a robust set of data, including what crops are on the 
ground today and which of those are most impacted by the MTP/SCS development. These data 
have been used to inform issues related to water, safety on rural roads, and the interface of rural and 
urban traffic with additional development. This can all help decision makers craft better policies and 
plans, help agricultural businesses make operational decisions, and help the public understand the 
trade-offs that affect rural economies. 
 
 Complementary to conserving open land is supporting the economic activities on that land. In 
some cases, open lands become urbanized when property owners cannot earn a living on their land. 
Once lost to development or other uses, that land cannot provide food or environmental services 
(e.g., habitat, flood control, groundwater recharge, carbon sequestration and energy production). 
There are increasing opportunities in agriculture: increasing demand for food internationally, 
increasing regional demand for locally produced food, state mandates for alternative energy 
production, and the potential for GHG emissions offsets. These opportunities offer the potential 
for regional economic growth, and to support an industry that manages our rural lands to provide 
not only food and energy, but also all the other environmental services noted above that contribute 
to the region’s sustainability.  
 
 The cornerstone of the RUCS project is to understand what factors affect profitability and to 
find ways to enhance the economic viability of rural lands.  SACOG uses this information to create 
scenarios to evaluate how production practices, market fluctuations and global events will affect 
growers’ economic viability.  SACOG adapted its land use planning tools developed in the Blueprint 
process—initially designed to analyze urban development scenarios—to analyze agriculture 
scenarios. This, along with an econometric model and other tools, help analyze various possible 
future scenarios for agriculture. For instance, the models can simulate how worldwide events such as 
droughts and resulting higher grain prices can have direct impacts on farmers in the Sacramento 
region. Another example is testing how rising oil prices will impact fuel and fertilizer costs, thereby 
affecting viability and decisions to plant or leave a field fallow. Other factors can be tested including 
changes in labor costs or water supplies and cost.  The models can also test market conditions, by 
exploring how changes to business practices or commodity prices will affect agricultural viability and 
fallowing.  Farmers in our region are major players in the national and world economies.  Their 
economic livelihood depends on being able to quickly and successfully adapt to events and trends 
they cannot control.  The RUCS analytical tools will help them do that, and help the public agencies 
in the region understand what they can do to help. Appendix E-2 provides a more detailed 
discussion of the tools used in the RUCS project.   
 
 SACOG’s tools are designed to work at all scales of analysis. At a macro scale, these tools can 
help the region understand what factors affect agricultural viability and possible policies or economic 
development strategies that could support the industry. For example, results that show where and 
how much labor is needed for crops in the region can help decision makers identify where housing 
and transportation services for agricultural workers would be best located. Trucking demand results 
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will help the region identify key farm-to-market routes and where road improvements could help 
support the industry. At a micro scale, using SACOG’s tools, a farmer could estimate return on 
investment by adjusting production variables and identifying those that most impact farming 
operations. 
 
The Infrastructure of Agriculture 
 
 In many rural parts of the region, agriculture and other open space uses share roadways with 
rural housing development. SACOG’s transportation modeling shows that on average, rural 
residential residents (living on one to ten acres) travel an average of 80 miles per household per day, 
compared to an average of 30 vehicle miles traveled per household in urban areas. This creates 
traffic and safety issues in our rural areas.  Rural economic development and agritourism objectives 
can sometimes exacerbate this conflict by bringing more trips onto rural roads.  Rural commuting is 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 9 – Economic Vitality. 
 
 The issues caused by the average daily miles driven in rural areas are compounded by the 
incoming farmworker traffic to these areas. A lack of farmworker housing not only challenges labor 
supply, but also may contribute to traffic impacts as workers drive or are transported sometimes 
long distances. And in some areas, available farmworker housing is generally far from retail, medical 
and other services, creating another source of traffic on rural roadways. The MTP/SCS land use 
pattern forecasts no new development within agricultural areas and only a small amount in rural 
areas—approximately 5,000 housing units between 2008 and 2035.  This level of growth helps to 
address the concern of longer daily driving by offering some additional housing potential near 
agriculture related jobs, yet does not add much additional burden to rural roads.  Chapter 3 provides 
more discussion on the land uses associated with the MTP/SCS. 
 
 In addition to addressing these issues through changes in land use, transportation investments 
made in the MTP/SCS help to improve travel in rural areas as well.  The MTP/SCS invests $6.8 
billion on local roadway improvements. One targeted area is for operational improvements in rural 
and small communities. This includes safety improvements along farm-to-market routes and 
corridors along the rural-urban edge. Chapter 4 details the various transportation investments made 
in the MTP/SCS. 
 
 Beyond road investments, SACOG is beginning to look at other infrastructure needed to 
support agriculture. Aggregation, distribution, processing, and storage facilities are an important part 
of the agriculture infrastructure. However, the region has experienced a number of facility closures. 
Many economic factors—some of them international—contribute to these closures. Trucking 
products to facilities outside of the region increases vehicle miles of travel, emissions, transport 
costs, and potentially reduces product quality and therefore price. In some cases, the loss of a facility 
causes farmers to cease growing a particular crop altogether. Such closures also eliminate direct and 
indirect processing jobs, as well as the economic multiplier associated with those jobs and the 
facility. As local markets take hold in the region, advocates have identified local food system 
infrastructure as a necessity to scale up the system for larger customers of local food, particularly 
institutions which often need pre-cut and processed food for their services. It takes a complex 
distribution system to move food from fields to consumers. Food distribution centers can provide a 
valuable connection between local producers and local wholesale, retail, food service, institutional 
and other food outlets—while relieving producers of the responsibility of aggregating, marketing, 
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and distributing product. Distribution centers could also decrease vehicle miles traveled by growers 
who currently deliver to multiple sites, leaving more time for farming. State grant funding is enabling 
SACOG to analyze how to establish food system infrastructure in the region to support both 
production and local agriculture for markets outside and within the region. 
 
Recreation and Open Space 
 
 Beyond agriculture, open space includes forestry, parks, trails and wildlife areas that not only 
provide habitat, but also support recreational activities, educational opportunities and the 
connection between built and natural environments. Public parks, trails and wildlife preserves are 
the dominant means by which people connect with nature. This green infrastructure is part of the 
natural heritage and presents opportunities to understand how it relates to the built environment. 
Private assets, such as the Nature Conservancy’s Cosumnes River Preserve, add to the inventory of 
public recreational and wildlife areas that are part of the region’s rural fabric. As conservation plans 
throughout the region are completed, this inventory will include lands that are set aside as part of 
those efforts. SACOG’s inventory of these lands is continually updated and currently accounts for 
roughly 252,000 acres of parks and conservation lands, including 42,000 acres in urban areas (Table 
7.4). The data are derived from the California Protected Areas Database and discussions with our 
member agencies, and are taken into consideration when identifying areas where future growth may 
occur.  For example, when the SCS was developed as part of the MTP, a geographic boundary of 
various open space lands was used to limit the growth that could occur in an area. 
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Table 7.4 
Acres In Open Space Land by County 

County  Acres 

Urban 
Open 
Space       

El Dorado1  34,639 137    

Placer1  78,787 10,696    

Sacramento  44,085 27,625    

Sutter  12,571 174    

Yolo  77,027 3,375    

Yuba  4,930 372    

Total  252,039 42,378 209,661 outside urban areas 
           
1Does not include Tahoe Basin.  
Open space includes parks, open space, habitat, easements, any open land 
that is not agricultural and not forest. 

 
Habitat and Natural Resources 
 
 According to federal and state requirements, every land development and transportation project 
must mitigate, or compensate for, the effects on sensitive habitat and open space. In response to the 
mandate to conserve natural resources in a more systematic manner, several jurisdictions in the 
region have been developing Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and Natural Communities 
Conservation Plans (NCCPs). This section provides a summary of the status of habitat conservation 
plans (HCPs) and natural community conservation plans (NCCPs) in the region, although not all of 
these plans have been adopted or fully implemented. These plans include: the South Sacramento 
HCP, Natomas Basin HCP, Yuba/Sutter NCCP/HCP, Yolo County NCCP/HCP, Placer County 
Conservation Plan, and the El Dorado County Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan.  The 
boundaries of each of these plans are depicted in Figure 7.3.   
 
 During implementation of specific projects, an activity subject to Section 10 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) and considered a covered project under the implementing rules of an adopted 
HCP or NCCP may be able to participate in the plan. To the extent possible, SACOG works with 
federal agencies, regional partners, and local jurisdictions regarding proposed development in areas 
containing federally or state protected natural resources. SACOG gathers and considers information 
on the timing of any applicable permits and their relationship to HCP and NCCP planning efforts to 
feed into phasing assumptions for the MTP/SCS land use forecast.  Given available data, mapping 
and HCP and/or NCCP status, SACOG considers impacts on or conservation of areas that have 
biological resources and/or provide habitat for species covered by the federal and state ESA and the 
Native Plant Protection Act. 
 
 The ultimate resolution of the many on-going natural resources planning efforts will have a 
major influence on future growth patterns in the region.  The land use forecast in this MTP/SCS 
considered the uncertainties associated with these on-going efforts throughout the region.  The 
progress of these planning initiatives will be carefully monitored and it is expected that once the 
HCPs/NCCPs are adopted and being implemented that their provisions will have a significant 
influence on the land use forecasts in future MTPs/SCSs.  
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South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP) is currently in preparation.  The 

SSHCP area encompasses 345,000 acres in southern Sacramento County. The SSHCP will 
consolidate environmental efforts to protect and enhance wetlands (primarily vernal pools) and 
upland habitats to provide ecologically viable conservation areas. It will also minimize regulatory 
hurdles and streamline the permitting process for development projects. The SSHCP is planned to 
cover 40 different species of plants and wildlife including ten that are state or federally listed as 
threatened or endangered.  The SSHCP will be an agreement between state/federal wildlife and 
wetland regulators and local jurisdictions, which will allow land owners to engage in the incidental 
take of listed species (i.e., to destroy or degrade habitat) in return for conservation commitments 
from local jurisdictions. The options for securing these commitments are currently being developed 
and will be identified prior to the adoption of the SSHCP. The geographic scope of the SSHCP 
includes U.S. 50 to the north, Interstate 5 to the west, the Sacramento County line with El Dorado 
and Amador counties to the east, and San Joaquin County to the south.  The Study Area excludes 
the City of Sacramento, the City of Folsom and Folsom’s Sphere of Influence, the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta, and the Sacramento County community of Rancho Murieta. Sacramento County is 
partnering with the incorporated cities of Rancho Cordova, Galt, and Elk Grove as well as the 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District and Sacramento County Water Agency to further 
advance the regional planning goals of the SSHCP. 

 
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan 

The Natomas Basin HCP (NBHCP) was approved in 2003 and has two permit holders:  the City 
of Sacramento and Sutter County.  The Natomas Basin is a low-lying, 53,537-acre area of the 
Sacramento Valley located in the northern portion of Sacramento County and the southern portion 
of Sutter County.  The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) is the nonprofit entity responsible for 
administering and implementing the NBHCP.  TNBC reports directly to the permit holders.  The 
HCP covers 22 sensitive species. 
 
Yuba-Sutter Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan  
 The Yuba-Sutter NCCP/HCP is intended to provide an effective framework to protect and 
enhance agricultural and natural resources in Yuba and Sutter counties, while improving and 
streamlining the environmental permitting process for impacts on threatened and endangered 
species. The Yuba-Sutter NCCP/HCP will allow Yuba and Sutter counties, the cities of Wheatland, 
Yuba City, and Live Oak, and the Plan Implementing Entity to control threatened and endangered 
species permitting for activities and projects in specifically defined areas of the counties,  
encompassing approximately 440,000 acres. This NCCP/HCP will also serve to provide 
comprehensive species and ecosystem conservation and contribute to the recovery of threatened 
and endangered species in northern California. The Yuba-Sutter NCCP/HCP is planned to provide 
coverage for 17 species including 14 wildlife species and 3 plant species.  The plan is currently under 
development with public drafts anticipated in mid-2012 and completion in 2013.  

 
Yolo County Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan 

The Yolo County NCCP/HCP is currently in preparation. In February 2005, the Joint Powers 
Authority (five local public agencies formed to prepare a regional conservation plan for Yolo 
County) and the state Department of Fish and Game (DFG) entered into an NCCP/HCP Planning 
Agreement, now known as the Yolo Natural Heritage Program.  The independent science advisor’s 
report was finalized in March 2006.  The NCCP/HCP planning area encompasses almost 400,000 
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acres and is planned to provide habitat for 28 sensitive species, including 13 state- and federally 
listed species (no fish species are covered).   
 
Placer County Conservation Plan 

Placer County, DFG, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service finalized an NCCP planning agreement 
in December 2001.  The Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) is being prepared in three phases.  
Phase 1 is currently underway and covers 273,983 acres of the valley floor and low foothill portions 
of Placer County.  Five plant and 28 wildlife species are proposed for coverage.  The county is 
working to establish a process to review and evaluate interim projects in order to avoid foreclosing 
conservation options and receipt of desired permits.   
 
El Dorado County Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 

El Dorado County General Plan Policy 7.4.2.8 and Implementation Measure CO-M direct the 
County to prepare and adopt an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) to offset 
the impacts of loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat from development authorized under the 
2004 General Plan.  In May, 2009, the county split the process of developing the INRMP into two 
phases.  The first, an information gathering, mapping, and development of options process, was 
completed in April, 2011 with the submittal of the Options Report.  Phase 1 also included a Habitat 
Inventory, developed a list of indicator species for monitoring purposes, evaluated wildlife 
movement corridors and constraints, and developed a discussion of alternatives approaches for 
development of the habitat protection strategy.  Phase 2 is the development of the plan itself.  This 
includes identification of the mitigation program, development of a funding mechanism, 
management strategies, and monitoring.  The county is preparing a request for proposal to solicit 
bids from qualified firms to complete Phase 2 during 2012-13.  Phase 2 will include CEQA analysis 
of the proposed plan. 

 
 Habitat and Agriculture 

 
The relationship between habitat conservation and agricultural land can cut two ways.  Parts of 

the region are experiencing a conversion of agricultural land to habitat preservation for development 
mitigation purposes, which can have the effect of removing land from agricultural use (and into 
habitat conservation) and sometimes creates difficulties for adjacent agricultural lands with the 
invasion of weeds, rodents, birds, and waterfowl.  However, there can also be working relationships 
between the two land uses in which both needs can be met. Some examples include, but are not 
limited to: alfalfa is good foraging habitat for the Swainson’s Hawk, while grazing helps keep non-
native grasses in check and helps vernal pools function. 

 
Yolo, Sacramento, and Placer counties are addressing this and planning for these working 

relationships in their habitat conservation plans (HCPs).  Sutter and Yuba counties have begun 
developing a joint HCP that will also address these issues.  Yolo and Sacramento county staffs 
indicate that some components of their HCPs will be dependent on agricultural land preservation 
for implementation; in Sacramento County as much as 90 percent is dependent on agriculture.  Yolo 
County’s General Plan includes Policy CO-1.17, which would allow out-of-county mitigation 
easements in Yolo County provided several criteria are met, including requirements that existing 
agricultural operations continue to be farmed for commercial gain and mandatory wildlife-friendly 
strategies and practices are followed.  These issues highlight the struggles realized in agricultural and 
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conservation lands. The pressures from development in many ways are mirrored by pressures from 
other non-urbanized lands. 
 

In addition to their mitigation requirements for habitat lands, Yolo and El Dorado counties have 
mitigation policies specifically addressing the loss of agricultural land.  Yolo County, for example, 
adopted an agricultural mitigation ordinance which requires all projects that result in a permanent 
loss of either farmland and/or habitat to mitigate an equal amount of land.  Agricultural and habitat 
easements may not be stacked within the same property, and must be mitigated separately.  The 
ordinance requires that agricultural conservation easements be located within two miles of the 
development that is being mitigated.  The purpose of this is to give first protection priority to lands 
close to urban areas, which in Yolo County are viewed as higher risk for conversion to urban uses.  
Within Yolo County, the cities of Woodland and Davis also have agricultural mitigation 
requirements.  The Yolo County Local Agency Formation Commission also requires agricultural 
mitigation (in lieu of an existing city requirement) when agricultural land is lost as a result of 
annexation.  

 
Additional information about the biological and hydrological conditions in the plan area is 

included in Appendix E-4 – Natural Resources Data. 
 
Conservation and preservation efforts around the region and the processes described in this 

section have been considered in the development of this MTP/SCS. SACOG has coordinated 
closely with local cities and counties to ensure that the MTP/SCS land use pattern does not 
contradict or undermine efforts related to conservation at the local level. SACOG has made efforts 
to support this work at the local level, providing assistance at many levels when appropriate or 
needed. When these plans are finally adopted, they will be fully referenced in future MTP/SCS 
growth strategies.   

The MTP/SCS includes a land use pattern and supporting transportation system that, while it 
impacts natural resources, is consistent with the locations identified for development in draft 
HCPs/NCCPs. Furthermore, new development areas were assessed for their federal and state 
permit status.  Table 7.5 illustrates the impact of the MTP/SCS on natural resources by habitat/land 
cover type. The 37,681 acres of land use and transportation impact represent one percent of the 
2,543,519 acres of habitat and land cover in the region today.  
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Table 7.5  

MTP/SCS Land Use and Transportation Impacts to Wildland Habitat 

Wildland Habitat/ Land Cover  Land Use Impacts  Transportation Impacts 

Barren    215     17 

Chaparral    1,208     19 

Foothill Woodland    5,243     255 

Grassland    20,133     3,148 

Montane Forest    4,016     85 

Open Water    345     13 

Riparian    1,026     212 

Riverine    46     28 

Sagebrush Scrub    24     0 

Valley Oak Savanna    866     32 

Valley Oak Woodland    217     22 

Wetland    421     90 

Wildlands Total    33,760     3,921 

Source: Yuba‐Sutter HCP/NCCP, South Sacramento HCP/NCCP, Placer County 
Conservation Plan, Yolo HCP/HCCP, California Vegetation Maps for Northern Sierra and 
Central Valley ecological zone.  

 

Six-County Aquatic Resources Inventory  
 In 2009, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), made an investment of just over 
$1,000,000 to inventory all waters within the six-county SACOG region.  The request for this 
funding came not only from within USACE, but with the strong support of SACOG.  The intended 
outcome of this investment from SACOG’s perspective is to utilize the inventory (under review for 
a mid-2012 release) to prioritize areas of natural significance and streamline 404 permitting 
particularly in accordance with Blueprint and smart growth development.   Additionally, SACOG 
has been and will remain engaged in ensuring that the inventory continues in its development of 
utility via coordination amongst its members in addition to facilitating coordination for the Corps of 
Engineers and their regulatory partners at both the federal and state levels.   The inventory data are 
not yet available for use and are not expected to be available until mid- to late 2012. The data will be 
useful to member jurisdictions, and will be available for use in the next MTP/SCS update.  
 
Water Resources 
 
 The balance between urban and rural land use and the management of those lands has a direct 
impact on the use and management of our water resources. Management of these resources are not 
only mandated by state and federal law, but critical to the sustainability of the region. In terms of 
water, the Sacramento region is positioned between a Sierra snowpack, the source of most of our 
surface water supply and which climate models predict will diminish in the future, and the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, which is in need of more fresh water from this region and beyond to 
help stabilize the decline of the estuary’s ecosystem. Groundwater is plentiful in some areas, but 
challenged in others. From conservation to stormwater management to water quality, jurisdictions 
and water purveyors continue to use water management plans to ensure they balance demand and 
supply. This water balance effort extends to the entire region through Integrated Regional Water 
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Management plans that also address issues such as adequate stream flow for habitat, groundwater 
recharge and flood control. Whether we are growing buildings or growing crops, water is a key 
factor that will shape the region’s future. This section discusses water-related issues around the 
region, how they interact with the MTP/SCS, and what impacts development in the plan has on 
water resources.  
 
 Every county has a different profile of water use, but overall approximately 80 percent of 
developed water supply—water that is diverted from waterways or pumped from aquifers—is used 
for agriculture and 20 percent is for urban uses.  Unlike agriculture’s seasonal demand, urban areas 
need water throughout the year. This increases pressure on groundwater supplies to manage 
shortages. Despite the ability to pay for water delivery infrastructure in most urban areas, water 
supply limitations can still hinder urban development plans. Planning and management efforts are 
critical to achieving a sustainable water balance throughout the region. When development occurs, a 
source of water, and the infrastructure to deliver it, must be identified. SACOG coordinates with 
local jurisdictions to understand the water supply and infrastructure requirements of proposed 
development in creating the MTP/SCS land use forecast.  
 
 With more demand on water supplies, great efforts are being made to use water more efficiently. 
Water supply uncertainty is the byproduct of drought, court decisions, legislation, development, and 
possible climate change impacts. Preparing for the region’s future requires strategies that not only 
secure water supplies, but also use the water that is available in a more efficient manner. This saves 
water and money, which helps urban and rural users meet their needs and still meet the needs for 
the environment. Urban Water Management Plans, Agriculture Water Management Plans, and 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plans—comprehensive, inter-jurisdictional studies of how 
to manage the supply and use of water for urban and non-urban uses—can improve the efficiency 
of water use and result in solutions that help all stakeholders. These plans, and efforts such as the 
Water Forum Agreement, employ best management practices to reduce water use for urban 
purposes. State-mandated conservation will also drive continued efforts to reduce urban water 
demand. In agriculture, drip irrigation has been used by farmers for a number of years and saves 
substantial amounts of water, energy and cost. Irrigation Management Services (IMS) use data 
collected from soil moisture sensors to customize irrigation schedules based on the crop and soil 
moisture conditions. These and other conservation efforts help reduce demand and costs and keep 
as many acres as possible supplied with water.  
 
 Often secondary in the thinking of many water planners, water quality regulations actually are a 
primary factor in how water is managed today and into the future. For urban water purveyors, 
threats to water quality are of paramount importance with regulatory requirements driving frequent 
monitoring and testing. Locally, the groundwater contamination from past practices on industrial 
properties, military bases and even corner gas stations has forced water managers to change sources 
of water, shut off wells and make significant investments in new infrastructure and treatment. As 
groundwater is pumped, managers must understand whether their actions exacerbate contamination 
or help contain it. Once water is used for many of our indoor needs, wastewater treatment plant 
operators have the task of cleaning the water of human and non-human wastes to meet standards 
for discharge. Fortunately, SACOG analysis shows that compact growth reduces water demand 
significantly. During the Blueprint process, SACOG estimated that new growth in the Blueprint 
would consume 30 percent less water than the Base Case scenario. These results suggest that 
compact growth will reduce demand for water and impacts on water treatment systems. 
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Flood Control 
 
 Four counties, Sutter, Yuba, Yolo, and Sacramento, have large floodplains along the Sacramento, 
Yuba, Feather, and American rivers and their tributaries. Flood control projects—dams and 
levees—have made it possible in these floodplains to develop not only urban areas, but also 
agricultural production. Some flood control plans include setting aside farmland to reduce the 
amount of land needing an urban level of protection in the future and thereby minimizing overall 
flood risk. Maintenance of many of the levees is the responsibility of reclamation districts, which in 
rural areas are funded by farm operations and related agricultural businesses. These and other flood 
management activities protect not only agricultural operations, but also wildlife areas and mitigation 
lands. Croplands also provide a buffer that helps protect urban areas by slowing flood flows and 
storing water. This water can recharge groundwater supplies and help minimize land subsidence. 
While agriculture and open space provide numerous flood benefits, in some cases, levee 
improvements may impact these lands within the basin being protected when levees are built over 
farmland. Additionally, farmland may be converted to habitat for required levee mitigation. At the 
same time, rural communities within the floodplain are prohibited from new construction and 
infrastructure improvements until they achieve an urban level of flood protection.  
 
 The majority of urban development in the SACOG region already exists within a floodplain; to 
achieve GHG emissions reductions, improve regional air quality, and maintain an efficient 
transportation system, some of the region’s future urbanization will also occur within floodplains.  
Of the 303,000 new housing units forecasted by the MTP/SCS, 75,655 are expected to be 
constructed in a 200-year floodplain. The challenge for the region will be to continue balancing the 
need for flood protection with agricultural and environmental sustainability, and growing needs for 
providing urban development for a growing population.  The timing of this forecasted development 
has been carefully evaluated to ensure that the additional growth occurs only after levees are 
projected to be certified by FEMA and consistent with state requirements. 
  
 In fact, due to both potential opportunity and conflict, SACOG has been and will remain 
substantively engaged with the White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) as it updates 
the Principles and Guidelines for water and land related resources.  In 2010, the Obama 
Administration expanded the scope of the 1983 Principles and Guidelines for Water and Land 
Related Resources.  The first step in this significant process was the release of a draft report that 
emphasized that water resources projects should maximize sustainable economic development, 
avoid unwise use of floodplains, and protect and restore natural ecosystems, among other important 
points.  In addition to the Principles and Guidelines, CEQ is also updating the Principles and 
Standards, the vehicle through which new policy will be implemented via an expanded collective of 
federal agencies. 
 
 SACOG recently updated its levee status report as part of the process of developing the land use 
plan for the MTP. The purpose of the report was to determine if any potential growth areas in 
floodplains might be delayed due to levee conditions and the jurisdiction’s ability to improve their 
levees to meet federal and state requirements for flood protection. The report concludes that most 
growth areas are scheduled for levee upgrades to conclude before 2020. In particular, portions of 
Yolo County, West Sacramento,  and Sutter County and Yuba County have levee improvements that 
may result in delays of growth.  This was reflected in the growth assigned to these areas in the 
MTP/SCS by 2020, and phasing of growth is in line with levee improvement schedules and levees 
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being certified as being able to provide urban level of flood protection by FEMA.  Both the levee 
status report and descriptions of the MTP/SCS 2020 and 2035 land use forecast are in Appendix E-
3 – Land Use Forecast Background Documentation.  SACOG continuously monitors the status of 
this issue and if the situation changes in any of the areas from what is assumed in this plan, growth 
assumptions in future updates will be amended accordingly.  
     
 SACOG is also participating in the California Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA) 
Working Group on Hazard Mitigation Planning to offer regional coordination for the next update of 
the Cal EMA State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  This work is discussed in Chapter 10 – Financial 
Stewardship. 

Air Quality and Health 

 Air quality is an important part of the MTP/SCS due to the widespread consequences it has for 
both public health and the environment.  With a projected population increase of 862,000 people by 
2035, the region must rise to the challenge of meeting and maintaining state and federal health-based 
air quality standards.  Transportation conformity provides the link between air quality and 
transportation planning; linking State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for air quality and the MTP/SCS. 
More prescriptively the SIPs in our region provide the strategies that will be used to attain and 
maintain National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); the MTP/SCS through the conformity 
process determines that our land use and transportation implement this strategy.  

C L I M A T E  A N D  T O P O L O G Y  

The majority of the MTP/SCS plan area is located in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB), a 
basin bounded by the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range to the east and the Coastal Mountain Ranges 
to the west. Topography in the SVAB is generally flat, with relief anywhere from slightly below sea 
level near the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to over 2,150 feet above sea level at the Sutter Buttes. 

 
Hot dry summers and mild rainy winters characterize the Mediterranean climate of the SVAB. 

During the year the temperature may range from 20 to 115 degrees Fahrenheit with summer highs 
usually in the 90s and winter lows occasionally below freezing. Average annual rainfall is about 20 
inches, with about 75 percent occuring during the rainy season, generally from November through 
March. The prevailing winds are moderate in strength and vary from moist clean breezes from the 
south to dry land flows from the north. 

 
The mountains surrounding the SVAB create a barrier to airflow, which can trap air pollutants 

when certain meteorological conditions exist. The highest frequency of air stagnation occurs in the 
autumn and early winter when large high-pressure cells lie over the SVAB. The lack of surface wind 
during these periods and the reduced vertical flow caused by less surface heating reduces the influx 
of outside air and allows air pollutants to become concentrated in a stable volume of air. The surface 
concentrations of pollutants are highest when these conditions are combined with smoke or when 
temperature inversions trap cool air, fog and pollutants near the ground. The ozone season (May 
through October) in the SVAB is characterized by stagnant morning air or light winds, with the 
Delta breeze arriving in the afternoon out of the southwest. In addition, longer daylight hours 
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provide a plentiful amount of sunlight to fuel photochemical reactions between reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX), which result in ozone formation. 
 

As an air basin, air quality in the Sacramento region is impacted not only by pollutants generated 
within the region, but also by pollutants generated in the San Francisco Bay Area, which are carried 
into the Sacramento region by Delta breezes. The effect of pollutants transported from the San 
Francisco Bay Area or from the San Joaquin Valley on air quality in the Sacramento region can vary 
from substantial to inconsequential on any given day, largely determined by accompanying 
meteorological conditions. Thus, the success of the Sacramento region in attaining better air quality 
is partially contingent on the achievement of better air quality in nearby areas that affect 
Sacramento’s air quality.  

A T T A I N M E N T  S T A T U S  I N  T H E  R E G I O N  

The Sacramento Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) is comprised of five air districts in the 
southern portion of the SVAB. Various portions within this area have been classified as either 
attainment or nonattainment for NAAQS and CAAQS. There are four pollutants monitored in the 
AQMA, which are ozone, particulate matter with a diameter of less than 10 micrometers (PM10), 
particulate matter with a diameter of less than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5), and carbon monoxide (CO); 
see below for additional detail.  The AQMA is in nonattainment status for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, 
and is classified as a maintenance area for CO. 
 
Ozone  
 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Area is designated a severe nonattainment area for the eight-hour 
NAAQS for ozone. The area was previously a serious nonattainment area for ozone until the five 
local air districts requested to be reclassified as severe-15 in February 2008. The request for a 
voluntary bump-up in classification was in recognition of the fact that the Sacramento Metropolitan 
Area must rely on longer-term reduction strategies to meet the ozone attainment goal. The use of 
longer-term reduction strategies should have lasting effects, though it called for the extension of the 
original attainment deadline from 2013 to  2018. The nonattainment area for ozone is comprised of 
Sacramento County, Yolo County, the southern portion of Sutter County, the eastern portion of 
Solano County, and the portions of El Dorado and Placer counties west of the Tahoe Basin. 
 

Included in the 2009 Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress 
Plan were 43 transportation control measures (TCMs) for the Sacramento Region. TCMs are 
strategies for reducing vehicle trips, vehicle use, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle idling, or traffic 
congestion for the purpose of reducing motor vehicle emissions. SACOG worked with local 
governments and local air districts to develop the proposed TCMs. TCMs include public transit, 
carpooling and vanpooling, bicycling and pedestrian enhancement, and land use programs. One of 
the successful TCMs is The “Spare the Air” program. A full list of TCMs and the implementation 
status of these TCMs is available in Appendix F-1 – Conformity Determination for the MTP/SCS. 
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Carbon Monoxide  
 

The area monitored for carbon monoxide (CO) levels was re-designated as a maintenance area 
in the California Air Resources Board (ARB) document 1996 Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan for 10 
Federal Planning Areas. The area has reduced emissions to acceptable amounts in accordance with the 
proposed budget of CO emissions as included in the 2004 Amendment to the California State 
Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide. The maintenance area for CO includes the urbanized portions 
of Placer, Yolo, and Sacramento counties. 
 
Particulate Matter 10 (PM10)  
 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) designated Sacramento County 
as a moderate nonattainment area for PM10 in 1994, though a redesignation request to classify 
Sacramento County as a maintenance area for PM10 is pending U.S. EPA approval. The area 
monitored for PM10 consists solely of Sacramento County, although the four remaining air districts 
in the Sacramento region are designated nonattainment for the state AAQS and 
unclassified/attainment areas for the federal AAQS. Sacramento County attained the PM10 NAAQS 
by the attainment deadline of 2000 and has been demonstrating maintenance since then. In recent 
years there have been no exceedances.  On November 18, 2010, the ARB approved the PM10 
Implementation/Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request for Sacramento County. The plan 
shows that the 1987 standard for PM10 was attained and establishes the strategy for maintaining the 
standard through 2022.  U.S. EPA has yet to act on the redesignation request to classify Sacramento 
County as a maintenance area for PM10.  
 
Particulate Matter 2.5 (PM2.5)  
 

The third nonattainment designation within the AQMA is for PM2.5. U.S. EPA changed the 24-
hour standard for PM2.5 from 65μg/m3 to 35μg/m3 in 2006. The area failed to meet the new 
standards and was consequently designated a PM2.5 nonattainment area in 2009. The area currently 
monitored for PM2.5 includes all of Sacramento and Sutter counties, the western portions of Placer 
and El Dorado counties, the southern majority of Yuba County, the eastern half of Yolo County, 
and portions of Solano County. Beginning in 2012, efforts to produce a State Implementation Plan 
for PM2.5.will initiate. Planning assumptions to develop the emission budgets for this SIP will be 
derived from the VMT and population data used to develop the MTP/SCS. This will be a future 
collaborative effort between SACOG and the various AQMDs/AQMAs in the region. 

D E T A I L S  O F  P O L L U T A N T S  I N  T H E  R E G I O N  A N D  T H E I R  
H E A L T H  I M P A C T S  

Ozone (O3) 
 

Ozone (O3) is a nearly colorless, odorless gas which irritates the lungs and damages materials and 
vegetation. Ozone pollution is created by chemicals that come from many sources, including mobile 
sources such as automobiles, buses, heavy duty trucks, light trucks, trains, construction vehicles, 
farm vehicles, airplanes, motorcycles, boats, and dirt bikes. Ozone is a major component of smog in 
the Sacramento region, and results from the photochemical reaction of ozone precursors, reactive 
organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxide (NOx) in the presence of sunlight and heat. Although 
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ozone is the air contaminant for which standards are set, ROG and NOx are the pollutants that 
must be controlled. 
 
  Ozone interferes with the photosynthesis process necessary for plant growth, reducing forest 
and crop growth. Thus, ozone pollution poses a danger to agricultural economies that depend on 
stable conditions. In addition to the effect on economies reliant on natural resources and crops, 
ozone deteriorates the appearance of local, state, and national parks in the Sacramento region by 
damaging the vegetation. The effects of ozone on health have also been studied by health 
researchers, who have found that exposure to ozone can cause decreases in lung function, and 
repeated exposure can result in permanent lung damage. Symptoms of lung disease may also be 
related to repeated exposure to ozone concentrations above current standards. Ozone reduces 
resistance to colds and pneumonia, and aggravates heart disease, asthma, bronchitis, and 
emphysema. Irritation from ozone pollution also manifests as wheezing, coughing, and irritation of 
the airways. 
 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
 

NO2 is a highly reactive, reddish-brown gas that, at high levels, can cause breathing difficulties. It 
is formed when nitric oxide (pollutant produced from burning processes) combines with oxygen. It 
contributes to smog formation and causes the brown haze seen on cold mornings. NO2 pollution is 
most severe close to roadways and in vehicles; consequently, area-wide pollution monitors often 
show a considerably lower reading of NO2 pollution than readings collected beside active roadways. 
NO2, when combined with nitric oxide (NO), forms nitrous oxide (NOx), a precursor to ozone. 
Therefore, reducing the amount of NO2 created will also decrease the amount of ozone created. 
 

NO2 has an adverse effect on the respiratory system of humans, with exposure causing 
inflammation of the airways in people without a respiratory condition, and aggravated symptoms in 
people with asthma or other respiratory conditions. Children, the elderly population, people 
suffering from respiratory conditions, and people who exert energy through working or exercising 
outside are most sensitive to the effects of NO2 pollution. 
 
Particulate matter (PM)  

PM refers to finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, aerosols, and mists. PM is largely 
the result of human activities, such as residential fuel combustion smoke and soot, grading and 
excavation activities, agriculture (as created by soil preparation activities, fertilizer and pesticide 
spraying, weed burning, and animal husbandry), and from motor vehicles, particularly diesel-
powered vehicles. Suspended particulates aggravate chronic heart and lung disease problems, 
produce respiratory problems, and often transport toxic elements such as lead, cadmium, antimony, 
arsenic, nickel, vinyl chloride, asbestos, and benzene compounds. Suspended particulates also absorb 
sunlight, producing haze and reducing visibility.  
 
Particulate matter 10 (PM10)  

Respirable particulate matter (PM10) consists of small particles, less than 10 microns in diameter, 
of dust, smoke, or droplets of liquid which penetrate the human respiratory system and cause 
irritation by themselves or in combination with other gases.  PM10 pollution can result in damage to 
vegetation, but the focus is generally placed on the adverse health effects of particulate matter. PM10 
causes a greater health risk than larger particles, since these fine particles are too small for the natural 
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filtering process of the human body and can more easily penetrate the defenses of the human 
respiratory system.  

 
Controlled human exposure studies have shown that exposure to elevated levels of particulate 

matter causes adverse health effects, especially regarding the inhibition of lung functions and an 
increase in respiratory and cardiovascular afflictions, as well as cancer risks. Individuals with pre-
existing respiratory or cardiovascular disease are especially susceptible to the adverse effects of PM10 
exposure, as are asthmatic children and the elderly population. 

 
Particulate matter 2.5 (PM2.5)  

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) consists of small particles, which are less than 2.5 microns in size. 
Similar to PM10, these particles are primarily the result of combustion in motor vehicles, particularly 
diesel engines, as well as from industrial sources and residential/agricultural activities such as 
burning. PM2.5 is also formed through the reaction of other pollutants. As PM2.5 is smaller than PM10, 
it can more deeply penetrate the human body through inhalation, allowing allow many chemicals 
harmful to human health to be carried to internal organs. These particulates can increase the chance 
of respiratory disease, cause lung damage, cancer, and even premature death in people with heart or 
lung disease.  
 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
 

CO is a highly toxic, odorless, colorless gas which is primarily produced by the incomplete 
combustion of carbon-containing fuels (vehicular exhaust from tailpipes). CO is a local pollutant 
that creates individual hot spots, or small areas where CO concentrations are high. CO is mostly a 
wintertime problem in the Sacramento urbanized area which is currently in attainment of the CO 
standard. CO affects human health by binding to hemoglobin in the bloodstream in the place of 
oxygen molecules. By reducing the oxygen-carrying potential of blood, CO causes heart difficulties 
in people with chronic diseases, reduces lung capacity, impairs mental functioning by interfering 
with the transfer of oxygen to the brain, and may aggravate arteriosclerosis. CO air contamination 
can result in death if quantities are extremely high. 

S O U R C E S  O F  A I R  P O L L U T I O N  

Release of air pollutants, like those described above, comes from almost all human activities, 
including industrial facilities, dry cleaners, automobiles, auto body shops, trucks, trains, lawn movers, 
bakeries, farm equipment, paints, paving, printing, airplanes, construction equipment, refining, and 
agricultural activities. Some sources emit large amounts of the pollutants that cause ozone but only 
small amounts of CO or particulate matter, while others emit large amounts of all three. 

 
Emissions are normally grouped into four main categories; stationary, area-wide, mobile, and 

natural sources.  Generally, stationary and area-wide sources are those attached to the ground, while 
mobile sources are those involved in the movement of people and goods. Natural emission sources 
refer to emissions that are non-anthropogenic (non-human-caused) sources.  Each of these 
categories is usually further divided into major source categories and then summary categories. A 
brief description of these four main categories is listed below. 
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Stationary Emission Sources 
 

Stationary source emissions, also referred to as point source emissions, are emissions from major 
industrial, manufacturing and processing plants. This category also includes emissions from electric 
utilities; waste burning; solvent use; petroleum processing, storage and transfer; and industrial 
processes. 
 
Area-wide Emission Sources 
 

Area sources are those that individually emit only small quantities, but collectively result in 
substantial emissions when aggregated over a larger area. Emissions result from landscaping; natural 
gas consumption; small industrial engines; solvent use in dry cleaning, auto repair, auto body shops 
and paints; wood burning; industrial coatings; consumer products; printing; bakeries and restaurants; 
asphalt paving; and fugitive dust (i.e., small airborne particles that do not originate from a specific 
point). 
 
Mobile Emission Sources 
 

There are two major categories under mobile emissions: 
 

On-road Motor Vehicles:  This major source category accounts for the emissions from all vehicles 
licensed to travel on public roads and highways. This includes passenger cars, light- and medium-
duty trucks, heavy-duty gas and diesel trucks, heavy-duty urban diesel buses, and motorcycles. 

 
Other Mobile Sources:  This major category accounts for vehicular emissions from: construction 

equipment, farm tractors, off-road recreational vehicles, trains, ships, aircraft, mobile equipment, 
utility equipment, and lawn mowers. 
 
Natural (Non-anthropogenic) Sources 

 
This category accounts for emissions from non-anthropogenic sources such as: wildfires, 

agricultural vegetation, and petroleum seeps.  
 
Attainment Status and the MTP/SCS 
 

The link between the MTP/SCS and existing SIPs, as mentioned above, is transportation 
conformity.  Consistency is the core of a conformity determination. Transportation activities must 
be consistent with the emission reduction requirements in the SIP that, when implemented, will 
contribute to the efforts in the SACOG region to attain NAAQS.  Specifically, the MTP/SCS 
cannot result in new violations of the NAAQS, increase frequency/severity of NAAQS violations, 
or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS. 

 
The MTP/SCS was developed with consideration of balancing the objectives of meeting the air 

quality standards for the region, future transportation and land use needs, and the projected 
population increase of approximately 862871,000 people by 2035.  This was done through close 
analysis of the interface of future transportation and land use in the region. The location and pattern 
of growth is important because it determines travel behavior and provides a means for determining 
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the impact of future vehicle emissions in the MTP/SCS planning area. A compact growth pattern 
served by an efficient transportation system provides the foundation to reduce automotive travel 
and increase walking, bicycling and transit use, which reduce individual vehicle trips and associated 
VMT. Reduced VMT and vehicle trips are linked to reduced regional criteria pollutant emissions. By 
focusing on providing more small lot and attached housing, maximizing infill and redevelopment 
opportunities, and planning for communities with a mix of uses, the MTP/SCS creates a more 
compact land use pattern.  This emphasis toward more compact development and reduced VMT 
and trips is a necessary part in growing our region while at the same time improving our air quality 
and the health of those in our region. 
 
Toxic Air Contaminants  
 

As described above, the location and pattern of growth is important because it determines travel 
behavior and provides a means for determining the impact of future vehicle emissions in the 
MTP/SCS planning area. However, in order to achieve the greatest VMT reductions from a 
compact growth pattern, development needs to be situated near public transit corridors, which, in 
the SACOG region are typically near major roadway corridors. As a result, transit-efficient compact 
development can inherently result in closer proximity of receptors to localized sources of TACs.  

 
Although ambient air quality standards exist for criteria pollutants, no ambient standards exist 

for air toxics. Many pollutants are identified as air toxics because of their potential to increase the 
risk of developing cancer or because of the acute or chronic health risks that may result from 
exposure to these substances. For air toxics that are known or suspected carcinogens, ARB has 
consistently found that there are no levels or thresholds below which exposure is risk free. 
Individual air toxics vary greatly in the risk they present—at a given level of exposure, one air toxic 
may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. For certain air toxics, a unit risk factor 
can be developed to evaluate cancer risk. For acute and chronic health risks, a similar factor called a 
Hazard Index is used to evaluate risk. 

 
Air toxics are a form of particulate matter pollutant that are increasingly being studied and added 

to the list of impacts of the transportation system to health. Air toxics are released from sources 
throughout the country, including motor vehicles, stationary sources such as industrial/ 
manufacturing plants, and area sources such as dry cleaners and auto paint shops. Several air toxics 
are emitted during combustion of gasoline and diesel fuel by motor vehicles, including benzene, 
formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and particulate matter from diesel exhaust. Of these emitted toxics, 
particulate matter from diesel exhaust—such as emissions from freeways, distribution centers, 
railyards, and ports—represents the greatest health risk. Air toxics other than those primarily 
associated with diesel exhaust are still considered significant, even if they do not appear to greatly 
contribute to the overall risk level of the region. Those air toxics can present a high risk to members 
of the population in close proximity to a source of the pollutant. 

 
Though U.S. EPA issued a Mobile Sources Air Toxics (MSAT) Rule in 2001, and issued a 

second MSAT Rule in 2007, no set standards for air toxics were identified. Because there is no 
regulatory setting for air toxics at this time that the MTP/SCS must comply with, the evaluation of 
their impact is more qualitative.  Standards and regulations are in place to reduce air toxics emissions 
using the base level emissions level as a starting line, instead of aspiring to a scientifically prescribed 
level of acceptable emissions. ARB uses a similar approach, with the long-term goal of their 
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statewide control program being to reduce diesel PM by 80% by 2020; requiring cleaner diesel fuel 
and cleaner diesel engines are two standards being employed to reduce the public’s exposure to 
diesel PM.  There is no consensus on thresholds for exposures for sensitive people or proximity of 
their sensitive land uses from pollutant sources.  Guidelines and recommended practices are being 
applied while more information and appropriate policies are being developed.   

 
ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Perspective (April 2005) identifies sensitive 

land uses—new residences, schools, day care centers, playgrounds, and medical facilities—that 
should receive additional consideration during land use discussions. It also identifies the segments of 
the population most susceptible to the non-cancer health risks from air toxics exposure: children, 
pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are most vulnerable to the 
effects of air toxics, with evidence pointing to increased sensitivity among children to cancer-causing 
chemicals. Within the guidance are recommended buffers to be considered when siting new sensitive 
land uses. The identified sources include: high-traffic freeways and roads, distribution centers, 
railyards, ports, refineries, chrome planting facilities, dry cleaners using perchloroethylene, and large 
gasoline dispensing facilities. Each of these individual sources has recommended buffers related to 
their siting near sensitive land uses.   

 
Specifically, the ARB handbook states that sensitive land uses (e.g., homes, schools, day care 

centers, parks, hospitals) be located outside a 500-foot buffer of major roadways, defined as 
freeways or urban roads with traffic volumes of 100,000 or more vehicles per day or rural roads with 
50,000 or more vehicles per day.  As of 2008, the population within the buffer zone represents only 
2.02 percent of the entire region’s population. By 2035, the population within the buffer zone will 
represent only 2.4 percent of the entire region’s population (see Table 7.6). This means that less than 
half a percent (.38 percent) increase in the expected population will be within these buffer zones. 
Figure 7.4 shows the location of high-volume roadways in 2035. 

 
 

Table 7.6 
Population within 500‐Foot Buffer of High‐Volume Roadways, 2008 and 2035 

   Within 500' Buffer ‐ 2008    Within 500' Buffer ‐ 2035 

County  % of total population  % of total population 

El Dorado   0.26%  0.26% 

Placer  1.30%  1.02% 

Sacramento   2.73%  3.34% 

Sutter  0.00%  0.00% 

Yolo  1.23%  1.89% 

Yuba  0.00%  0.00% 

Region Total  2.02%  2.40% 

Source: SACOG, 2011. 
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 Figure 7.5 shows the location of the existing and proposed facilities that emit TACs for which 
locational data were available via permit or available data.  

 
In addition to the 2005 ARB handbook, a statewide discussion has been taking place among 

affordable homebuilders, equity advocates, and public health experts seeking to better understand 
the relationship between infill development and public health. 

 
At the local level, the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) 

has developed its own protocol, Recommended Protocol for Evaluating the Location of Sensitive Land Uses 
Adjacent to Major Roadways (March 2011), for project developers to use in assessing potential risks to 
residents from siting in particular locations, and mitigation strategies to address any identified risks. 
As illustrated by the ARB handbook and SMAQMD protocol, the risk is highly site-specific. The 
height of nearby freeways, prevailing winds, and other factors can make a significant difference in 
whether potential development sites pose elevated risks. Risks are different for children, seniors and 
those with certain health conditions than for healthy adults, and are based on a standard 70-year 
exposure, although many people do not necessarily live in the same location for 70 years.  SACOG, 
through discussion and research, has identified a number of considerations for assessing exposure to 
high-volume roadway toxic air contaminants:  

 
 SACOG does not have the capacity to assess every individual site within the buffer zone for 

potential variations in risk, but the local project proponents are expected to conduct 
assessments on a project-by-project basis to assess risk for planned residents or users.  

 There are tradeoffs between the health benefits and risks of siting new residential 
development in infill areas near transit, which often runs on major roadway corridors. Risks  
of exposure to toxic air contaminants from proximity to high-volume roadways may need to 
be weighed along with such benefits as better transit access to health care, lower 
transportation costs that leave more money for medical care, and new higher quality housing 
and increased physical activity for residents that can help improve health. . 

 State and federal agencies provide points in competitive housing funding programs for 
affordable home developments near frequent transit, recognizing that lower income 
residents tend to be more transit-dependent.  

 Both environmental justice and non-environmental justice areas have small populations 
within the buffer zone. It is likely that what proximity there is includes more than low-
income and minority residents, because populations in the buffer zone are likely to be 
diverse in ethnicity and income level, especially by 2035. For a full discussion on this 
population please see Chapter 8 – Equity and Choice.  

 Perchloroethylene is due to be phased out of dry cleaning operations by 2023.  

 Increasingly cleaner vehicles are reducing some of the health risks from air contaminants. 
Strategies exist to mitigate risks include: siting residences and sensitive receptors away from 
the roadway, reducing windows facing the freeway or roadway, installing central heating and 
air conditioning systems, and planting trees that filter out air contaminants. Given the site-
specific nature of exposure risk and available mitigation strategies, it is likely that the 
population that may experience exposure risk is even less than the 2 percent of the 
population in SACOG’s analysis.  
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C L I M A T E  C H A N G E :  M I T I G A T I O N  A N D  
A D A P T A T I O N  
 

The integrated approach to reducing the effects GHG emissions have on climate change is one 
that SACOG takes seriously. SACOG has been involved in many aspects related to climate change 
throughout the region, including involvement in many climate action plans adopted or underway in 
the region. SACOG has conducted its own operational emissions inventory since 2006; was the first 
American organization to apply the Greenhouse Gas Regional Inventory Protocol (GRIP) model 
that culminated in a regional inventory and future year GHG inventory scenarios (see Appendix E-
7); has received grants to work on planning for plug-in electric vehicle infrastructure; and has 
worked at reducing VMT, minimizing the impacts of GHG emissions on our climate, and realizing 
many of the benefits an MTP/SCS has to offer. For this MTP/SCS, SACOG has conducted 
extensive research on what factors lead to climate change, how it impacts human health, the 
environment, and economy, and what components of the MTP/SCS can help to minimize the 
effects climate change will have on the region. 
 
Causes and Effects of Climate Change 
 
 Climate change is a measurable change in the state of the average weather conditions over a 
period of time, usually decades or longer1. A growing body of scientific research has linked climate 
change to an increase in the concentration of GHGs in the Earth’s atmosphere. Concentrations of 
atmospheric GHGs has remained relatively constant up until the last two hundred years at between 
260 and 285 parts per million2. Current levels of atmospheric GHGs exceed 390 parts per million3. 
 
 Part of this fluctuation is caused by the natural carbon cycle. Absorption and release of GHGs 
by the oceans, plants, and the atmosphere is a natural occurrence. However, the Energy Information 
Administration (EIA) estimates that there are 6 billion metric tons of GHG emissions annually from 
human activity, and while some of this is absorbed by the carbon cycle, roughly 3 billion metric tons 
are released into the atmosphere each year4. While there is uncertainty on how the variation in 
climate is impacted by this increase in human-produced GHG emissions, it is believed that any 
increase in GHG concentrations in the atmosphere can increase global temperatures, which can 
have an impact on weather conditions around the globe. 
 
 In the United States, roughly 82 percent of all GHG emissions come from the use of petroleum 
and natural gas. This equals about 25 percent of global emissions. According to an EIA report, 
world energy consumption will increase by 47 percent from 2007 to 2035. This increase will be led 
by the use of liquid fuels, including petroleum and natural gas. Worldwide demand for oil is growing 
steadily.  Current world oil usage is about 90 million barrels per day, with demand rising to around 
111 million barrels per day by 20355.   
  

                                                 
1 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Annex I – Glossary, http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/glossary/ar4-wg1.pdf 
2 California Climate Change Portal, http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/background/index.html 
3 Thomas Conway and Pieter Tans, NOAA/ESRL, www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/trends/ 
4 Energy Information Administration, http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/1605/ggccebro/chapter1.html 
5 Ibid 
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 The U.S consumed approximately 19.1 million barrels of petroleum-based products per day in 
2010. This is expected to increase to 21.9 million barrels per day in 20356. Most of the increase in oil 
demand comes from the transportation sector, where there are the fewest available alternatives to 
petroleum.  Roughly 70 percent of the U.S. oil consumption is in the transportation sector (14 
million barrels per day)7. In California, petroleum-based fuels account for 43 percent of all energy 
consumption, and 39 percent of that is for transportation8. Over the last 20 years, California’s 
consumption of gasoline and diesel fuel increased 50 percent.  However, with recent state and 
federal regulations on fuel efficiency and alternative fuel sources, transportation-related fuel 
consumption is projected to decrease 3.7 percent by 2030.9 
 
 Carbon dioxide (along with water) is the natural end product of the clean burning of petroleum 
fuels, so the only way to reduce the influence on global climate is to reduce the amount of fuel 
burned, or to find a new fuel for vehicles that does not come from oil. Even carbon emissions from 
cleaner sources such as natural gas, ethanol, or electricity (unless derived from a renewable source) 
play a role in global warming.  It is widely accepted that carbon dioxide forms approximately 84 
percent of all GHG emissions; this is true in California as in the rest of the world. 
 

The impacts from a change in global climate can be felt throughout the region. California has 
adopted the public policy position that global climate change is “a serious threat to the economic 
well-being, public health, natural resources, and the environment of California.” Health and Safety 
Code § 38501 states that: 

 
the potential adverse impacts of global warming include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a 
reduction in the quality and supply of water to the state from the Sierra snowpack, a rise in sea 
levels resulting in the displacement of thousands of coastal businesses and residences, damage to 
marine ecosystems and the natural environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious 
disease, asthma, and other human health-related problems … [and that] … global warming will 
have detrimental effects on some of California’s largest industries, including agriculture, wine, 
tourism, skiing, recreational and commercial fishing, and forestry (and)…will also increase the 
strain on electricity supplies necessary to meet the demand for summer air-conditioning in the hottest 
parts of the State.  

 
The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) constructed several 

GHG emission scenarios of varying demographic, social, economic, technological, environmental, 
and policy futures. They concluded that GHG emissions at or above current levels would cause 
“many changes in the global climate system during the 21st century that would very likely be larger 
than those observed during the 20th century” (IPCC 2007). 

 
The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) took the IPCC work and built 

scenarios specific to California. As directed by Executive Order #S-3-05, CalEPA prepared a series 
of reports, including the Scenarios of Climate Change in California: An Overview (Climate Scenarios 
report), in February 2006.  This report analyzed the impacts the following temperature ranges could 
have on California during the 21st century: lower warming range (3.0-5.5oF); medium warming range 

                                                 
6 Energy Information Administration, Annual Energy Outlook 2011 
7 Ibid 
8 Energy Information Administration, California State Energy Profile 2009 
9 Ibid 
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(5.5-8.0oF); and higher warming range (8.0-10.5oF). It considered impacts on public health, water 
resources, agriculture, forests and landscapes, and rising sea levels. These impacts are discussed in 
detail below. 

 
Public Health 

Higher temperatures would create additional, longer, and more intense climate conditions 
leading to increased air pollution. An increase in global background ozone levels, as predicted in 
some scenarios, would make it impossible to meet local air quality standards. Large wildfires could 
become up to 55 percent more frequent, further increasing air pollution. 

 
Under the higher warming scenario, in Sacramento there could be up to 100 more days per year 

with temperatures above 95oF by 2100. Rising temperatures will increase the risk of death from 
dehydration, heat stroke/exhaustion, heart attack, stroke, and respiratory distress caused by extreme 
heat. It will also result in more GHG emissions from increased energy consumed from the use of air 
conditioners. 

 
Water Resources 

Rising temperatures, especially if combined with decreases in precipitation, would severely 
reduce spring snow pack, increasing the risk of summer water shortages. Also, an influx of saltwater 
would degrade California’s estuaries, wetlands, and groundwater aquifers. Saltwater intrusion caused 
by rising sea levels is a major threat to the quality and reliability of water within the southern edge of 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta, a major state fresh water supply.  

 
Agriculture 

As temperatures rise, there will be more demand for water for crops and a less reliable water 
supply. Increases in pests and disease in crops will compound the problem as rising temperatures 
will likely aggravate ozone pollution, which makes plants more susceptible. 

 
Plant growth tends to increase with rising temperatures. However, faster growth can result in 

less-than optimal development for many crops, so rising temperatures are likely to worsen the 
quantity and quality of yield for a number of California’s agricultural products. Products likely to be 
most affected include wine grapes, fruits, nuts, and milk. 

 
Forests and Landscapes 

Global climate change is expected to intensify this threat by increasing the risk of wildfire and 
altering the distribution and character of natural vegetation. If temperatures rise into the medium 
warming range, the risk of large wildfires in California could increase by as much as 55 percent, 
which is almost twice the increase expected if temperatures stay in the lower warming range. In the 
Sacramento region, the areas most at risk are the foothills in El Dorado, Placer and Yuba counties, 
and the foothills of western Yolo County. 

 
Moreover, continued global climate change will alter natural ecosystems and biological diversity 

within the state. The productivity of the state’s forests is also expected to decrease as a result of 
global climate change. 

 
Rising Sea Levels 

Rising sea levels, more intense coastal storms, and warmer water temperatures will increasingly 
threaten the state’s coastal regions. Under the higher warming scenario, sea level is anticipated to rise 
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22 to 35 inches by 2100. Elevations of this magnitude would inundate coastal areas with saltwater, 
accelerate coastal erosion, threaten vital levees and inland water systems, and disrupt wetlands and 
natural habitats.  
 
Addressing the Effects of Climate Change  
 
 To reduce the negative effects that fossil fuel consumption has on climate change, two themes 
emerge.  First, advances in technology such as cleaner engines, better gas mileage, and the use of 
alternative fuels have the potential to slow the effects of climate change.  However, there is a worry 
that the shift to more energy-efficient vehicles will occur too slowly to avoid potentially significant 
crises that will challenge the transportation system. This leads to the second theme: changing travel 
behavior.  If people shift to greater use of alternative modes (transit, bicycling and walking), the 
reliance on oil and the negative effect on the climate is reduced. With these questions in the 
forefront of the planning process, the MTP/SCS was developed using a multi-faceted approach to 
reduce the consumption of energy sources that lead to increased GHG emissions and climate 
change.  
 

Moving Cooler was a landmark study looking at the impacts certain transportation-related 
strategies could have on curbing GHG emissions. It looks at different approaches individually to 
determine what works and why, and combines them to get an overall sense of the relationship 
between travel and climate change. The study finds that the best approach to addressing the effects 
of travel on climate change is an integrated, multi-strategy approach that considers policies at 
different levels, travel behavior, and overall efficiency of travel10. This section will explore various 
efforts underway at the state and regional level that take this same approach, and in particular, what 
the MTP/SCS does in regard to travel activity and efficiency.  

 
Policy Approach 

California has already passed landmark laws, AB 32 and SB 375, intended to curb GHG 
emissions. When creating the MTP/SCS, SACOG made every effort to meet and surpass the goals 
outlined by both these laws. SB 375 is an implementation measure of AB 32, and creates specific 
targets that each region throughout California must try to meet. AB 32, on the other hand, does not 
direct SACOG to achieve any GHG emission reduction but instead sets statewide goals. However, 
the MTP/SCS were developed to not only achieve the goals of SB 375, but create an efficient land 
use plan and robust transportation network that would meet AB 32 goals and further reduce our 
impact on climate change. 

 
AB 32 
 AB 32 calls for the state of California to reach 1990 levels of GHG emissions from all sources 
by the year 2020. It places California as the leader in the abatement of climate change and offers a 
model for other states and countries to reduce GHG emissions. As part of AB 32, in 2008, ARB 
created the Scoping Plan11, which contains strategies to reduce GHG emissions. The Scoping Plan 
uses various actions including regulations, incentives, and market mechanisms to achieve reduction 
targets. In 2011, ARB approved an update of the expected GHG reductions from each of the 
measures outlined in the Scoping Plan document. Table 7.7 outlines GHG emissions, expressed in 

                                                 
10 Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Cambridge 
Systematics, Inc 2009. 
11 AB 32 Scoping Plan. California Air Resources Board. http://arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scopingplan.htm 
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million metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MMtCO2e) and the expected reductions from each. The 
table includes reduction measures from transportation, and electricity and natural gas sources that 
will be covered under new cap-and-trade regulations adopted by ARB in October 2011.12 It does not 
include non-capped measures, which will have little influence on this MTP.  
 
 

Table 7.7 
Expected California GHG Reductions from Scoping Plan (MMtCO2e) 

Measures in Capped Sectors  49.0 

Transportation  24.4 

T‐1 Advanced Clean Cars  3.8 

T‐2 Low Carbon Fuel Standards  15.0 

T‐3 Regional Targets (SB 375)  3.0 

T‐4 Tire Pressure Program  0.2 

T‐5 Ship Electrification  0.6 

T‐7 Heavy Duty Aerodynamics  0.9 

T‐8 Medium/Heavy Hybridization  0.0 

T‐9 High Speed Rail  1.0 

   

Electricity and Natural Gas  24.6 

E‐1 Energy Efficiency and Conservation  7.8 

CR‐1 Energy Efficiency and Conservation  4.1 

CR‐2 Solar Hot Water  0.1 

E‐3 Renewable Energy Standards  11.4 

E‐4 Million Solar Roofs  1.1 
Source: ARB AB 32 Scoping Plan 

 
  

As part of this MTP/SCS, SACOG conducted an analysis of regional climate change impacts 
and estimated what emissions were in 1990 and 2008, and to see how well the plan addressed the 
AB 32 GHG emission reduction goal of returning to 1990 levels by 2020. The MTP/SCS only 
impacts GHG emissions from sources where SACOG has some influence, mainly from the on-road 
portion of the regional transportation network and land use decisions, for example where people live 
and work. However, in order to better illustrate the full picture of GHG emissions in the region, the 
analysis SACOG conducted considered emissions from different sources, including: the generation 
of electricity, farming and forestry practices, residential and commercial uses, industrial processing, 
and all sources of transportation. As expressed in the Scoping Plan, 1990 levels can be approximated 
as 15 percent below 2008 levels. This is the assumption SACOG made for the MTP analysis, which 
used local land use data along with data from various state agencies and utility providers to generate 

                                                 
12 Cap and trade is a strategy used to reduce GHG emissions. The policy sets an annual limit on the amount 
of GHG emissions that can be released from each source statewide. It then sets a price point at which the 
various GHG emitters can purchase a permit that allows them to emit a set amount; these permits are often 
called allowances. A market is then created for these entities to buy and sell allowances, based on their ability 
and desire to meet the amount set for each allowance. Periodically the cap, allowance amount, and price point 
are adjusted to facilitate increased GHG reductions. Compliance with ARB regulations begins in 2013. 
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an emissions inventory for the region. The analysis concluded that the region emitted 22.7 
MMtCO2e in 2008. Therefore, 19.36 MMtCO2e is the level that must be attained by 2020 for the 
region to meet the reduction target set by AB 32. By implementing the transportation and land use 
components of the MTP/SCS, and including measures from the Scoping Plan, 2020 emissions are 
forecasted to be 17.34 MMtCO2e for the region in 2020. This is 12 percent below the target set by 
AB 32.  

 
AB 32 only set targets for 2020, but the MTP/SCS looks at forecasted growth to the year 2035. 

Therefore, SACOG decided to take this analysis a little further and estimate GHG emissions for the 
year 2035. The benefits of the type of growth assumed in the SCS coupled with the efficient 
transportation system created in the MTP/SCS, further reduce GHG emissions beyond the year 
2020. The forecasted emissions for the region are 16.55 MMtCO2e in the year 2035, an additional 5 
percent reduction from 2020 levels.  As previously mentioned, despite the fact that SACOG only 
has influence on land use and transportation sources of GHG emissions, all sectors were evaluated. 
As illustrated in Figure 7.6, which shows GHG emissions from all sectors for the years 2008, 2020, 
and 2035, the region’s emissions of harmful GHGs are on a downward trajectory. The slope of this 
trajectory, however, is not as aggressive as it is from 2008 to 2020 as it does not include additional 
GHG reduction measures similar to those found in the Scoping Plan. Aside from SB 375 GHG 
reductions, the Scoping Plan has no reductions beyond 2020. All reductions shown beyond 2020 are 
from the beneficial land use and transportation projects in the MTP/SCS.  
 
 

Figure 7.6 
Plan Area MMtCO2e Emission by Sector in 2008, 2020, and 2035 

 

	
Source: SACOG, 2011. 

 
The development and related transportation projects in this MTP/SCS provide for a mix of 

housing options located closer to jobs and transit. The proposed growth is more compact in form 
and more effectively utilizes energy and existing infrastructure. This efficient land use and 
transportation relationship is characterized in Figure 7.6 above, shown by reductions in GHGs from 
all sectors, but most specifically from Electricity Generation, Residential/Commercial, and 
Transportation. 
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SB 375 
One of the measures for reducing GHG emissions in the Scoping Plan is SB 375, which 

required ARB to set regional GHG reduction targets for light-duty trucks and automobiles. The law 
then requires each of California’s MPOs create an integrated land use, housing, and transportation 
plan that demonstrates how the targets can be met. This plan, the Sustainable Communities Strategy, 
or SCS, is required to be incorporated into the MTP/SCS. ARB reviews the SCS to determine if it 
meets the targets, or if an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) needs to be prepared in order to meet 
the targets. SB 375 provides incentives to residential mixed-use or residential development, if it is 
consistent with the SCS, in the form of relief from certain environmental review, described in 
Chapter 3 – Land Use Forecast. 
 
SB 375 Results in the MTP/SCS 

ARB set SB 375 GHG emission reduction targets for each of the state’s 18 MPOs. For the 
region, the targets set are seven percent below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2020 and 16 
percent below 2005 per capita emissions levels by 2035. The benefits of a cohesive land use-
transportation relationship, as discussed above, are highlighted in the reduction in GHG emissions 
from light-duty trucks and automobiles achieved in the MTP.  The smart growth land use pattern 
and supporting transportation projects in the MTP/SCS are conducive to reducing GHG emissions 
as required by SB 375 and lead to GHG reductions beyond those targets set by the ARB. 

 
The results in Table 7.8 reflect the more efficient travel from the type of growth forecasted in 

the MTP/SCS. The table shows the 2005, 2020, and 2035 GHG emissions from light-duty trucks 
and automobiles.  

 
Table 7.8 

MTP/SCS Plan Area CO2 Equivalent Emission Estimates for 2005, 2020 and 2035 

  CO2e per Capita 
(lbs. per day) 

Modeled CO2 
Reductions 

Off‐Model 
Reductions* 

Total Reductions  
from 2005 

2005  23.0  n/a  n/a  n/a 

2020  20.8  ‐9%   ‐1%   ‐10%  

2035  19.7  ‐14%   ‐2%   ‐16%  
Source: SACOG, 2011 
* Off model reductions account for effects of TSM, ITS, and TDM projects not accounted for in SACSIM 

  
 The per capita GHG pounds per day emissions for the region were 23.0 in 2005, which sets the 
benchmark for SB 375 reduction. Based on the development in the MTP/SCS, GHG per capita 
emissions reduce to 20.8 pounds per day in 2020. This is a 9.6 percent reduction from 2005 to 2020, 
well below the 7 percent reduction set by ARB. The results for 2035 are just as impressive, with per 
capita GHG pounds per day dropping by 16 percent to 19.7 in 2035. This reduction is for light-duty 
trucks and automobiles only. GHG emissions from medium and heavy-duty trucks, rail, ship, 
airplanes, and other transportation sources are not included in this reduction, but are included in the 
overall GHG emissions previously discussed. 
 
 How well the MTP/SCS performs at reducing GHG emissions from transportation becomes 
more apparent when visualized throughout the region. The map in Figure 7.7 shows GHG 
emissions per capita from on-road sources in 2035. The average emissions for the region are 19.7 
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pounds per day for each person. Emission values above that norm are colored in darkening shades 
of red, and values below are shaded green.  
 

Figure 7.7  

2035 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Per Capita From On‐Road Sources 
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Travel Behavior Approach 
 Shifting more trips away from automobiles to transit, walking, and biking will reduce energy 
consumption from transportation. Viable, cost-effective alternatives to driving alone must be 
provided, and show they are safe, easy and efficient, and reduce the distances people must travel. 
For this MTP/SCS, SACOG considered several causes and effects of shifts in travel behavior. 
 
 There are several factors that influence travel behavior, a key one being cost.  Beginning in 2005 
and continuing through today, the nation is experiencing unprecedented volatility in fuel prices.  
Recent projections of fuel prices by the federal Department of Energy13 and the California Energy 
Commission14 have shown a much higher high-end price as compared to past projections.  SACOG 
has worked with other MPO’s around the state to develop consistent future projections of fuel 
prices for use in the integrated plans implementing SB 375 and achieving GHG reduction targets.  
Fuel prices were assumed to increase to $4.74 by 2020, and to $5.74 by 2035 (both stated in 2009 
dollars).   
 

Another key factor that influences transportation activity and the choices people make related to 
travel is land use. The relationship between land use and travel behavior is often referred to as the 
“D’s”,  for variables including: Destination, Design, Diversity, Distance, and Density. Destination is 
a measure of how accessible by transit and driving an area is to the rest of the region. The less time 
spent getting from an area to a concentration of jobs, the more accessible the area.  The Design 
variable describes the street pattern of an area, which makes travel by any mode more or less 
efficient. The mix of land uses within an area, or Diversity, will provide for fewer and shorter trips.  
Distance to nearest transit measures how likely trips coming to and leaving an area will be made by 
transit. Lastly Density, and specifically residential density, has been shown to be a key indicator of 
the likelihood of non-auto forms of travel. SACOG considered all of these factors when developing 
the land use pattern and transportation projects in the MTP/SCS. See Chapter 5A for a more 
detailed discussion on the relationship between land use and transportation, and the performance of 
the MTP/SCS as it relates to these variables.  

  The short-term effects from changing the cost of travel involves shifting from automobile use, 
while long-run effects are greater and include relocating homes or work locations in order to shorten 
travel distances. Travel options range from taking fewer auto trips, carpooling, and buying more 
fuel-efficient vehicles, to using transit, walking, biking, or some other mode of transportation.  In 
this MTP/SCS, total person trips by walk, bike and transit increase by 755,500 for weekday travel, 
which is an 85 percent increase from the 2008 base year. The MTP/SCS was forecasted to increase 
per capita trips by bike, walk or transit from 0.40 in 2008 to 0.53, a 33 percent increase by 2035. 
People can also change the locations of their homes, jobs, or both to reduce their travel miles.  
People who live in areas with a mix of land uses in close proximity, and with nearby transit, walking 
and biking facilities will probably experience less inconvenience and disruption to their daily lives 
than others. While investments in public transportation infrastructure are expensive, a review of 
cost-benefit studies by Cambridge Systematics found that the benefits out-weigh the costs as much 
as 3 to 1. Additional benefits outside of reducing GHG emissions can include: “expanded travel 

                                                 
13 Department of Energy, “Energy Outlook” series provides forecasts and projections of prices for gasoline and diesel. 
14 California Energy Commission “Integrated Energy Policy Reports” series provides forecasts and projections of prices 
for gasoline and diesel. 
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options, reduced congestion, greater accessibility, improvements in the livability of urban areas, 
improved equity, improved environmental quality, enhanced public health, and improved safety”15. 
 
Travel Efficiency Approach 
 Another approach to addressing the impact GHG emissions have on climate change is 
advancing technologies that create more efficient forms of travel and reduce GHG emissions by 
automobiles. These include increased fuel efficiency, decreased carbon in fuel, and more efficient 
engine design.  Although these are not specifically considered as part of the MTP, mainly because 
SB 375 does not allow for advances in technology to achieve GHG reduction goals, it is an integral 
part of the multi-strategy approach to addressing climate change from travel. AB 32 has very specific 
measures aimed at reducing GHG emissions from travel by making travel more efficient. SACOG 
has taken every possible step to make sure that the MTP/SCS does not interfere with the 
implementation and achievement of AB 32 goals. 
 
  The technological improvements most effective at dealing with global climate change increase 
fuel efficiency significantly, reduce carbon in fuels, or capture carbon emissions. Major advances in 
cleaner and more efficient technology are being made. Increased use of cleaner-burning fuels and 
engines will help reduce GHG emissions, while improvements to fuel efficiency will result in less 
consumption of fossil fuels. The uncertainty is when these technologies will penetrate the market, 
and how widely available and purchased they will be.  
 
 As discussed in more detail in Chapter 5A, technical coordination among MPOs statewide 
resulted in a consensus on the most likely passenger vehicle fleet fuel efficiency (25.5 miles per 
gallon in 2020, increasing to 29.3 by 2035), fuel prices for 2020 and 2035, and vehicle operating 
costs to use for the MTP/SCS.. 
 

                                                 
15 Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Cambridge 
Systematics, Inc 2009. 
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Chapter 8 
Equity and Choice 

Provide real, viable travel choices for all people throughout our diverse region. 

Introduction 

SACOG is required by law to conduct an environmental justice analysis as part of the 
MTP/SCS, to determine whether the MTP/SCS benefits low-income and minority communities 
equitably, and whether the Plan’s transportation investments have any disproportionate negative 
effects on minority and/or low-income populations in the SACOG region. SACOG has conducted 
such analyses in the last several MTPs.  

While Chapter 5 analyzes the general performance of the MTP/SCS, this chapter provides 
SACOG’s environmental justice analysis. The chapter seeks not only to fulfill SACOG’s legal 
requirement to analyze the environmental justice impacts of the MTP/SCS, including expanded 
performance measures from previous MTPs, but also to understand and compare the benefits and 
effects of the MTP/SCS for the region’s residents, including those who live in more low-income or 
minority communities. 

The chapter includes the following:  

 Legal requirements for environmental justice analysis 
 How Environmental Justice (EJ) Areas are defined 
 Characteristics of EJ Areas 
 Analysis of EJ impacts of the MTP/SCS, including new performance measures 
 Strategies for building analytical capacity and expertise 

Legal Framework 

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

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, first adopted in 1964, set the initial legal framework for 
environmental justice analysis, stating that “No person . . . shall, on the grounds of race, color, or 
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied benefits of, or be subjected to 
discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.”  Title VI was 
later amended to include gender, religion, and disability. In 1987, it was further amended to extend 
non-discrimination requirements for recipients of federal aid to all of their programs and activities, 
not just those funded with federal funds.  

 
California Government Code Section 11135(a) also addresses discrimination by recipients of 

state funds:  
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No person in the State of California shall, on the basis of race, national origin, ethnic group 
identification, religion, age, sex, sexual orientation, color, or disability, be unlawfully denied full 
and equal access to the benefits of, or be unlawfully subjected to discrimination under, any 
program or activity that is conducted, operated, or administered by the state or by any state 
agency, is funded directly by the state, or receives any financial assistance from the state.  

 
To implement and ensure compliance with these statutes, federal and state agencies have issued 

a series of orders, regulations and guidance on environmental justice. In 1994, President Clinton 
issued Executive Order 12898 on “Federal Actions To Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.”1 In 1997, the Department of Transportation 
followed up with an Order on Environmental Justice2 designed to implement the Executive Order.   
 

In December 1998, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued its own environmental 
justice order. As a federally designated metropolitan transportation planning organization (MPO), 
SACOG is required to comply with the rules and policies set forth by FHWA. FHWA outlines three 
main principles underlying environmental justice: 
 
 To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low-income 
populations. 

 Ensure full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision making process.  

 Prevent denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority 
populations and low-income groups. 

Per FHWA’s guidance on environmental justice: 

MPOs serve as the primary forum where State DOTs, transit providers, local agencies, 
and the public develop local transportation plans and programs that address a metropolitan 
area's needs. MPOs can help local public officials understand how Title VI and 
environmental justice requirements improve planning and decision making. To certify 
compliance with Title VI and address environmental justice, MPOs need to: 

 Enhance their analytical capabilities to ensure that the long-range transportation 
plan and the transportation improvement program (TIP) comply with Title VI.  

 Identify residential, employment, and transportation patterns of low-income and 
minority populations so that their needs can be identified and addressed, and the 
benefits and burdens of transportation investments can be fairly distributed.  

 Evaluate and - where necessary - improve their public involvement processes to 
eliminate participation barriers and engage minority and low-income populations 
in transportation decision making.  

                                                 
1 http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf 
2 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/facts/dot_ord.cfm 
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Engagement & Education for the MTP/SCS 

P U B L I C  I N V O L V E M E N T  P R O C E S S  F O R  L O W - I N C O M E  
A N D  M I N O R I T Y  C O M M U N I T I E S  I N  T H E  M T P / S C S  

SACOG’s adopted guide for public involvement, the Public Participation Plan (PPP), identifies 
opportunities for public input at the front end of the MTP/SCS planning process and also prior to 
final hearings. The process provides complete information on transportation plans, timely public 
notice, full public access to key decisions, and opportunities for early and continuing involvement in 
the process for all segments of the region’s population, including low-income and minority 
communities.  

 
In February through April of 2011, staff conducted a PPP amendment including a working 

group meeting of representatives of environmental justice communities. This meeting specifically 
asked for input on additional techniques and strategies that could be used to augment the required 
outreach activities to better meet the needs of our environmental justice populations. Additionally, 
this group was asked to engage from this first step in framing the public participation process 
through the entire MTP/SCS process as a partner in outreach and education.  The full PPP is 
located in Appendix G-2.  

 
As part of the development process for the MTP/SCS, SACOG worked to bring in more 

members of environmental justice communities as defined by statute, and to reach out to other 
underrepresented populations including persons with disabilities, youth, seniors, recent immigrants 
and limited English speakers.   The goal of this outreach strategy was to obtain feedback from all 
segments of the population and to ensure broad participation representative of the region’s 
demographic profile at the public workshops.  

  
Critical to SACOG’s overall effort to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas 

emissions is understanding the travel choices residents of the region will want and need to make in 
the future.  As such, public input from all segments of the population was critical to development of 
this MTP/SCS.  Beyond meeting the federal requirement for addressing unique needs of low-
income and minority communities, SACOG  is sensitive to ensuring that transportation investments 
set forth in this MTP/SCS help support diverse transportation choices that reflect and meet the 
travel needs of the region’s residents.   

 
To meet the goal of better engaging with environmental justice communities and 

underrepresented residents, SACOG not only used the legally required techniques described in 
Chapter 2, but also sought out underrepresented residents not included in the environmental justice 
statute.  

 
Key efforts included: 
 
 Presentations to over 130 community groups during the 2010 and 2011 planning process. 

 Focus groups with a number of representatives from equity, public health, affordable 
housing, and human service groups, and minority, low-income, senior, youth, disabled and 
recent immigrant populations, identified in Appendix G-3.  
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 Translation of MTP/SCS workshop fliers into Spanish for all locations (Spanish is the most 
common non-English language spoken in the region). 

 Advance preparation work with translators and translation of workshop materials into 
Russian and Vietnamese.  

 On-site translators for participants needing translation into Russian, Asian languages, and 
Spanish.  

 Financial assistance to low-income residents who would be burdened by the cost of 
transportation, plus free dial-a-ride service by Paratransit, Inc. provided by request for all 
workshops, including areas not in the Paratransit service area. 

 Findings from eight focus groups with residents from environmental justice populations in 
the region, including Asian-Pacific Islander, African-American, Hispanic/Latino, Native 
American/American Indian, and low-income populations, conducted with support from 
Caltrans and the consulting firm MIG. (For a focus group summary, see Appendix G-3.) 

 Consideration of findings and recommendations from a SACOG study completed in 
February 2011 assessing the needs of transit-dependent residents in the region to reach 
essential or “lifeline” destinations.3 

 
For more information related specifically to the MTP/SCS 2010 workshops, see Chapter 2, The 

Planning Process. 

Environmental Justice Area Definitions 

FHWA requires MPOs’ environmental justice analyses to address persons belonging to any of 
the following groups:  

 Black - a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa. 

 Hispanic - a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other 
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. 

 Asian - a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast 
Asia, or the Indian subcontinent. 

 American Indian and Alaskan Native - a person having origins in any of the original 
people of North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation 
or community recognition. 

 Low-Income - a person whose household income (or in the case of a community or group, 
whose median household income) is at or below the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services poverty guidelines. 

                                                 
3 SACOG, Outreach and Analysis of Transit Dependent Needs, February 2011, 
www.sacog.org/transit/lifelinetransitstudy.cfm 
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The Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance for environmental justice analysis under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) also provides the following definitions for minority 
individuals and minority populations:  
 

Minority individuals are defined as members of the following population groups: 
American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black; or Hispanic. 
 
Minority populations should be identified where either: (a) the minority population of 
the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (b) the minority population percentage of the affected 
area is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general 
population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 

 
However, Caltrans’ Desk Guide on Environmental Justice in Transportation Planning and 

Investments – developed for public agencies, elected officials, community-based organizations, and 
concerned citizens – cautions that, “while these are the official definitions for NEPA analyses, they 
may not be appropriate for assessing environmental justice issues in transportation plans, particularly 
in a state like California where minority individuals are the majority of residents.” 4 
  

In January 2011, SACOG received a grant from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development for regional planning to complete a Regional Plan for Sustainable Development and 
accelerate transit-oriented development (TOD) to support implementation of the Blueprint Vision 
and MTP/SCS. As part of this grant work, SACOG has had the opportunity to work with faculty 
and students of the UC Davis Center for Regional Change (CRC) on enhanced equity indicators and 
performance measures to inform the MTP/SCS environmental justice analysis and Transit Priority 
Area work.  

 
CRC’s focus included assistance on defining Environmental Justice Areas for the 

MTP/SCS analysis to reflect both changes in Census data availability between 2000 and 
2010 and changes in the six-county region. Several factors were of particular significance:  

 
a. The previous 2008 MTP used 2000 Census data. This MTP/SCS uses 2010 Census data, or 

where that information is not available, data from the 2005-2009 American Community 
Survey (ACS). This reflects the major shift in how the Census is and will be produced in the 
future – away from the more detailed decennial surveying of a larger population to more 
frequent, less-detailed surveying of smaller populations in the ACS. While this shift over 
time will have the positive effect of providing Census information more often than every 10 
years, it unfortunately has also removed some categories of long-form information that were 
available in the 2000 Census – such as more detailed household income data – and created 
more significant issues with margins of error that result from a small number of Census 
surveys being used to estimate income across a large urban and rural region.  As a result the 
definition of areas with low income can only be determined at the Census “tract” level 
versus the smaller “block group” level that is used for the other definitions of 
Environmental Justice areas included in this chapter.  

                                                 
4 California Department of Transportation, Environmental Desk Guide, January 2003, 
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/ej_titlevi_files/EnvironmentalJusticeDeskGuideJan2003.pdf 
 

Field Cod
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b. Population data from the 2010 Census shows that the Sacramento region has significantly 

increased in diversity since the prior Census. Between 2000 and 2010, the Black/African-
American population in the region grew by 21 percent, the population of two or more races 
grew by 29 percent, Hispanic and Asian populations both grew by 56 percent, and the 
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander population grew by 93 percent, compared with 5 
percent total growth in the Caucasian/White population. As shown in Table 8.1, the 
“minority” population has grown to half or more of the population in Sacramento, Sutter 
and Yolo counties, and 44 percent of the region’s population.  

 
Table 8.1 

Minority Population in the SACOG Region, 2000‐2010 

County 
Total Minority 
Population 2000 

Total Minority  
Population 2010 

El Dorado  15%  20% 

Placer  17%  24% 

Sacramento  42%  52% 

Sutter  40%  50% 

Yolo  42%  50% 

Yuba  35%  41% 

Region  36%  44% 

 

This led to a reexamination of how to define “minority” communities. (A complete 
description of how the definition was developed is included in Appendix C-5.) 

c. CRC’s HUD grant work included evaluation of the TOD areas to be studied in the Regional 
Plan for Sustainable Development. CRC developed two neighborhood indices, a 
vulnerability index and an opportunity index, that could be used to compare the 
demographic and socio-economic characteristics of specific neighborhoods to the region as 
a whole.   

Informed by CRC and the grant project’s Equity, Housing and Public Health Working Group, 
SACOG developed the following criteria to define low-income and minority communities for this 
environmental justice analysis:  

 Low-Income Communities: Census Tracts where 45 percent or more of the population 
earns 200 percent or less of the federal poverty level, based on 2005-2009 ACS data. Tracts 
meeting this threshold include about 19 percent of the region’s population.  

 Minority Communities: Census Block Groups where 70 percent or more of the population 
is Asian Pacific Islander, African American, Hispanic, Native American or other Non-White 
ethnic group, based on 2010 Census data. Block groups meeting this threshold include about 
19 percent of the region’s population.  

 
Communities meeting one or both criteria are considered environmental justice areas 

(EJ Areas) for purposes of this analysis. In addition, SACOG added the following new criteria 
for defining EJ Areas, drawn from the CRC vulnerability index:  



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  8‐7 

 
 Vulnerable Communities: Block groups in the region that, according to U.S. Census 

information, when compared with the regional average, are in the top quintile on at least 
four of these five vulnerability measures:  

 Housing cost burden: percent of renter- and owner-occupied housing units paying more 
than 50 percent of household income in housing costs. 

 Single parent households: percent of family households with their own children under 
age 18 with a single householder. 

 Older population: percentage of population aged 75 and older.  

 Educational attainment: percentage of population 25 years and older with less than a 
high school degree. 

 Linguistic isolation: percent of households where English is not the primary language 
and is not spoken very well. 

 
This third criterion added to the EJ Areas three block groups totaling about 4,400 people in 

Sutter County and one block group in Sacramento County with a population of about 2,800. 
Combined, the total population of the resulting EJ Areas is about 26.5 percent of the total 
regional population.  

 
A more in-depth technical review of the changes in Census data and EJ Area definition 

methodology is contained in Appendix C-5.  
 
Before describing EJ Area characteristics, it is also important to note that: 
 
 Whether areas qualify as “EJ” or “Non-EJ” depends on thresholds for block groups or 

census tracts that quantify the residents of an area, but they are not monolithic. There are 
residents who do not have low incomes and/or who are not from minority groups who 
reside in EJ Areas. There are also low-income and minority residents who live in Non-EJ 
Areas.  

 With its current analytical tools, SACOG is not able to forecast the location of future low-
income and minority populations or EJ Areas. As a result, the areas that qualify as EJ Areas 
in the 2008 base year are assumed to be the same for the 2035 analysis. SACOG analyzes 
performance measures for all residents of both EJ and Non-EJ Areas in 2008 and 2035, but 
cannot meaningfully say whether those residents will continue to have the same minority, 
income and/or vulnerability characteristics in 2035 as in 2008. Although SACOG currently 
does not have the forecasting capacity to make more accurate predictions, the populations 
living in what are now EJ or Non-EJ Areas will likely be different in 2035.   The Center for 
Continuing Study of the California Economy (CCSCE) projects that the Sacramento region 
will continue to become more diverse, with the largest population growth coming from 
Hispanic and Asian residents over the coming decades. This continued diversification, 
combined with the MTP/SCS commitment to provide a full range of housing choices in 
sub-areas throughout the region – reinforced by state Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
requirements – means that some of the MTP/SCS analysis for later years may understate 
benefits or overstate impacts on future minority and/or low-income populations.  
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 Senior and disabled populations are not included in the FHWA low-income and minority 
definitions, and were consequently not specifically included in the demographic analysis in 
this chapter. However, the transportation needs and opportunities to improve transportation 
services for these groups were also considered in developing the MTP recommendations. 

 Youth are also not specifically included in the FHWA definitions, but have their own 
transportation needs. The Healthy Youth/Healthy Regions study for the area, commissioned 
by Sierra Health Foundation with additional funding provided by The California 
Endowment and conducted by the UC Davis Center for Regional Change found that, 
“Vulnerable youth often perceive the physical infrastructure of the Capital Region as an 
obstacle to their well-being. Young people bemoan the lack of sidewalks or bike lanes on 
routes they must travel to study, work and shop, inadequate and expensive public 
transportation and the absence of areas designated for teen gathering and recreation.” 5  The 
MTP/SCS considered improvements to meet youth transportation needs as well.  

Environmental Justice Area Characteristics 

Of the 1,426 block groups in the region, 386 make up the region’s EJ Areas. A total of 164 block 
groups meet low-income criteria alone and 112 meet both low-income and minority criteria, totaling 
67 percent of the EJ Area population. Another 106 block groups meet minority community criteria 
alone, with 32 percent of the EJ Area population. Four block groups meet vulnerability criteria 
alone, with one percent of the population. Figure 8.1 illustrates where block groups meet only a 
single threshold compared with block groups that meet both low-income and minority thresholds. 
The following is a general description of the EJ Areas across the region:  

 
In Elk Grove, the EJ area consists of four block groups on the western edge of Laguna West 

along I-5, 14 in the Cresleigh Ranch/Gilliam Meadows area of southern Elk Grove, three in 
northern Elk Grove between Calvine Road and Sheldon Road east of Hwy 99, and four between Big 
Horn Blvd. and the city’s northern border with Sacramento. 

 
In Galt, the EJ area consists of three block groups between McFarland St & State Route 99, 

from A St to Twin Cities Rd. 
 
The EJ Area in Rancho Cordova consists of 10 block groups in and around Lincoln Village, 

Cordova Meadows, and Mills Park. 
 
In the city of Sacramento, EJ areas consist of 173 total block groups. Of these, 44 block groups 

cover the Parkcrest Estates, Valley Hi, Parkway, and Cosumnes River College areas, four block 
groups are in the Pocket, ten are around and include Executive Airport, 21 are in North and South 
City Farms, Oak Park, Tallac Village, and the UCD Medical Center areas, five in Colonial Village, 17 
in the Fruitridge Manor, Lemon Hill, and Glen Elder areas south of Fruitridge, and four in the Muir 
Park area. In downtown Sacramento, nine block groups are between R Street & Broadway, and nine 
more in the SP/Richards area, Midtown, Mansion Flats, and Southside Park areas. Two block 
groups that make up CSUS are included. In northern Sacramento, 52 block groups are in the South 

                                                 
5 Center for Regional Change, Healthy Youth/Healthy Regions: Informing Action for the 9 County Capital Region and 
its Youth, July 2011, p. 19 
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Natomas, Gardenland, Oak Knoll, and Swanston Estates areas between I-80 and the American 
River, eight in the Glenwood Meadows and Bell Avenue areas north of I-80, and five in North 
Natomas around Power Balance Pavilion, Creekside Estates and Regency Park. Some of these block 
groups, particularly those on the city limit boundary, are partially in the unincorporated area or the 
city of Elk Grove as well as the city of Sacramento. 

 
In unincorporated Sacramento County, the EJ area includes six block groups north of McClellan 

Air Park, and 14 block groups in the communities of North Highlands and Baywood North. Four 
block groups are included in the La Riviera area and 38 in the unincorporated areas in south 
Sacramento County bordering on the City of Sacramento and the City of Elk Grove. 

 
The EJ Areas in Sutter County include the five block groups including and surrounding the city 

of Live Oak, and 15 block groups in central Yuba City.  
 
In Yolo County, the EJ Area includes eight block groups in northern West Sacramento, one of 

which extends north along the Sacramento River all the way to Knights Landing (a large geographic 
area but lightly populated), and four block groups in West Sacramento west of Sycamore Avenue 
between the Union Pacific rail line and the shipping channel. In Davis, the EJ area consists of 11 
block groups in Central Davis and the South Cape area south of I-80, and four block groups in the 
Sycamore South area east of State Route 113 between West Covell and Russell Boulevards. 
Woodland’s EJ area consists of five block groups surrounding the Main and East Street intersection 
including Beamer Park, Campbell Park, Donnelly Circle, and the Yolo County Fairgrounds, one 
block group on California Street south of Main Street, and one block group east of Pioneer Street 
south of I-5. 

 
In Yuba County, the EJ Area includes the five block groups covering downtown Marysville, 15 

block groups covering the unincorporated areas of Olivehurst and Linda, and two block groups 
covering Beale Air Force Base. 

 
While all of these areas, shown in Figure 8.1, are included for purposes of this analysis, it is 

interesting to note that there are a number of block groups defined as EJ Areas that are ethnically 
diverse, but without the low-income or vulnerability characteristics that tend to predict greater needs 
for public transportation or other services due to income, age, household status, or transit-
dependency.  
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Table 8.2 provides basic demographic information for EJ vs. Non-EJ Areas in the region:  

Table 8.2 
Demographic Information for EJ vs. Non‐EJ Areas 

  Basic Census Statistics for Environmental Justice Analysis Areas 
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El Dorado County (part)             

  EJ Analysis Areas  N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A

  Non‐EJ Areas  2.7  14.8% 82% 1% 1% 3% 0% 0%  3%  10%

Placer County (part)          

  EJ Analysis Areas  N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A

  Non‐EJ Areas  2.7  16.9% 76% 1% 1% 6% 0% 0%  3%  12%

Sacramento County          

  EJ Analysis Areas  2.9  55.9% 27% 16% 1% 20% 2% 0%  5%  30%

  Non‐EJ Areas  2.6  24.6% 61% 7% 1% 11% 1% 0%  4%  17%

Sutter County          

  EJ Analysis Areas  3.0  55.3% 39% 2% 1% 13% 0% 0%  3%  41%

  Non‐EJ Areas  2.9  27.4% 57% 2% 1% 15% 0% 0%  3%  21%

Yolo County          

  EJ Analysis Areas  2.6  55.1% 43% 3% 1% 15% 0% 0%  3%  35%

  Non‐EJ Areas  2.6  28.1% 53% 2% 1% 12% 0% 0%  3%  28%

Yuba County          

  EJ Analysis Areas  3.1  56.5% 49% 3% 2% 8% 0% 0%  4%  32%

  Non‐EJ Areas  2.8  27.5% 68% 2% 2% 5% 0% 0%  5%  18%

Region       

  EJ Analysis Areas  2.9  55.8% 30% 13% 1% 19% 1% 0%  5%  32%

  Non‐EJ Areas  2.6  22.8% 65% 4% 1% 9% 0% 0%  4%  16%
* Does not include Lake Tahoe portions of either county.  
 

 
Key characteristics of EJ analysis areas include: 
 
 About 26 percent of the region’s population lives in the defined EJ Areas. With the change 

in the 2010 Census data collection between the 2008 MTP and this MTP/SCS, El Dorado 
County and Placer County no longer have defined EJ Areas because of income data 
limitations, described more fully in Appendix C-5. As a result, previously observable 
communities with low-income residents are now only observed within the context of larger 
geographies that do not meet the thresholds.  

 People in the EJ Areas are more than twice as likely to be classified as low income as people 
in other areas.  

 Between 2000 and 2010, population diversity in the Sacramento region increased in both EJ 
and Non-EJ Areas. Regionally, the proportion of Hispanics living in EJ Areas grew from 24 
to 32 percent, and from 10 to 16 percent in Non-EJ Areas. The Asian population increased 
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from 15 to 19 percent in EJ Areas and from 4 to 9 percent in Non-EJ Areas. The African-
American or Black population rose from 12 to 13 percent in EJ Areas, and 2 to 4 percent in 
Non-EJ Areas, while the proportion of people of two or more races grew from 3 to 4 
percent in Non-EJ Areas.  Minority population growth rates were greater in Non-EJ areas 
(66.7percent increase) than in EJ Areas (18.6percent increase). 

 Meanwhile, the white population dropped by 11 percent (41 percent to 30 percent) in EJ 
Areas, and 14 percent in Non-EJ Areas (79 percent to 65 percent) between 2000 and 2010.  

 Between 2000 and 2010, household size increased in EJ Areas in Sacramento and Yuba 
counties, and in Non-EJ Areas in Placer and Sacramento counties. This may reflect in part 
the increase in adult children living with parents or doubling-up of families due to the 
economic downturn, as well as cultural traditions of multi-generational households and 
higher birthrates among some ethnic groups.  

 Households in EJ Areas tend to use transit, walking and bicycling at significantly higher rates 
than Non-EJ households – more than twice the rate for transit use and a 50 percent greater 
rate for walking and bicycling region-wide. Table 8.3 shows regional mode shares for both 
EJ and Non-EJ Areas. This also indicates that, while less than Non-EJ Areas, the large 
majority of EJ Area residents use personal vehicles for transportation.  

 
Table 8.3: 

Comparison of Non‐Auto Mode Shares between EJ and Non‐EJ Areas 

Area Type  Transit  Bicycle & Walk 

EJ Areas  2.1%  12% 

Non‐EJ Areas  1%  8% 

 

Analysis of Environmental Justice Area Impacts  

Chapters 5A, 5B, and 5C provide an in-depth discussion of the overall MTP/SCS performance 
and access and mobility improvements over the plan period. This chapter analyzes MTP/SCS 
performance and impacts specifically on EJ Areas compared with Non-EJ Areas.  

 
The 2008 MTP focused primarily on measuring transit and auto access to jobs, transit access to 

retail jobs and medical services, and population living close to 15-minute transit lines for EJ and 
Non-EJ Areas. SACOG also worked with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change (CRC) to 
review and develop the performance measures used in this analysis. As a result of this work, the 
performance measures used in this MTP/SCS analysis have been expanded to include measures of 
housing mix, transit access to higher education and parks, auto accessibility and shifts in mode share, 
and proximity to high-volume roadways that may be a source of toxic air contaminants. The 
following sections detail these performance measures.  
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L O C A T I O N  A N D  H O U S I N G  C H O I C E  

Community Types 
 

Chapter 3 discusses in more detail the Community Types developed as part of the land use 
framework for the MTP/SCS. Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities are 
allocated significant growth in both housing and employment in the MTP/SCS, with these infill 
areas also supported by a greater mix of uses and transportation options.  

 
 In 2008, one-fifth of the population of EJ Areas lived in Centers and Corridors and over three-
quarters in Established Communities. By 2035, over 175,000 more people in EJ Areas and 
295,000 people in Non-EJ Areas will live in these Community Types, where land uses and 
housing and employment densities are planned to better support transit services and other 
mode choices for access to home, work, daily needs and services. By the end of the plan 
period, nearly 30 percent of the EJ Area population and 9 percent of the Non-EJ Area population 
will be in Centers and Corridors and 66 percent of EJ Area population and 65 percent of Non-EJ 
Area population will be in Established Communities. Table 8.4 shows these shifts between 2008 and 
2035. The other major increase of Non-EJ Area population will be in Developing Communities.  
 

Table 8.4 
EJ and Non‐EJ Area Population in Community Types, 2008 and 2035 

Community Type     

Percent of EJ 
Area population 

in 2008 

Percent of EJ 
Area population 

in 2035 

Percent of Non‐EJ 
Area population in 

2008 

Percent of Non‐EJ 
Area population 

in 2035 

Center/Corridor  20.3%  28.8%  6.5%  9% 

Established  77.3%  66.1%  79.3%  65.2% 

Developing  2%  4.7%  3.9%  17.7% 

Rural Residential  0.5%  0.4%  10.3%  8.1% 

 

Population in Transit Priority Areas 
 
MTP transit investments are especially focused on supporting high-quality transit in 

Transit Priority Areas slated for greater housing and employment growth, as described in 
more detail in Chapters 3 and 4. The MTP/SCS identifies Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) within a 
half-mile of quality transit service in Placer, Sacramento and Yolo counties. El Dorado and Placer 
counties did not meet thresholds for EJ Areas so there is no overlap between EJ Areas and TPA 
population in those counties. However, as shown in Table 8.5, a quarter of Sacramento County’s EJ 
Area residents and 41 percent of Yolo County’s EJ Area residents lived in TPAs in 2008.  

 
By 2035, EJ Area population in Sacramento and Yolo counties is expected to grow by 36 

percent overall, but with a 193 percent increase in the population and 191 percent increase in 
the jobs within TPAs. This provides over 400,000 minority, low-income, or other residents of EJ 
Areas with greater opportunities to live and/or work near quality transit.  
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The population and employment growth in TPAs is also proportionate in the benefits for Non-
EJ Areas, where population overall is expected to grow by 40 percent, with a 216 percent increase in 
the population and 199 percent increase in the jobs in TPAs. This should provide new opportunities 
for residents who live in Non-EJ Areas to live and/or work near transit as well, including minority 
or low-income individuals.   
 

Table 8.5 
Comparison of EJ and Non‐EJ Areas with Transit Priority Areas, 2008 and 2035 

  Population  Jobs 

  EJ Area  Non‐EJ Area  EJ Area  Non‐EJ Area 

County  % In TPA  % In TPA  % In TPA  % In TPA 

2008          

El Dorado  0% 0% 0% 0% 

Placer  0% 2% 0% 4.3% 

Sacramento  25% 12.9% 55.6% 26.5% 

Sutter  0% 0% 0% 0% 

 Yolo  40.7% 33.1% 20.7% 32.3% 

Yuba  0% 0% 0% 0% 

Region  23.5% 10.4% 44.2% 19.7% 

2035      

El Dorado  0% 0% 0% 0% 

Placer  0% 7% 0% 25.4% 

Sacramento  56% 31.6% 78.3% 55.3% 

Sutter  0% 0% 0% 0% 

Yolo  67.4% 51.8% 49.2% 47.8% 

Yuba  0% 0% 0% 0% 

Region  50.8% 23.4% 65.2% 42.3% 

 

Demographic Shifts 
 
As noted earlier, SACOG does not forecast future locations of low-income and minority 

populations, so our analysis is limited to what is expected to happen concerning the population 
growth in identified geographic locations in the region, but not the demographic make-up of the 
population in these locations. However, it is likely that there will be a greater demographic and 
income mix in the various Community Types and TPAs over the planning period.  

 
Dowell Myers, Director of the Population Dynamics Research Group in the University of 

Southern California’s School of Policy, Planning and Development, notes that in California, “An 
earlier generation—predominantly white and now aging—is being replaced by a new generation 
comprising immigrants and their children, who are a mix of U.S.-born young of all ethnicities.”6 
Myers’s research has found upward mobility in terms of education, English proficiency, income, and 

                                                 
6 Myers, Dowell, Immigrants and Boomers: Forging a New Social Contract for the Future of America, Russell Sage 
Foundation, 2007, pp. 4-5 
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homeownership among long-term first generation Latino and other immigrants, their second-
generation children and third-generation grandchildren7, which will likely impact the demographic 
mix in current EJ and non-EJ Areas and Community Types over the planning period.  

 
Myers’ analysis of Census data also found that in California a significant sell-off of homes took 

place in the 2000s, beginning with those who were 55-64 in 2000, and increasing to 67 percent of 
homeowners who were 75+ in 2000.  Myers notes that, “The front half of the Baby Boomers are 
now positioned at ages 55-64 and about to begin this decline, and their initial numbers are 45.0% 
larger than the cohort occupying that age group in 2000. If the same attrition rates are applied in the 
coming decade, the sell-off of homeowners will be 45% greater.”8 Myers found that replacement 
homebuyers are largely younger Latino and Asian households rather than white non-Hispanic home 
purchasers, which reinforces the likelihood of increasing demographic diversification across the 
region’s Community Types.  
 
 Additionally, SB 375 requires COGs to “identify areas within the region sufficient to house all 
the population of the region, including all economic segments of the population, over the course of 
the planning period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into the 
region, population growth, household formation and employment [and to] identify areas within the 
region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional housing need for the region.” 
Additionally, SB 375 requires that a COG's regional housing need allocation (RHNA) to individual 
cities and counties be consistent with the SCS (provided that the aggregate regional RHNA is 
maintained and that every jurisdiction receives an allocation of housing need for very low- and low-
income households).9  Changing housing demand plus California’s unique law, with its emphasis on 
housing for all income groups as one of its factors and the new requirement that the SCS and 
RHNA must be consistent with each other, may also mean more increasing income diversity in what 
are currently EJ and non-EJ Areas.  
 
Housing Product Mix 

 
As discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, the MTP/SCS land use plan projects significant 

housing and employment growth in more central areas of the region. Consistent with the Blueprint 
Vision, this growth provides a greater range of housing and transportation options for both existing 
and new households.  
  
 The MTP/SCS projects over 170,000 new homes and over 255,000 new jobs in Center 
and Corridor and Established Communities, where EJ Area populations are expected to 
increase significantly, as well as over 125,000 homes and 56,000 jobs in Developing 
Communities. The MTP/SCS projects 38 percent of new housing units and 39 percent of new 
employees will be in Transit Priority Areas, within a half-mile of quality transit service. This means 
that a significant portion of new homes will be close to employment, and in areas with a mix of uses 
and transportation mode alternatives.  The increased accessibility provided within TPAs is discussed 
in more detail later in this chapter. 

                                                 
7 Myers, Dowell, Powerpoint on Immigrants and Boomers: Forging a New Social Contract for the Future of America, 
http://www.library.ca.gov/lds/docs/tlaf/TLAFMyersppt.pdf, slide 40 
8 Myers, Dowell, Attrition of Homeownership in California in the 2000s: Now Seeking Generational Replacements, USC 
Population Dynamics Research Group July 2011, p. 2.  
9 http://leginfo.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb_0351-0400/sb_375_bill_20080930_chaptered.html 
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In addition, the MTP/SCS projects an increasing diversity of housing types in the 

region, providing more choices and a greater range of housing prices. In 2008, 77 percent of 
the region’s housing stock was large-lot single family, with 12 percent small-lot single family homes, 
and 35 percent attached – such as condominiums, townhomes, apartments, and lofts. The Center 
for Continuing Study of the California Economy (CCSCE) and DB Consulting prepared a report for 
SACOG projecting population growth in the Sacramento region for the MTP/SCS plan period.10 
The report identifies several major factors that will likely change the demand for these housing types 
in the region over the plan period:  
 
 Population growth will be concentrated in two groups to 2020: 1) baby boomers moving 

from the 35-54 age groups into the 55-64 and 65+ age groups, and 2) growth in the young 
adult (25-34) age group.  

 The majority of the region’s population growth will come from Hispanic and Asian 
residents, continuing the trends since 2000. For cultural reasons, Asian and Hispanic 
residents tend to form fewer households because, beyond primary family members, these 
households often include other family members, such as grandparents and/or cousins.  

 Household formation rates are also lower for younger age groups, because some younger 
adults live with parents or housemates.  

 There will not be growth in the number of households headed by residents aged 35-54 for 
the next 10-15 years; after 2025, there will be some growth in children and family age 
population.  

 Most of the household growth will occur in households headed by residents aged 65 and 
above, since older people tend to live alone after divorce or death of a spouse. Two-thirds of 
households added in the region to 2035 will be headed by people 65 and over. Dowell 
Myers’ research cited above suggests that many older homeowners will choose to sell their 
homes to downsize, shift into rental housing or assisted living, or move out of state 
(presumably to retire or be nearer to family).  

 
Because of these population shifts, CCSCE suggests that demand for housing in the region will 

be influenced particularly by the choices of older residents to stay in their homes or downsize, and 
by younger households. CCSCE predicts that demand for smaller homes and rentals will 
increase for both groups, due to smaller household sizes and affordability to more 
households.  

 
As shown in Table 8.6, by 2035, the MTP/SCS plans for these demographic shifts by 

increasing the proportion of small-lot and attached homes to 57 percent of the new housing 
stock in EJ Areas, and 39 percent of the new housing options in Non-EJ Areas.  
 

                                                 
10 Stephen Levy, Director, Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy and Viviane Doche-Boulos, Ph.D., 
DB Consulting, Regional Employment, Population, and Households Projections in the SACOG Region, 2008-2035, October 2010. 
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Table 8.6 
Housing Product Mix, 2008 and 2035 by EJ and Non‐EJ Area 

  
Rural 

Residential

Large‐Lot 
Single 
Family 

Small‐Lot 
Single 
Family  Attached 

Small Lot 
Plus 

Attached 

EJ AREAS   

Share of EJ Area homes by 
type, 2008  0.6% 53.5% 11.4% 34.5%  45.9%

Share of total homes in EJ 
Areas by type, 2035  0.5% 42.3% 13.3% 43.9%  57.2%

NON‐EJ AREAS   

Share of Non‐EJ Area homes 
by type, 2008  9.5% 59.1% 8.0% 23.3%  31.3%

Share of total homes in Non‐
EJ Areas by type, 2035  7.6% 53.3% 13.0% 26.1%  39.1%

 
SACOG cannot project the rental or sales prices of new development in particular communities, 

but smaller lot and attached housing types generally cost less to own or rent than large-lot homes. 
Chapter 3 notes that attached homes generally include a higher proportion of rentals than detached 
homes. The growth in these options is expected to increase housing choices and affordability for 
lower income, minority and other households throughout the region.  Chapter 3 contains more 
detail on these housing types and their growth in the different Community Types over the plan 
period. 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A N D  A C C E S S I B I L I T Y   

The MTP/SCS complements planned land use changes with improvements in 
transportation options that increase residents’ access to key destinations.  This section 
analyzes a series of transportation performance measures used to assess the plan’s benefits for EJ 
and Non-EJ Area residents, including accessibility from EJ and Non-EJ Areas by both transit and 
driving to such key destinations as jobs, medical facilities, higher education and parks.  

 
The analysis uses a weighted average for the jobs, higher education enrollments, and park acres 

that can be accessed by transit or car in the region. These weighted averages make it possible to 
assess changes in accessibility for the average resident in the region, given that the number of origins 
and destinations varies over time for each county. Both transit and auto accessibility performance 
measures use 30 minutes for travel time to allow some comparisons.  
 
Transit Service in the MTP/SCS 
 

The 2008 MTP contained a significant increase in funding for transit service. However, as 
described in more detail in Chapter 10, Financial Stewardship, transit revenues have dropped since 
2008, which required adjustments in this MTP/SCS. Because EJ Area residents tend to be more 
reliant upon transit service than other segments of the population, scenarios that add transit services 
have been consistently high priorities in community workshops and focus groups. Despite revenue 
constraints, the MTP/SCS seeks to optimize the provision of transit services in the region, and 
invest in transit improvements that serve EJ Areas.  
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Although the draft MTP/SCS contains a 17 percent reduction (10 percent per capita) in 
transit expenditures from the 2008 MTP, it still nearly doubles vehicle service hours 
regionwide compared with the base year.  Service hours on buses serving EJ Areas increase by 
82 percent; service hours on rail and bus routes that serve EJ Areas increase by 88 percent. Transit 
investments in the MTP/SCS allow service frequencies to improve on existing and new routes and 
provide new transit options. Figure 8.2 shows the expanded transit network by 2035. 

 
For shorter trips, the increase in shuttle services can improve access to longer distance bus and 

rail options. New shuttle services benefit all residents, but the greatest benefit for EJ Area residents 
comes from improved service targeting local trips to shopping, medical facilities, and other public 
services.  

 
For longer distance trips, extensions of light rail south to Cosumnes River College and north to 

Natomas, along with a network of bus rapid transit (BRT)/enhanced bus corridors in the 
MTP/SCS, benefit EJ as well as non-EJ Areas. BRT services are limited-stop buses that run 
frequently all day to connect major activity centers. Many higher-density areas become “activity 
centers” by 2035 that contain a large share of the new jobs, shopping and medical facilities. The 
MTP connects existing and new activity centers with numerous proposed bus rapid transit corridors. 
While routes provide regionwide benefits, corridors directly serving EJ Areas include new bus rapid 
transit routes planned for Florin Road, Stockton Blvd., Watt Ave., El Camino Ave., and Auburn 
Blvd. that will help improve cross-town travel speeds and connect activity centers to neighborhoods 
with poor connections today.  

 
Reducing transfers is also important to transit-dependent and choice riders who seek a trip that 

is comparable to the time it would take to drive.  The number of transfers will continue to largely 
depend on the distance traveled, but with the new land use pattern in 2035 changing to better reflect 
Blueprint principles, many trips will be shorter because of compact and mixed land uses.  For longer 
transit trips that do require a transfer, the increased frequency of service along many routes results in 
improved “timed transfers” (shorter waiting times), and ultimately a faster transit trip. 
 

Chapter 4 provides additional detail on transit investments in the plan. Chapter 10 and 
Appendix B-1 discuss some of the ongoing transit funding challenges facing the region.  
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T R A N S I T  A C C E S S I B I L I T Y  

EJ Areas already tend to have higher concentrations of jobs and housing. As detailed in Chapter 
3, the MTP/SCS projects significant future housing and employment growth in Centers and 
Corridor and Established Communities. The combination of this land use pattern with the transit 
investments in the MTP/SCS is expected to improve transit access to a variety of destinations over 
the plan period for residents of both EJ and Non-EJ Areas. This section assesses changes in transit 
access to jobs and medical services, as in the last plan, along with new measures including access to 
higher education and parks. For the following measures of transit accessibility, transit travel time is 
calculated from first stop to last stop, including an initial five-minute wait time and time for 
transfers.  

 
As noted previously, SACOG uses weighted regional averages for 2008 and 2035 for each 

measure (jobs, higher education, etc.). The two weighted averages are then compared to calculate the 
percentage increase in accessibility over the plan period. However, these weighted averages should 
not be read as the total numbers of jobs, enrollments or park acres that residents in the region can 
access, which vary from county to county. As a weighted average, the numbers instead provide an 
indication of the average number of jobs or other destinations that the average resident in the region 
can reach via transit (or auto later in the chapter), rather than total access for individuals living in EJ 
or Non-EJ Areas in a particular county.  

 
Job Access  

 
Transit access to jobs between 2008 and 2035 improves for both EJ and Non-EJ Areas. 

Regionwide between 2008 and 2035, as shown in Figure 8.3, jobs accessible within 30 minutes via 
transit increase by 48 percent from EJ Areas, and 49 percent from Non-EJ Areas, using the 
weighted average methodology described above.  

 
Access by transit to retail jobs also improves for EJ and Non-EJ Areas. Projections of 

retail job growth are developed starting with a regional estimate of retail demand provided by the 
Center for the Continuing Study of the California Economy.  That regional demand is then allocated 
to local land use plans, based on a methodology described in more detail in Appendix E-3. Retail job 
access is included as a performance measure in this analysis both to measure access to jobs which 
tend to be entry-level, lower-wage employment opportunities and to measure access to necessary 
retail services.   

 
As shown in Figure 8.3, between 2008 and 2035, retail jobs accessible by transit from EJ Areas 

increase by 47 percent and from Non-EJ Areas by 35 percent.  
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Figure 8.3 
Transit Access to Jobs and Retail Jobs 

Increase in Jobs Accessible within 30‐Minute Transit Travel Time 
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Access to Medical Care 
 

Access by transit to medical services as measured by access to medical-related jobs also improves 
between 2008 and 2035 as illustrated in Figure 8.4.  

 
 

Figure 8.4 
Transit Access to Medical Jobs 

Increase in Medical Jobs Accessible within 30‐Minute Transit Travel Time 
 

 
 
 

SACOG defines medically-related services broadly: doctors, dentists, chiropractors, radiologists, 
mental health professionals, laboratories, imaging centers, etc. These services are provided 
throughout the region in a multitude of settings, including public and private hospitals and clinics, 
medical and dental complexes, and individual practitioners’ offices. The most effective way that 
SACOG has found to date to assess transit access to “medical services” is to measure access to 
“medical jobs” as defined above. The current number and location of these medical jobs is derived 
from SACOG’s parcel-based employment inventory described in Appendix E-3.  SACOG then 
forecasts the growth in medical jobs to 2035. Figure 8.5 shows the location of medical jobs 
throughout the region in 2008.  
 

SACOG does recognize limitations with this measure.  The measure used in this EJ analysis is of 
transit access to medical jobs, rather than to medical services. It is currently not possible to measure 
or forecast each resident’s access to their available medical services due to the range of providers 
available for insured or uninsured medical clients, the fact that residents may or may not have an 
applicable health or dental insurance plan for a nearby facility, or be able to afford co-pays or direct 
fees for service.  
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Access to Higher Education 
 

Transit access to higher education is a new performance measure in this MTP/SCS. 
Higher education is an important stepping stone to careers and employment for many of the 
region’s EJ and Non-EJ Area residents. For this analysis, higher education is defined as public and 
private universities and colleges, including all of the region’s community colleges and satellite 
campuses (but not adult schools, GED, remediation or vocational training programs that serve 
targeted populations).   

 
Similar to the previous measure, the most accurate measure in SACOG’s current toolbox is 

transit access to enrollments at colleges and universities in the region. This serves as a proxy for all of 
the institutions of higher education that the average student in an EJ or Non-EJ Area can reach via 
transit. Enrollments are projected to 2035 based on current enrollments, enrollment growth 
projected by individual colleges and universities, planned campus sites, and expected population 
growth. 

 
Access to higher education improves with investments made in the MTP/SCS, as demonstrated 

in Figure 8.6. Regionwide between 2008 and 2035, the number of enrollments accessible via 
transit within 30 minutes increases by 69 percent from EJ Areas, as well as 27 percent from 
Non-EJ Areas. These increases are due both to improved transit service, as well as a 30 percent 
projected growth over the plan period in higher education capacity in the region, particularly in more 
central areas.  
 

Figure 8.6 
Transit Access to Higher Education 

Increase in Higher Education Enrollments Accessible within 30‐Minute Transit Travel Time 
 

 
 
No transit accessibility measure can address which colleges or universities offer the training or 

degree programs sought by EJ or Non-EJ Area residents or whether student applicants will be 
accepted for admission, but SACOG recognizes limitations even with its current methodology. 
Assessing transit access to enrollment levels may understate or overstate transit access from EJ 
Areas to the variety of higher education institutions in the region. This is another performance 
measure for which SACOG intends to search for more comprehensive data sources for use in future 
plan updates. 
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Access to Parks 
 

Another new measure added by SACOG is transit access to parks. Access to parks is 
important for youth and adult physical activity, health and recreation opportunities.  

 
Access to parks in this analysis is defined as access to park acres. Future park acreage is 

projected through 2035 using a standard park ratio of 5 acres per 1,000 population for areas with 
new growth. As shown in Figure 8.7, by this measure transit park acres accessible within 30 minutes 
by transit increase by 18 percent from EJ Areas and by 13 percent from Non-EJ Areas. EJ Area 
residents also have transit access to more park acres than Non-EJ Area residents, likely due to the 
greater availability of transit services in more central areas.   
 

Figure 8.7 
Transit Access to Parks 

Increases in Park Acreage Accessible within 30‐Minute Transit Travel Time 
 

 
 

Parks vary from small neighborhood playgrounds to large regional parks, and in park conditions, 
such as the presence of a community or recreational center in the park, or problems with vandalism 
or crime that deter use. SACOG’s methodology measures access to the number of park acres, rather 
than the number or types of parks the average person in EJ and Non-EJ Areas can access via transit. 
SACOG plans to explore new methodologies that can better capture transit access to parks from EJ 
and Non-EJ Areas, taking into account the significant variation in parks across the region, as well as 
proximity for walk or bike access.  
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Transit Mode Share 
 

As a result of the land use pattern and transit projects and expenditures in the 
MTP/SCS, transit use increases as a mode share. Table 8.8 7 shows transit mode share 
increases in the region between 2008 and 2035. Although transit use remains limited, in most 
counties transit mode share more than doubles for both EJ and Non-EJ Areas.  

 
Table 8.87: 

 EJ and Non‐EJ Area Transit Mode Share, 2008 & 2035 

Area 
Percent of All Travel 
by Transit, 2008  

Percent of All Travel 
by Transit, 2035 

EJ Areas  2.1%  5.7% 

Non‐EJ Areas  1%  2.4% 

 

R O A D S  A N D  R E L A T E D  I M P R O V E M E N T S  

Road projects in the MTP/SCS are located throughout the region and are not 
disproportionately concentrated in EJ Areas. Figure 8.8 illustrates the key road projects overlaid 
on EJ and non-EJ Areas. Due to funding shortfalls, the MTP/SCS reduces funds for road capacity 
investments by 14 percent per capita from the level in the 2008 MTP,  while increasing road 
maintenance/rehabilitation and bicycle/pedestrian funding by 4 and 7 percent per capita, 
respectively.   

 
The MTP/SCS supports complete streets and investments in bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities. As discussed in Chapter 4, bike and pedestrian improvements are funded both directly 
and indirectly in the MTP/SCS. While $2.8 billion is included specifically for bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, including bicycle trails, sidewalks, ADA retrofits, and supporting facilities, SACOG 
estimates that another nearly $600 million will support bicycle and pedestrian facilities as part of 
maintenance and rehabilitation projects in the region..  

 
Sample MTP/SCS road projects that benefit EJ Areas include:  

 
City of Live Oak: Road rehabilitation and streetscape improvement projects to support 
redevelopment, including drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, and a new Class I 
bikeway.   
 
City of Rancho Cordova: Safety and aesthetic improvements on Folsom Blvd. between Bradshaw 
Rd. and Sunrise Blvd., including along the frontage of the planned Los Rios Community College 
satellite campus, including landscaped medians, sidewalks, streetscape improvements at 
intersections, street lights, and safety improvements for bicycle and pedestrian access to light rail 
and bus transit.  
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City of Sacramento:  

 Improvements at Broadway and Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd., including improved 
curbs, gutters and sidewalks, higher visibility crosswalks, accessibility ramps, upgraded 
signals and traffic-calming measures. 

 On Del Paso Blvd. between Arden Way and Hwy 160: road diet between Barstow and 
Acoma streets; streetscape improvements, including pedestrian plaza, sidewalks, bulb-
outs, restriped pedestrian crossings, street furniture, landscaping; and new traffic signals 
at intersections of Del Paso Blvd. with Colfax Street/Southgate Road and Baxter Street.  

 Replacement of two-lane bridge at Norwood Ave. over Arcade Creek with sidewalks 
and widened shoulders. 

 On R Street between 2nd and 18th Streets, paving and streetscape improvements, 
including curb, gutter, sidewalk, accessibility features, landscaping, lighting, and street 
furniture. 

 
Sacramento County: Antelope Road widening between Watt Ave. and Roseville Rd. to address 
congestion, safety and aesthetics, and mobility for bicycles, pedestrians and transit. 
 
City of West Sacramento: Streetscape improvements on West Capitol Ave. from Sycamore Ave. to 
Harbor Blvd., including wider sidewalks, flatter road cross-section, reconfigured lanes, utility 
relocation, new lighting, hardscape and landscaping improvements. 
 
City of Woodland: Streetscape improvements on Main Street between Third and Sixth Streets, 
including improved sidewalks, landscaping, trees, bulb-outs, A.D.A. ramps, and pedestrian-
actuated signals. 
 
Yuba City: Walton Ave. widening from Lincoln Rd. to Franklin Rd., including upgrades to bike 
lanes, sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and drainage. 
 
Yuba County: Improvements to Olivehurst Ave. from 7th Ave. to McGowan Pkwy, including 
curb and gutter, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, center turn lane, improved transit stops, and drainage 
improvements; and new sidewalks and bicycle lanes on Powerline Rd. from 9th to 15th Avenues.   
 
A complete list of projects is in Appendix A-1. As a result of these investments and the 

MTP/SCS land use pattern, walking and bicycling are expected to increase as a mode share in the 
region in both EJ and Non-EJ Areas, as shown in Table 8.98.   

 
Table 8.98 

Bike and Walk Mode Share in the SACOG Region, 2008 & 2035 

Area 
2008 Bicycle and Walk 

Mode Share 
2035 Bicycle and 
Walk Mode Share 

EJ Areas  11.3%  13.6% 

Non‐EJ Areas  7.4%  7.8% 
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A U T O  A C C E S S I B I L I T Y  

As noted earlier, a majority of EJ Area residents travel by personal vehicle to their destinations, 
as do a majority of Non-EJ Area residents. For this reason, this analysis also examines the effect of 
the MTP/SCS on access by auto from both EJ and Non-EJ Areas to key destinations. It is 
important to note that SACOG uses the same methodology for assessing auto accessibility as for 
transit accessibility, so the explanations and caveats for performance measures found in the transit 
accessibility section apply to measurements of auto accessibility as well.  

 
As noted previously, this analysis uses a weighted average for the jobs, higher education 

enrollments, and park acres that can be accessed by car. Auto travel time is calculated as the time 
spent driving from home to destination, including time to park.  
 
Job Access by Car 
 

As shown in Figure 8.9, access to jobs within a 30-minute drive increases. Jobs that can be 
accessed increase by 30 percent from EJ Areas and 32 percent from Non-EJ Areas between 2008 
and 2035. Increases are similar for auto access to retail jobs, 29 percent from EJ Areas and 28 
percent from Non-EJ areas, although the total job base is lower.     
 

Figure 8.9 
Auto Access to Jobs and Retail Jobs 

Increase between 2008 and 2035 in Jobs Accessible within 30 Minutes by Car 
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Access to Medical Jobs 
 

Figure 8.10 illustrates the approximately 35 percent increase in medical jobs that can be accessed 
within a 30-minute drive from both EJ and Non-EJ areas across the region. As with the transit 
access measure, SACOG is using medical jobs as the best currently available proxy for access to 
medical services.   

Figure 8.10 
Auto Access to Medical Jobs 

Increase in Medical Jobs Accessible within 30 Minutes by Car, 2008‐2035 
 

 
 
Higher Education Access 
 
 Auto access to higher education also improves for residents of both EJ and Non-EJ Areas in the 
region. Figure 8.11 shows these increases in auto access within 30 minutes to higher education 
enrollments.   

Figure 8.11 
Auto Access to Higher Education, 2008‐2035 

Increase in Higher Education Enrollments Accessible within 30 Minutes by Car 
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Access to Parks  
 

Lastly, SACOG measured the improvement in auto access to parks between 2008 and 2035. By 
2035, as shown in Figure 8.12, park acres accessible by car increase by 13 percent from EJ Areas and 
12 percent from Non-EJ Areas.  

 
Figure 8.12 

Auto Access to Parks 
Increase in Park Acreage Accessible within 30 Minutes by Car 

 

 

 
Transit and Auto Access Comparison 

 
SACOG also conducted a regional analysis comparing transit and driving access within 
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accessed by transit and car from EJ and Non-EJ Areas within 30 minutes. Table 8.10 also uses a 
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transit or driving.  
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and higher education is projected to improve for residents of EJ Areas, but auto accessibility from 
EJ and non-EJ Areas to jobs declines slightly when viewed from a region-wide perspective. This can 
likely be explained by the MTP/SCS’s emphasis on employment growth and transit improvements 
particularly in Centers and Corridors and Established Communities. While transit access improves 
for these areas over the plan period, driving to these infill areas in 2035 may take longer for more 
outlying residents, slightly reducing the number of destinations that can be reached within a 30-
minute drive. 

 
However, not surprisingly for our region, driving will continue to provide greater access than 
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around 10 percent of jobs and 18 percent of higher education enrollments that are accessible within 
30 minutes by transit. This is not unexpected, given that transit often takes longer for similar trips 
due to routing, stops, and transfers, and does not serve all locations.  

 
From Non-EJ Areas, about 35 percent of the region’s jobs and medical jobs and 45 percent of 

higher education enrollments will be accessible within 30 minutes by car and about 6 to 8 percent by 
transit. This difference is likely because Non-EJ Areas include more Developing and Rural 
Residential Communities with less local employment, fewer college campuses, lower levels of transit 
service, and from which workers and students tend to commute longer distances by car.  

 
For park access, by 2035 residents of EJ Areas are expected to have access to about 40 percent 

of the region’s park acres by car but only 5.5 percent by transit within 30 minutes. Residents of 
Non-EJ Areas are projected to have access to 32 percent of the region’s park acres by car vs. 4 
percent by transit within 30 minutes. As discussed previously, SACOG plans to continue refining 
these performance measures over time.  

 
Table 8.109 

Comparison of Transit and Driving Accessibility within 30 Minutes from EJ and Non‐EJ Areas 

  Percent of Regional Total Accessible  Percent of Regional Total Accessible 

  within 30 Minutes by Transit  within 30 Minutes by Car 

Type of Accessibility  from EJ Area  from Non‐EJ Area  from EJ Area  from Non‐EJ Area 

Jobs ‐ 2008  7.1%  5.8%  49.8%  34.4% 

2035  10.5%  6.3%  47.4%  33% 

Medical Jobs ‐ 2008  10.7%  6.7%  52%  36.3% 

2035  11.1%  7%  49%  34.2% 

 Higher Education 
Enrollments ‐ 2008 

13.7%  8.4%  68%  45.3% 

2035  17.7%  8.2%  70.2%  45.2% 

Park Acres ‐ 2008  5.5%  4%  40.6%  32.5% 

2035  5.5%  3.8%  39.4%  31.5% 

 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
 

A final addition to SACOG’s EJ analysis this year examines areas near major roadways 
that may be a source of toxic air contaminants. The California Air Resources Board in 2005 
developed guidance stating that “sensitive receptors” (homes, schools, day care centers, parks, 
hospitals, etc.) be located outside a 500-foot buffer of major roadways, defined as freeways or urban 
roads with traffic volumes of 100,000 or more vehicles per day or rural roads with 50,000 or more 
vehicles per day.11  

 
 Table 8.11 10 shows the percent of the population within and outside this 500-foot buffer in EJ 
and Non-EJ Areas in the region. In both 2008 and 2035, the percentage of total EJ Area population 
exceeds the percentage of total Non-EJ Area population within the buffer zone by about 2:1; 

                                                 
11 California Air Resources Board, Land Use and Air Quality Handbook: A Community Perspective, 2005 
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however combined, both EJ and Non-EJ Area population within the buffer zone represent only 2 
percent of the entire region’s population.   
 

Table 8.1110 
Population within and Outside 500‐Foot Buffer of High‐Volume Roadways, 2008 & 2035 

            2008 ‐ within 500' Buffer               2008 ‐ Outside 500' Buffer 

% of Regional 
Population  2%  98% 

County 
% of Total EJ Area 

Population  
% of Total Non‐EJ 
Area  Population  

% of Total EJ 
Area Population  

% of Total Non‐EJ 
Area Population  

El Dorado   N/A  0.3%  N/A  99.7% 

Placer  N/A  1.3%  N/A  98.7% 

Sacramento   3.7%  2.2%  96.3%  97.8% 

Sutter  0%  0.0%  100%  100% 

Yolo  3.1%  0.5%  96.9%  99.5% 

Yuba  0%  0.0%  100%  100% 

Region Total  3.3%  1.6%  96.7%  98.4% 

 

            2035 ‐ within 500' Buffer              2035 ‐ Outside 500' Buffer  

% of Regional 
Population  2.4%  97.6% 

County 
% of total EJ 

Area Population  
% of total Non‐EJ 
Area  Population  

% of total EJ 
Area Population  

% of total Non‐EJ 
Area Population  

El Dorado   N/A  0.3%  N/A  99.7% 

Placer  N/A  1.1%  N/A  98.9% 

Sacramento   4.6%  2.7%  95.4%  97.3% 

Sutter  0%  0%  100%  100% 

Yolo  3.5%  1.3%  96.5%  98.7% 

Yuba  0%  0%  100%  100% 

Region Total   4%  1.8%  96%  98.2% 
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The science behind such environmental hazards analysis is evolving. The Sacramento Air Quality 
Management District (SMAQMD) has developed its own guidance for project developers to use in 
assessing potential risks to residents from siting in particular locations, and mitigation strategies to 
address any identified risks. According to SMAQMD, risk is highly site-specific. The height of 
nearby freeways, prevailing winds, and other factors can make a significant difference in whether 
potential development sites pose elevated risks or not. Risks are different for children, seniors and 
those with certain health conditions than for healthy adults, and are based on a standard 70-year 
exposure, although many people do not necessarily live in the same location for 70 years. 

 
At the same time, a statewide discussion has been taking place among affordable homebuilders, 

equity interests, and public health experts seeking to better understand the relationship between infill 
development and public health.  

 
Through discussions with SMAQMD, academics and these interests, SACOG has identified a 

number of considerations for assessing exposure to high-volume roadway toxic air contaminants:  
 
 SACOG does not have the capacity to assess every individual site within the buffer zone for 

potential variations in risk, but SMAQMD asks developers to conduct assessments on a 
project-by-project basis to assess risk for planned residents or users.  

 There are tradeoffs between the health benefits and risks of siting new residential 
development in infill areas near transit, which often runs on major roadway corridors. Risks  
of exposure to toxic air contaminants from proximity to high-volume roadways may need to 
be weighed along with such benefits as better transit access to health care, lower 
transportation costs that leave more money for medical care, and new higher quality housing 
and increased physical activity for residents that can help improve health.  

 State and federal agencies provide points in competitive housing funding programs for 
affordable home developments near frequent transit, recognizing that lower income 
residents tend to be more transit-dependent.  

 Increasingly cleaner vehicles are reducing some of the health risks from air contaminants. 
Strategies exist to mitigate risks, such as siting residences and sensitive receptors away from 
the roadway, reducing windows facing the freeway or roadway, installing HVAC systems and 
planting trees that filter out air contaminants, etc.  

 
Given the site-specific nature of exposure risk and available mitigation strategies, it is likely that 

the population that may experience exposure risk is even less than the 2 percent of the population in 
SACOG’s analysis. In addition,  of the small number of residents within the buffer zone in EJ and 
Non-EJ Areas, it is likely that  the population is diverse in ethnicity and income level, especially by 
2035. Trends that will likely continue to geographically decentralize the concentrations of EJ 
populations compared to today, together with the inherent limitations in estimating impacts on EJ 
compared with Non-EJ populations in 2035 when SACOG is not able to project the location of the 
new population within these two categories, likely mean that these data over-state the differences 
between EJ and Non-EJ populations for exposure to air contaminants. SACOG simply has no way 
of further quantifying these effects at this time.  
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SACOG sees the addition of high-volume roadway exposure as a performance measure as a first 
step towards identifying the effects on EJ and Non-EJ Areas of environmental hazards. The Air 
Resources Board has also developed guidance for siting sensitive receptors near other permitted 
sources of toxic air contaminants, such as chrome plating operations, dry cleaners using 
perchloroethylene, petroleum refineries, and large gasoline dispensing facilities. SACOG is also 
seeking to identify these uses in the region and the potential for exposure. SACOG plans to expand 
its capacity to analyze environmental hazards and infill tradeoffs in future MTP/SCS.     

Strategies 

Chapter 6 contains a number of policies and strategies SACOG intends to pursue to help 
implement the MTP/SCS consistent with the Blueprint Principles and Rural-Urban Connections 
Strategy, support local governments with data, tools, analysis and technical assistance, and address 
roadway, transit, goods movement, bicycle/pedestrian, and other transportation needs in the region.  

 
As part of its work to begin the implementation of SB 375 and establish greenhouse gas 

emissions targets, the California Air Resources Board convened a Regional Targets Advisory 
Committee (RTAC). The RTAC developed a series of recommendations for SB 375 
implementation, including development of performance indicators to help ARB monitor regional 
performance and update regional targets, and for MPOs to use to document their progress over 
time. Their recommendations include the following:  

 
 Social equity factors should be incorporated in the 2010 greenhouse gas target setting to the 

extent modeling or “off-modeling” methodologies exist and in subsequent adjustments to 
the targets pursuant to Cal. Govt. Code §65080(b)(2)(A)(iv).  Social equity factors include, 
but are not limited to, housing and transportation affordability, displacement/gentrification, 
and the jobs-housing fit.  

 ARB should take all steps necessary to ensure completion of the appropriate research and 
model development so that social equity factors are fully incorporated into the greenhouse 
gas modeling for the second SCS round and before any adjustments to the targets.  

 Adverse social consequences of changing land use patterns, such as displacement, 
gentrification and increased housing costs should be addressed and specifically avoided to 
the extent possible in the SCS/APS submitted by MPOs pursuant to Cal. Govt. Code § 
65080(b)(2)(I)(i) and in the SCS/APS submitted to ARB pursuant to Cal. Govt. Code § 
65080(b)(2)(I)(ii).  

 To the extent adverse social consequences cannot be avoided they must be mitigated to the 
extent feasible.  

 ARB should encourage the MPOs to develop and enhance “visioning” tools that enable the 
public and policymakers to clearly see the social equity impacts of various planning scenarios 
and make informed choices. These include impacts on air quality, access to transit, 
household transportation costs, housing costs and the overall housing supply. 

 Regional and statewide model improvement efforts should incorporate housing affordability 
and social equity factors. From RTAC recommendations, “We encourage the state to 
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identify and pursue the necessary research efforts and model development efforts that would 
support the development of this capability.”12   

 
SACOG is committed to deepening its ability to analyze and address RTAC recommendations 

and ongoing performance considerations in its planning activities. Specific areas where SACOG 
hopes to build analytical capacity and expertise for future MTP/SCS and planning efforts include:  

 
 Jobs-Housing Fit and Housing plus Transportation Cost measures. Development of these 

measures is underway to increase the understanding of SACOG and its members of local 
housing costs and their relationship to local wages paid and transportation costs, to help 
support housing and transportation planning efforts. 

 Refinement of MTP/SCS projections of the location of future populations, housing and 
employment, and of performance measures such as medical, higher education, and park 
access. 

 Environmental hazard measures to reflect evolving science and address evolving legal 
requirements for environmental analysis.  

 Measures of public health benefits of planning efforts, such as access to food, walkability, 
etc.  

 Measures of benefits to youth as the future residents of the region.  

                                                 
12 Recommendations of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) pursuant to SB 375, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/report/092909/finalreport.pdf, pp. 29 and 46.   
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Chapter 9 
Economic Vitality 

Efficiently connect people to their communities and get goods to market 
 

Integrated land use and transportation planning support the region’s economic vitality in several 
fundamental ways.  These topics are discussed in four sections in this chapter: regional employment 
patterns in the region, the impact of land use and transportation planning on people’s commute to 
work and travel during the day, how goods are transported through and within the region, and 
support for commerce and employment generally in the region.   

Regional Employment Patterns 

 As discussed in Chapter 3, the Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy 
(CCSCE) develops the growth projections for the MTP/SCS.  These technical inputs to the plan 
include projections of future employment (by major employment sector), population and household 
growth at the regional scale.  These technical projections, focused on 2035 with interim projections 
developed for 2020, were presented to the SACOG Board at the start the MTP/SCS process and 
later adopted by the Board in June 2010 for use in developing the plan. The full CCSCE report on 
the region is located in Appendix D – Regional Growth Forecast.  
 

The CCSCE notes that the SACOG region’s economic base is currently dominated by 
two sectors: 1) federal and state government, including state colleges, and 2) professional, 
business and information services, which include computer services, architectural and 
engineering services, management and consulting services and management of companies. Together, 
these sectors account for nearly two-thirds of the region’s economic base. 

 
The region’s share of the state economic base increased from 4.9 percent in 1990 to 5.7 

percent in 2005, before stabilizing between 5.6 percent and 5.7 percent. However, the region 
saw variations in employment growth in different industry sectors. There was steady job growth in 
government and professional/business/information services during the 1990s, but job levels 
stabilized after 2000, as state government growth slowed. Wholesale trade and transportation, as well 
as tourism and entertainment, saw job gains during the 1990s and 2000s. High-tech manufacturing, 
diversified manufacturing and resource-based sectors (primarily agriculture) had relatively stable job 
levels during the past 20 years. High-tech jobs increased substantially in the 1990s and then declined 
after 2000.  
 

In general, the SACOG region experienced job growth above the state average from 1990 
to 2007, but the state’s budget troubles and declining construction levels — which started 
even before the recession and were exacerbated by the national recession and financial 
market crises — then began to impact regional employment rates. In the four most urbanized 
counties (Sacramento, Placer, Yolo, and El Dorado) unemployment consistently hovered around 5 
percent until mid-year 2007, but started increasing steadily to over 12 percent by 2010. In the two 
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smallest and more rural counties (Sutter and Yuba), unemployment has varied widely. It averaged 
around 10 percent until late in 2007, but started increasing to between 18 and 19 percent by 2011.1 

2 0 2 0  A N D  2 0 3 5  J O B  P R O J E C T I O N S  

According to CCSCE, the years 2005-2010 saw a halt to California’s job gains due to: 1) 
declines in construction activity; 2) lack of tech job growth; 3) large exposure to a downturn in 
foreign trade and tourism; and 4) state budget cuts and governance issues with statewide impacts. 
 
 However, CCSCE projects that California and the SACOG region will begin to outpace 
the nation in job growth again in the coming decades:  
 
 CCSCE projects California will have 11.6 percent of U.S. jobs in 2020 and 11.7 percent in 

2035—although these gains are below what was expected five years ago, and closer to the 
high share seen in 1990.   

 CCSCE forecasts that the SACOG region’s share of this job base will increase from 6 
percent in 2008, to 6.2 percent in 2020, to 6.6 percent in 2035. Job levels in the region are 
projected to increase on average by 1.1 percent per year to 2035, compared with a 0.6 
percent annual U.S. job growth rate and a 0.7 percent annual state job growth rate.  

 CCSCE projects that the region’s employment will grow more slowly than in the 2005 
projections that were the basis for the 2008 MTP, especially in the early years of the plan, 
and more slowly than the rate of population growth through 2035. Numerous factors are 
expected to restrain job growth in the region to 2020, including:  

 Slower national and state growth rates, in part due to reduced immigration rates in the 
short-term. 

 Slow recovery expected in the housing market – although lower home prices make the 
area more attractive to potential businesses and residents.   

 State budget challenges that may continue to affect job and income levels in state 
government, the region’s largest economic base sector. 

 Aging and eventual retirement of the baby boomers, affecting both employment and 
housing demand.  

 
Despite these short-term dynamics, the SACOG region’s long-term prospects are good, 

with the region expected to capture an increasing share of California jobs, particularly in the 
period from 2020 to 2035. Government sector jobs will be a source of growth, particularly after 
2020. The professional and business services sector—which serves state government and includes 
the fast-growing computer, architectural and engineering, scientific and R&D laboratory services 
industries—is also expected to resume growth in the future. Although construction job levels will 
likely impair growth in the short term, they are expected to rise in response to long-term population 
growth and a housing rebound.  

 

                                                 
1 SACOG Regional Transportation Monitoring Report, April 2010, p. 12.  
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The 2035 forecast also assumes that the region will expand health care to meet the growing 
needs of the aging population, and capture a significant share of new jobs in one or more of the 
state’s new industries such as clean tech or health care technology (e.g., biotech or electronic medical 
records). These projections assume the region will participate in a significant way in the growth of 
such innovative activities, either as a result of business development catalyzed through such regional 
resources as UC Davis, and/or as a result of spillover from job growth in the Bay Area as occurred 
in the technology boom of the 1990s. In addition, SACOG’s RUCS project (discussed in more detail 
later in this chapter) is looking at ways to promote more rural economic growth and enhance the 
region’s agricultural industry, energy production, and environmental services that contribute to the 
region’s economic vitality. 

 
 CCSCE’s job forecast was translated into the land use pattern of the MTP/SCS.  
Table 9.1 shows which major industry sectors CCSCE has projected to grow more quickly or slowly 
through 2035. Construction, professional and business services and educational and health services 
are projected to grow substantially more quickly than total jobs. Manufacturing and retail trade are 
projected to grow substantially more slowly than the regional total. Other sectors are projected to 
grow at slightly above or below the regional total.   
 

Table 9.1 
Projected Percentage Growth in Jobs by Major Industry Group through 2020 and 2035 

Industry  2008‐2020  2008‐2035 

Agriculture  2.3% 4.7%

Mining  9.1% ‐18.2%

Construction  39.6% 74.7%

Manufacturing  ‐8.5% ‐21.3%

Wholesale Trade  10.1% 18.3%

Retail Trade  9.4% 15.6%

Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities  6.8% 21.7%

Information  4.6% 12.2%

Financial Activities  16.8% 31.2%

Professional & Business Services  37.7% 72.7%

Educational & Health Services  24.4% 58.3%

Leisure & Hospitality  11.4% 28.7%

Other Services  12.9% 38.9%

Government  5.8% 20.2%

Self Employed  9.7% 33.0%

      

Total Jobs  14.7% 33.5%

 
 
 Table 9.2 shows how these changes contribute to a rising or declining share of total jobs in the 
region.  
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Table 9.2 
Percent of Total Jobs in the SACOG Region by Major Industry Group, 2000‐2035 

Industry  2000  2008  2020  2035 

Agriculture  1.6%  1.3%  1.1%  1.0% 

Mining  0.1%  0.1%  0.1%  0.1% 

Construction  6.0%  5.7%  6.9%  7.4% 

Manufacturing  5.5%  4.0%  3.2%  2.4% 

Wholesale Trade  2.8%  2.7%  2.6%  2.4% 

Retail Trade  10.4%  9.9%  9.5%  8.6% 

Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities  2.7%  2.6%  2.4%  2.3% 

Information  2.1%  1.9%  1.7%  1.6% 

Financial Activities  5.8%  5.8%  5.9%  5.7% 

Professional & Business Services  12.0%  11.1%  13.3%  14.3% 

Educational & Health Services  8.1%  10.3%  11.2%  12.3% 

Leisure & Hospitality  8.0%  8.8%  8.5%  8.4% 

Other Services  3.0%  3.0%  2.9%  3.1% 

Government  24.1%  24.4%  22.5%  22.0% 

Self Employed  7.7%  8.4%  8.1%  8.4% 

          

Total Jobs  100%  100%  100%  100% 

Source: 2000, 2008 California Employment Development Department; 2020, 2035 CCSCE 

Moving People to Work: Commuting and Congestion under the 
MTP/SCS 

Traffic congestion is an inescapable result of robust economic activity and life in 
modern metropolitan areas. A lack of congestion during peak periods actually indicates that 
facilities have been overbuilt, usually at significant cost. However, too much congestion has negative 
economic impacts.  At a regional level, excessive congestion can be a factor in shifting development 
from one area within a region to another or to economic leakage to another region altogether. Thus, 
when corridors become congested, it is important to accommodate all travel modes effectively so 
travelers have effective choices and residents and commercial vehicles can reach their destinations in 
a timely way.  The Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) reported that in the Sacramento region, 
congestion in 2010 led to over 29.6 million hours of travel delay and $603 million in congestion 
costs (calculated as the costs of delay, fuel and truck congestion).2 For individuals, significant 
congestion leads to longer commutes and higher household transportation costs.   

 
While the Sacramento region has seen reductions in commuting and congestion due to 

the economic downturn and higher unemployment levels, congestion still affects current 
commuters on many of the region’s highways and roadways, and is expected to remain an 
issue as the economy recovers and population and jobs increase.  True congestion appears at 

                                                 
2 http://tti.tamu.edu/documents/mobility-report-2011-wappx.pdf, p. 25 
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about 85 percent of road capacity and thereafter worsens dramatically with an increase of only a few 
hundred vehicles in the peak period. About half of congestion delay results from demand reaching 
or exceeding regular roadway capacity.  The other half occurs due to incidents where capacity is 
temporarily compromised: through accidents, stalled vehicles, spilled loads, roadside distractions, 
police stops, work zones, and weather.  
 

Congestion is presently a result more of local traffic than interregional travel.  
Interregional trips comprise only about 16 percent of daily traffic on Interstate 5 through downtown 
Sacramento, and about 12 percent on Interstate 80 through Roseville. Interregional trips affect local 
commute congestion more on Friday evenings, when pass-through recreational traffic to the Lake 
Tahoe area tends to be concentrated. 

 
Congestion is not confined to urbanized areas. Rural roads along the region’s urban-rural 

edge are also subject to delay. Roadways that serve adjacent rural land uses can exhibit considerable 
fluctuations in peak and off-peak traffic volume if nearby developments or bottlenecks on major 
commuter routes result in drivers using rural roads as supplementary commuter routes. In some 
instances, recreational opportunities can create similar delays as they draw traffic from urban areas 
onto rural roads. For example, holiday and weekend traffic near the region’s many agricultural 
tourism sites (e.g. wineries, Christmas tree farms), while benefitting the rural economy, create 
localized traffic congestion and parking issues on roads that are otherwise lightly used. 

 
The statement, “we cannot build our way out of congestion,” is essentially correct, 

because large metropolitan regions such as ours lack the resources and ultimately the space 
to provide for uncongested vehicle travel. Gas taxes supported the robust highway construction 
program of the 1950s and 1960s. That construction boom built the region’s trunk highway and 
arterial system, which has since been surrounded by urban development, making it difficult and 
costly to expand. State and federal gas taxes have not kept pace with inflation and have been 
supplemented with local sales taxes and development-based funds to pay for road expansion and 
maintenance. These local sources of revenue provide critical funding support for new projects, but 
are volatile and have eligibility constraints and typically need to be spent on improvements to areas 
in close proximity to the new development, even if the development causes significant impacts to 
the larger transportation network.  
 

The Sacramento region faces a number of challenges in implementing land use and 
transportation patterns to address employment and commute needs and congestion over the 
plan period.  The following section provides a more detailed discussion of these challenges. 

C O M M U T E  V O L U M E ,  D I S T A N C E ,  A N D  M O D E  C H O I C E  

As noted in Chapter 5B, home-to-work trips comprise only 18 percent of all trips made in the 
region. However, commute trips account for nearly 24 percent of all vehicle trips and 44 percent of 
all VMT. Commuting adds about a third more trips during the two peak periods, 7:00 to 10:00 a.m. 
and 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. Commuting is not only important economically in moving people to and from 
work, but also in its peak period impact on the transportation system. 

Commute trips tend to be lengthier and use freeways and major arterials more, intensifying their 
effect on the regional system. For most people, the commute trip is the longest trip of the day; 
however, most commute trips are shorter than media attention on extra-long commutes implies. 
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Regionally, the average commute trip length is 12.5 miles. Only 5 percent of commute trips in the 
region are 35 miles or longer. Ninety percent are shorter than 25 miles, and 75 percent are shorter 
than 15 miles. In the Sacramento region, one-third of workers lives and works in the same area, so 
their commute trips average less than five miles. Approximately 3 percent of workers have no 
commute at all, because they work at home. 
 

During peak hours, over three-quarters of commute trips are made by people driving alone, 
when the transportation system is used at greatest capacity and congestion is highest. While solo 
driving is still the primary commute mode, some of the region’s residents do make work trips via 
carpool/vanpool, transit, walking and bicycling. Table 11-3 illustrates the region’s current commute 
mode shares.   

Transit, bicycle and pedestrian commuting have been increasing. Bicycling and walking rates are 
slightly lower during peak commute periods than during the middle of the day; however, the 
percentage of commuters who bicycle or walk still outnumbers commuters who use public transit. 
Many transit operators in the region provide commuter service, especially to downtown Sacramento, 
the region’s largest employment center. These services are capable of replacing individual commuter 
trips for distances as long as 50 miles one-way, and provide over 20,000 round-trips for commuters 
on weekdays. Travel by public transit is highest in the peak periods, but still carries less than 3 
percent of all commute trips.  

 
Table 9.3 

Weekday Commuter Travel Mode  
Share in the SACOG Region, 2008 

Mode of Travel  2008 

Drive alone  76.4%

Carpool  14.7%

Public Transit  2.8%

Bike/Walk  3.2%

Work at home  3.0%

R E G I O N A L  J O B  C E N T E R S  

Another key issue is the need to move approximately 100,000 workers to and from downtown 
Sacramento for work. This central city commute pattern, common in most large urban regions 
around the country, presents a peak capacity challenge to the core of both the region’s highway and 
transit systems.   

 
More than half of downtown Sacramento workers commute from close adjacent areas: 

established communities in Land Park, Pocket, Meadowview, South Sacramento, East Sacramento, 
North Sacramento, Natomas, and West Sacramento. About 30 percent of the new “commuters” to 
jobs in downtown Sacramento will reside in downtown Sacramento.   

 
The continuing growth of Rancho Cordova and Roseville as major centers with strong 

employment and housing growth is also an important trend. By 2035, the MTP/SCS projects that 
commuting to Rancho Cordova will increase by nearly 50 percent, and by nearly 40 percent to 
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Roseville; this verifies the place of these communities as two of the region’s three main job centers. 
This leads to a commute pattern that strengthens economic interactions along the I-80 and S.R. 65 
corridors in South Placer County and along the U.S. 50 corridor connecting Rancho Cordova and 
Folsom/El Dorado Hills. Under the MTP/SCS, commute patterns to the region’s suburban job 
centers are expected to look like this: 

 
 In Rancho Cordova, 43 percent of its new jobs are expected to be filled by residents of 

Rancho Cordova. The remaining new employees are expected to primarily travel in from 
areas north of the American River (Carmichael, Fair Oaks, Orangevale, Citrus Heights, etc.) 
and from Folsom and El Dorado Hills. 

 In Roseville, about a third of new jobs are expected to be filled by Roseville residents, while 
the remaining two-thirds travel in from Lincoln, Rocklin, Loomis, unincorporated Placer 
County, and from areas in northern Sacramento County, including Antelope and North 
Highlands. 

C O M M U T E  C O R R I D O R S  

Today, I-5, I-80, U.S. 50, and S.R. 99 all experience up to 15 miles of congestion during morning 
and afternoon commute times, equating to 15 to 30 minutes of trip delay. The MTP/SCS plays an 
important part in planning for these and other major commute corridors. 

U.S. 50 has a critical regional role as an economic corridor, with an estimated 330,000 jobs today 
and over 460,000 projected by 2035 (about one-third of the region’s jobs) located nearby. Many of 
the workers in these jobs will use U.S. 50 for part of their commute, and it is also the key highway 
for commercial trips within the region. U.S. 50 east of downtown Sacramento now carries more 
traffic outbound in the morning peak than inbound, and it has become the region’s first section of 
freeway with two-way congestion both morning and afternoon. 
 

By 2035, the I-80/S.R. 65 corridor—connecting Natomas, North Sacramento, Roseville, and 
Lincoln—begins to look similar to U.S. 50 as a second key economic activity corridor, for both 
employment and commercial trips. 

Some of Sacramento’s worst congestion currently occurs on crosstown suburban arterials. 
Among those corridors with the greatest congestion are Watt Avenue, Sunrise Boulevard, Florin 
Road, and Douglas Boulevard. As in other U.S. metropolitan areas, Sacramento has developed major 
suburban travel patterns, but lacks sufficient infrastructure to accommodate those patterns.  

 
Between 2008 and 2035, there is a noticeable change in the heaviest one-way commutes between 

community areas, indicating corridors that need new capacity looking ahead:  

 Figure 9.1 shows major commuter flows in 2008 ; only two of the current 16 heaviest 
corridors increase significantly (by more than 25 percent) from 2008 to 2035 (see Figure 9.2), 
but eight new corridors appear on the list due to substantial new commute growth. 

 Figure 9.2 shows where commuter flows between community areas are expected to exceed 
8,000 per day by 2035.  Only two of the “new” major commuter flows is to one of the three 
major employment centers (downtown Sacramento, Roseville and Rancho Cordova); six of 
the eight new flows are to other employment centers (e.g. Lincoln, Rocklin, East 
Sacramento, Elk Grove, North Sacramento, etc.). 
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Figure 9.1 
2008 Major Daily Two‐Way Travel Patterns 
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Figure 9.2 
2008‐2035 Growth in Major Daily Two‐Way Traffic Patterns 
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L A N D  U S E  P A T T E R N  C H A N G E S  T O  R E D U C E  C O M M U T I N G  
A N D  C O N G E S T I O N   

 The MTP/SCS land use pattern is designed to strengthen mixed-use activity centers 
across the region, supported by improved transportation mode choices. As described in more 
detail in Chapter 3, the land use pattern focuses on locating new jobs and services near existing 
homes or adding homes near job centers both to improve the employment-to housing-ratio in many 
communities, and to make efficient use of existing and planned transportation expenditures. In 
seeking to further implement the Blueprint Vision, the MTP/SCS plans for stronger connections to 
and between activity centers, such as regional job centers in downtown Sacramento, south Placer 
County, Rancho Cordova, downtown West Sacramento, UC Davis, and Yuba City/Marysville, as 
well as expanded and effective transportation choices for both commute and non-commute trips.  
 
 As described more fully in Chapter 3, the land use pattern of the MTP/SCS allocates 81 percent 
of projected new employment and 57 percent of new housing to the more central Established 
Communities and Center and Corridor Communities in the region. The land use pattern allocates 
another 42 percent of projected housing demand and 18 percent of employment demand to 
Developing Communities, most of which are located around regional job centers in southwest 
Placer County, southeastern Sacramento County, and urbanized Yolo County. Much of the 
MTP/SCS development in the region is also focused in Transit Priority Areas, located within a half-
mile of existing and planned light rail stations, Capitol Corridor train stations, West Sacramento-
Sacramento and Rancho Cordova streetcar/tram corridors, and numerous bus and bus rapid transit 
routes to reinforce and make the most of high quality transit service.   
 
 The MTP/SCS growth pattern includes significant housing growth in downtown Sacramento, to 
reduce the employment-to-housing imbalance in this already large employment center.. This will 
substantially increase the number of downtown workers who can take a short walk, bike or transit 
trip to work. 
  
 Although the MTP/SCS projects some long-distance commuting will continue to downtown 
Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, south Placer County and other major job centers, the per capita 
decline in vehicle miles traveled reflects improvement from today and the 2008 MTP. Land use 
changes in the MTP/SCS focused on a better jobs-housing ratio and greater mixing of uses, 
combined with high-quality transit corridors and more complete streets, will support more and 
shorter commute trips made by transit, biking, or walking, reducing some of the peak hour demand 
and congestion generated by solo driving.    

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  P R O J E C T S  T O  A D D R E S S  C O M M U T I N G  
A N D  C O N G E S T I O N   

The MTP contains a number of projects, described in more detail in Chapter 4, to 
address capacity needs and congestion on commute corridors through 2035.  These include:  

 
 Freeway high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) and auxiliary lanes, interchange improvements, and 

new river crossings;  

 Key capacity expansions on parkways/major arterials;  
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 More transit service hours and routes, including nine new Bus Rapid Transit lines connecting 
Roseville, Citrus Heights, northern Sacramento County, Natomas, Downtown Sacramento, 
South Sacramento, Elk Grove, eastern Sacramento County, and Rancho Cordova; and  

 Various street/corridor enhancements and operational improvements to support more rapid 
bus transit and other modes, including over 1,100 miles of Class 1 and 2 bike routes, a 77 
percent increase regionwide.   

 
As discussed in Chapter 5, a result of the MTP/SCS land uses and transportation network is 

improved travel performance: 
 
 The commute share of household-generated congested VMT stays nearly level at 65 percent 

in both 2008 and 2035, rising only slightly to 66 percent in 2020.  

 Between 2008 and 2035, the share of commute trips made via transit increases from 3 to 8 
percent and from 3.5 percent to 4 percent by biking and walking. 

 These mode shifts, along with roadway projects that help address key bottlenecks and 
additional river crossings, help reduce total congested VMT per capita by nearly 7 percent 
and household-generated congested VMT per capita by over 10 percent by 2035. 

 
These improvements will help support worker and business productivity as the economy 

improves while maintaining roadway capacity for goods movement, discussed in more detail below.  

Rural Commuting 

As described in Chapter 3, the MTP/SCS allocates 1.7 percent of the projected housing demand 
and 1.1 percent of employment demand to Rural Residential Communities, and less than 0.5 percent 
of housing growth and 0.3 percent of employment growth to areas not identified for development 
during the plan period—far less than the 200,000 acres of farmland that transitioned to rural and 
urban uses between 1988 to 2005. Nonetheless, transitioning rural roads present a host of 
challenges, including increased peak-period congestion, road maintenance funding shortfalls, 
infrastructure deficiencies and safety concerns for drivers of farm equipment and personal vehicles. 

 
In general, VMT is proportionately higher among residents of Rural Residential Communities 

and Lands not Identified for Development in the MTP/SCS than residents of more urbanized areas 
in the region. Often, destinations are inaccessible without a vehicle. While a number of transit 
agencies serve rural areas in the region, the time between buses can be long, and some areas are too 
low density and costly to serve more than a few times a day or week, if at all.  There are over 850 
miles of bicycle routes in the region in small urban or rural areas, but nearly 80 percent are on the 
shoulder of roadways, with many routes fragmented.  

 
A key issue in rural commute patterns is the provision of reliable, safe, and affordable 

transportation for the region’s agricultural employees, especially field labor. Agriculture contributes 
$3.33 billion per year to the regional economy. Supporting safe and reliable transportation options 
for workers in the agricultural industry makes sound economic sense.  
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A foundation of the agricultural economy is the 21,000 ongoing employees and  thousands of 
seasonal farm workers in the region—many of whom do not currently have safe and reliable 
transportation.  The seasonal farm worker’s commute typically consists of widely varying shifts and 
locations, often with various employers throughout the year. This makes it impossible for traditional 
public transit to efficiently meet the needs of seasonal workers, but farm worker wages make owning 
and maintaining a personal automobile a significant financial burden. Vehicles that farm workers do 
own are often in poor condition, as maintenance costs are prohibitively expensive. Furthermore, a 
significant percentage of agricultural workers do not have a current driver’s license or vehicle 
insurance. Farms are generally too spread out for walking or biking, and most rural roads do not 
have adequate bicycle and pedestrian facilities, even for short trips. Thus, workers are habitually 
transported from field to field by piling into crowded vans, or the back of pick-up trucks without 
important safety features such as proper seats and safety restraints. For these reasons, SACOG has 
entered into an agreement with CalVans to operate low-cost agricultural worker vanpools to help fill 
transportation gaps, especially in agricultural and more rural areas.  

Goods Movement 

The economic vitality of the Sacramento region is also dependent on the ability to transport 
consumer goods, which is critical to the viability of the manufacturing, distribution, and agricultural 
sectors. A region that has adequate goods movement infrastructure and is strategically located from 
a trade perspective can profit considerably from its ability to receive, sort, process and deliver goods 
and services quickly, inexpensively and effectively. Goods movement is one of many elements in 
regional competitiveness and can be a key tie-breaker in location decisions. Freight-dependent 
industries can be more easily attracted to regions with modern, uncongested infrastructure, and 
avoid locating along crowded highways or older arterials that restrict truck flow.  

C U R R E N T  G O O D S  M O V E M E N T   

Goods are transported in the Sacramento region using five primary modes, truck, rail, cargo ship, 
air cargo and pipeline, each with its own relative opportunities and constraints. Within the 
Sacramento region, an estimated 90.6 percent of freight tonnage is carried by truck, 2.9 percent by 
rail, 0.4 percent by ship and 0.1 percent by air. The remainder is carried by some combination of 
modes or by pipeline. It is important to remember that even freight moved by ship, plane or train 
still must almost always travel the “last mile” to its destination by truck.  

R A I L  

Major western railroads operate near capacity today, and can only compete with trucks that haul 
goods for more than 700 miles. Freight train miles traveled continue to increase. They are forecasted 
to double by 2020 and double again by 2035, although very little new track is being added. A mile of 
track costs $3.5 million to construct and is approaching $500,000 annually to maintain. Given 
current economic conditions, railroads are not earning a high enough rate of return to significantly 
expand their main-line track.  
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P O R T  

The Port of West Sacramento lies outside the congested Bay Area and nearer the Central Valley 
cargo market, with good connections via I-5, I-80 and railroad lines. The Port is currently 
experiencing a period of growth after several years of lackluster performance. The Port’s initiative to 
attract green industries and its strategic alliance with the Port of Oakland has brought new activity 
and the chance for economic prosperity. The current Sacramento River Deep Water Ship Channel 
project will deepen the 43-mile ship channel connecting the Port to San Francisco Bay from 30 feet 
to 35 feet along its entire length. This will allow more than 75 percent of fully loaded oceangoing 
freight ships to serve the Sacramento region, compared to less than 40 percent currently. When 
combined with the Marine Highway project, which will establish a new green trade corridor between 
West Sacramento, Oakland and Stockton, the channel-deepening project will enable the Port of 
West Sacramento to attract more green businesses, in addition to planned metals recycling, wood 
pellet, biofuel and solar facilities. The Port is also the major launching point for rice grown in the 
region to be exported to Asia and the Middle East. Active and planned improvements at the Port 
should continue if good connections are to be maintained in order to meet projected demand for 
more truck traffic that will carry containers, agricultural products and associated goods.  

A I R  C A R G O  

Sacramento County has designated Mather Field as the region’s air cargo facility, transporting 
over 41 tons or about 1.1 percent of the state’s air cargo in 2010. However, Sacramento 
International Airport handled slightly more air cargo than Mather in 2010: over 73,000 tons or 
nearly 2 percent of the state’s cargo. Most of this volume is handled by “integrated carriers” such as 
FedEx, UPS, DHL, and Golden State Overnight, while “belly cargo” handled by passenger airlines 
accounts for the remainder.   

 
Air cargo growth, while dramatic during the 1990s, slowed significantly after 2001. Between 

2005 and 2010, air cargo dropped by 37 percent at Mather and 9 percent at Sacramento 
International Airport. Most of the region’s air cargo is inbound, consisting of goods to meet the 
needs of the local population. As very little is manufactured in the region, there is considerably less 
demand for outbound air cargo. Planned improvements at Mather to accommodate more air cargo 
stalled as a result of litigation from local jurisdictions over noise issues.  

 
 Nonetheless, aviation plays a key role in the supply chain, especially in terms of high-value-
added goods, like specialty agricultural crops. In California, airborne agricultural exports in 2004 
totaled $659 million, an increase of nearly 60% since 2000. In addition, for high value-added crops 
like cherries, strawberries, asparagus, and organically raised produce, air cargo offers the only means 
for exploiting overseas markets. California’s agricultural exports typically head to Japan, China, 
South Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, while rail and truck facilitate trade with Mexico and Canada. 

 
The Sacramento region is still a relatively minor player in the air cargo arena, as more than 90 

percent of the state’s airborne freight moves through Los Angeles or San Francisco area airports. 
With the economic downturn of recent years, it is unclear how well the Sacramento region is 
positioned to take advantage of that growth and increase its market share in the California air cargo 
industry. Most air cargo-related truck traffic consists of small delivery trucks with only a few larger 
53’ trucks. The only significant truck-related need that has been identified is for improved truck 
access to points north and south of Mather Field.  
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P I P E L I N E S    

Petroleum products, specifically, gasoline, diesel and jet fuel, are transported by pipelines from 
the Bay Area to the Sacramento region. Approximately 400 local truck trips are dispatched every day 
from four Sacramento River terminals and the Bradshaw terminal to distribute gasoline and diesel 
fuel throughout the region.3 

T R U C K I N G  

Increasingly, freight shipment is being carried by truck, a trend likely to continue. Both Interstate 
5, linking the Sacramento region and Central Valley with southern California seaports, and Interstate 
80, linking the Bay Area, Sacramento, and areas east of the Sierra, are major truck freight routes 
through the region.  

 
Average daily truck volumes on the region’s freeways range from around 3,000 per weekday on 

Route 70 and 4,100 on U.S. 50, to 8,000 on SR 99 and Interstate 80 and 10,650 on Interstate 5. 
Figure 9.3 shows the goods movement network and intensity of agricultural trucking in the region, 
measured in trucks per acre. . As businesses move to suburban areas with limited highway access, 
more of the truck trips internal to the region must also use arterial roads. Existing industrial re-use 
areas are not typically alongside freeways, but located on arterials such as Power Inn, North Watt, 
and Sunrise.  

 

                                                 
3SACOG Goods Movement Study, 2007 
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The amount of freight generated by a location is a function of many factors, among them the 
volume of commerce in the region, the economic health of particular business sections, technology 
changes, trade agreements, the climate for business production and innovation, and government 
policies, programs and regulations. 

 
The flow of goods in the Sacramento region includes goods being moved to, from, or entirely 

within the region. In spite of being at the crossroads of northern California’s major highways, less 
than a quarter of goods travel straight through the region. Looking at the volume of goods being 
moved: 

 According to the FHWA’s Freight Analysis Framework, about 29 percent of these 
movements are internal—entirely within the region.  Anecdotal input suggests this 
percentage is actually higher because local freight movements are difficult to obtain and 
often under-reported.  The makeup of shipments that stay within the region includes about 
35 percent gravel and other non-metal mineral products, 20 percent gasoline and petroleum 
products and 9 percent waste or scrap. 

 Another key segment of goods flow, at 33 percent, is freight coming into the region from 
somewhere else.  

 Next is the volume of through-movements of goods, at about 22 percent. The region is 
located at the crossroads of I-5 and I-80 and at the junction of major north-south and east-
west rail lines as well.  

 Finally, the smallest of the four freight flows involves exports from the region to other areas, 
at about 16 percent of total volume. Basic manufacturing of goods makes up a small part of 
Sacramento’s economy. The only sizeable export is agricultural, both fresh and processed 
foods.  

G O O D S  M O V E M E N T  A N D  T H E  A G R I C U L T U R A L  E C O N O M Y  

 Comprehensive goods movement infrastructure is essential to the vitality of the agricultural 
economy in the SACOG region, where farmers and ranchers produce approximately 3.4 million tons 
of food annually. For example, 93 percent of the 1.8 million tons of vegetables produced are 
tomatoes, most of which leave the region for processing. Similarly, 90 percent of the 760,000 tons of 
grain produced in the region is rice, the vast majority of which is exported to Asia and the Middle 
East. In some cases, the products shipped out of the region for processing travel the very same 
roads when they are shipped back into the region as final products. 
 

Agriculture depends upon rural roads, highways, and freeways. During the growing season, 
farmers use rural roads to move farm equipment between fields, and farmworkers use rural roads to 
get to work. Smaller producers also rely on rural roads to access local markets. At harvest time, large 
trucks use rural roads and state and interstate highways to transport raw products to post-harvest 
and processing facilities. From July to October 2007, 650 trucks were required daily to haul 
tomatoes grown on more than 52,000 acres in Sacramento, Sutter, and Yolo counties to processing 
facilities from Woodland to Bakersfield.  

 
Raw products are often shipped out of the SACOG region for processing. Whereas processing 

plants were previously scattered around the region, today many have been consolidated, particularly 
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in the central and southern San Joaquin Valley. Finished products are then trucked to distribution 
facilities, retailers, direct marketers, institutions, restaurants, community food banks, or straight to 
consumers.  

 
Getting a product from the farm to the consumer requires the transportation system to 

accommodate a variety of uses. The importance of goods movement to sustaining the region’s rural 
economies makes it essential to maintain a robust network of routes that serve farms, processing 
facilities, and distribution centers, and connect the region’s agricultural producers with multiple 
modal opportunities for export outside the region.  

 
CCSCE projects a nearly 5 percent increase in agricultural jobs by 2035. Although this is a 

modest increase, ongoing productivity improvements promise much higher growth in economic 
impact from harvested crops. SACOG’s Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) project is 
focused on the industry’s potential to expand even further, given that the region has some of the 
best soils available for producing a variety of crops. SACOG’s research suggests that there is 
currently not an efficient means of moving agricultural commodities from the region’s rural areas to 
the urban areas. Most small to mid-size farms in the region are not coordinated in delivering their 
produce to the urban areas. Individual deliveries increase fuel costs and time spent away from the 
farm. This problem is in part a distribution problem—the lack of a centralized distribution point in 
the urban areas—but is also due to the difficulties of getting larger trucks onto rural roads. 
Agricultural tourism sites (e.g. wineries) face their own difficulties around transportation, with 
increased traffic on rural roads, particularly during peak agricultural tourism season in the fall. 

 
Working with stakeholders throughout the region, SACOG has identified promising 

opportunities to expand agriculture in the region through strategies such as: creation of a branded 
marketing campaign for farm products produced in the region to foster greater local demand; 
expansion of retail stores and restaurants featuring local foods; increased capacity to handle local 
foods within the existing consolidation and distribution systems; development of more local 
distribution, consolidation, and value-added facilities for food that is currently produced in the 
region but shipped out and returned in a processed form; and increasing local production of foods 
that are currently brought in from outside the region.4  

 
Agriculture has unique needs for goods movement to local markets and distribution hubs. 

SACOG is continuing to study the implications of local food production and distribution systems 
for land supply and transportation needs; however, the general construct draws from an analogy to 
the Blueprint where a prime objective of bringing jobs and housing closer together is to reduce 
vehicle miles of travel. For food systems, the closer the producer is to the consumer, the fewer food 
miles of travel.  

 
To support growth in this sector, transportation will need to be considered strategically for rural 

roads where transportation forecasts demand from agricultural-related workers and particularly 
heavier trucks and farm equipment. Heavy truck and equipment trips have greater impact on rural 
roads. However, as described in more detail in Chapter 10 - Financial Stewardship, funding is an 
ongoing challenge for rural road maintenance, capacity and safety improvements to support 
projected agricultural activity in rural communities.  

                                                 
4www.sacog.org/rucs/wiki/index.php/Sacramento_Region_Local_Market_Assessment#Challenges_and_Opportunities 
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Goods Movement Issues 

A number of the issues facing goods movement in the region, especially trucking, are described 
in the following section, suggesting the need for greater planning and coordination:    

T R U C K  F R I C T I O N  W I T H  N E I G H B O R S  

Truck freight experiences conflicts with nearby residential areas, including: 

 Truck/neighborhood conflicts, such as issues with truck volumes, noise and speed, and 
parking on major streets or arterials that front or abut residential areas. 

 Issues with trucks driving onto sidewalks and into poles, signs and streetlights. 

 Congestion issues: Trucks diverting onto arterials and rural roads to avoid congestion; trucks 
backing up traffic, especially on two-lane highways that act as rural main streets; heavily 
loaded trucks that accelerate slowly from signals or in congested traffic; and in some areas, 
truck volumes that can be a direct cause of congestion. 

 Geometric limitations:  Many truck operators are moving towards larger vehicles for the 
efficiency they provide; however, these larger vehicles often encounter problems while 
negotiating the region’s roadways, including the space needed for turning and for parking 
while delivering products. 

 Lack of permitted overnight parking facilities.  

L A C K  O F  P R I V A T E  S E C T O R  I N F O R M A T I O N   

Despite a critical role in the region’s economic vitality, goods movement is almost completely a 
function of the private sector. Most freight carriers prefer to operate in the background, largely 
invisible to the public. While a number of transportation users form some sort of constituency (e.g., 
bicycle and pedestrian advocates, transit riders), it is often noted that “freight doesn’t vote.”  
Concerns for increased patrolling for violations decrease the trucking industry’s incentive to identify 
routes where vehicles are having problems with congestion, other vehicles, turning movements or 
lane departure issues. 
 

The result of this is that the needs of the freight transportation industry are largely unknown to 
the public, planners and policy-makers, making it difficult to identify critical public sector 
investments to facilitate goods movement. Too often, planning agencies must tell their 
constituencies that no reliable data on trucking exist or that elaborate estimation and allocation 
methods must be employed. Freight flow data range from global estimates of total national ton-
miles to truck counts on specific local streets. Freight movement forecasting methodologies in use 
are broad—ranging from sophisticated models to back-of-the envelope guesses. Forecasting can 
estimate what is going on in the economy at large, and what goods move in and out of a particular 
site, yet does not currently provide much information about how and why goods are moved in 
between.  
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P A V E M E N T  D E T E R I O R A T I O N  

Increases in truck weight limits and greater use by trucks of local routes have contributed to 
swifter road deterioration. Heavy-truck traffic and wet weather are the two most critical factors in 
pavement deterioration. Since 1990, heavy-truck travel has increased significantly. As businesses 
have moved to suburban areas with limited highway access, more truck traffic has begun to use 
arterial roads; in Sacramento, trucks commonly use arterials due to the lack of cross-suburban 
freeways. Consolidation of processing plants has also meant that agricultural loads that would 
previously have traveled a short distance to a local facility now must be trucked much further, 
thereby increasing VMT, congestion, and wear and tear on rural roads. 

 
Many local agencies have identified wear and tear damage from heavy trucks on arterial streets as 

a rising factor in poor pavement condition. Heavy trucks also do major damage to older rural county 
roads not built for these kinds of loads. Open roadway fractures due to delayed maintenance and 
increased or longer durations of wet periods allow water to enter the substructure of the roadway. 
When combined with heavy truck traffic, the negative effects are multiplied, and roadway surface 
damage expands.  

L A C K  O F  G O O D S  M O V E M E N T  F U N D S   

Reliable funding sources for goods movement investments are severely limited in the SACOG 
region. Certain jurisdictions, whether for historical or location-specific reasons, have borne a 
disproportionate share of the goods movement burden for the region. It is a challenge both to 
ensure that strategic goods movement assets are protected, and that those jurisdictions bearing the 
burdens are afforded direct economic benefits. 

 
The MTP/SCS contains significant funding for road maintenance and improvements. However, 

road and highway funds are generally distributed by miles of roadway or population, neither of 
which is completely consistent with impacts from goods movement. In essence, a locality with a 
higher share of industrial or distribution facilities and a correspondingly high volume of heavy truck 
traffic, would not automatically receive proportionate funds to repair the damage.  

 
The conventional sources of funds for road maintenance and upgrades are gasoline excise taxes, 

sales taxes for transportation purposes, and development fees. None of these sources of funding is 
adequate to address the adverse financial impacts on cities and counties of road needs related to 
goods movement. Input from local economic development directors clearly indicates that the 
formula for development fees and valuation for property taxes tend to undervalue large distribution 
centers that generate heavy truck traffic. Large distribution centers typically do not generate enough 
civic revenue to pay for road maintenance or infrastructure upgrades necessitated by their 
operations, and the State of California no longer has an inventory tax to fund these types of 
improvements. 

 
Industrial developers have opportunities to tap into state funds under several programs to spur 

economic development; however, none of these programs provide road funds to localities, and 
some involve reductions in local tax revenue, thus reducing the pool of funds needed to address 
goods movement impacts. A critical first step in generating the funds required to address such 
impacts would likely be a revision of the development fee formula to more accurately reflect long-
term road needs related to goods movement.  
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A second option is regional or state funding to address local goods movement impacts. The 
most recent bond initiative for infrastructure generated a large sum of revenue; however, it has been 
used to deal with only the largest and most prominent projects statewide. Additional ongoing 
funding initiatives would be necessary to generate funds for a myriad of local needs. One positive 
development is that federal transportation reauthorization legislation, if and when it is passed by 
Congress, may include a dedicated goods movement fund for the first time.  

M O D A L  E F F I C I E N C I E S  F O R  G O O D S  M O V E M E N T  

Each freight mode strives for efficient operations independent of public policies. There may, 
however, be instances where modal efficiencies can be encouraged or discouraged by public 
initiatives. Particularly, public policy may be able to influence the tradeoffs between efficiency and 
environmental impact.  

 
Freight customers gravitate toward the most efficient mode that meets their needs. A Goods 

Movement Study completed by SACOG in 2007 established that modal shifts between rail, truck 
and ships offer limited but significant opportunities for increasing goods movement efficiency. For 
example, the report identified opportunities to reduce truck vehicle miles traveled by: 

 
 Importing cement by ship through the Port of West Sacramento.  Cement importers are 

constructing port terminals for that purpose, but success in reducing regional truck travel 
will depend on good highway access to and from the Port of West Sacramento, and channel 
deepening to accommodate modern vessels.  

 Trans-loading inbound building materials at McClellan. Maximizing the benefit, however, 
may depend on good truck routes between McClellan and the various centers of demand as 
the construction industry rebounds.  

G O O D S  M O V E M E N T  A N D  L A N D  U S E  

Previous analysis by SACOG suggests that setting aside areas with appropriate zoning or other 
regulatory concessions to local distributors or similar goods movement businesses could also help 
minimize total truck travel in the long run, while freeing land capacity for compact, mixed-use 
development in the downtown Sacramento urban core. For example: 

 Manufacturing and processing plants could probably locate outside the urban core without 
substantially increasing truck travel (and may do so on their own initiative). 

 Many suppliers, distributors, and other businesses with a regional clientele prefer to be near 
the center of the region with good freeway access, but do not necessarily need high-cost 
center-city sites. 

 Hub-and-spoke distribution and gathering networks such as FedEx may need local presence 
in a community or neighborhood, but could base delivery fleets at outlying locations. 

 
Local goods distributors, however, require further investigation to determine their clientele and 

the consequences of moving them outside the urban core. One impact may be to put greater 
pressure on roadways back into the urban core as the effective distribution point; another may be to 
shift freeway trips from a few large trucks to several smaller trucks. 
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Findings from SACOG’s Regional Goods Movement Study also suggest that the region should 
be selective in the goods movement and logistics functions it encourages. The report divides the 
goods movement and logistics industry into two segments: 

 Those services required to support the needs of the Sacramento region’s residents and 
businesses; and  

 Additional functions that might be based in the region, but serve broader regional, state or 
national needs.  
 

The first segment is a necessity. The availability of land for goods movement activities may be 
limited due to the nature of an industry’s operations, land requirements, land use restrictions, and 
competition for higher value uses. There are compelling reasons to address these constraints in 
order to meet the growing demand for goods and services within the Sacramento region.  

 
Beyond serving the region’s own needs, consultants to SACOG’s goods movement studies 

conclude there is limited potential for the region to become a large goods movement logistical 
center.  Furthermore, there have been limited efforts by jurisdictions to allocate land and scarce 
public resources to encourage the development of additional large warehouses, distribution centers, 
and trans-loading facilities. A key factor is job density—how many jobs the proposed development 
creates per 10,000 square feet—as some of these facilities generate little local employment despite 
the size of their facilities.  

G R E A T E R  R E G I O N A L  P L A N N I N G  A N D  C O O R D I N A T I O N  

Goods movement routes in the region have been identified by SACOG to include: Surface 
Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) national highway networks approved for trucking; state and 
local terminal access (TA) routes, which are the portions of state or local highways where Caltrans or 
a local government has granted access to STAA trucks; routes identified in county general plans or 
other planning documents; and routes identified at outreach events for the RUCS project.  

 
Identifying goods movement corridors can help focus improvements and maintenance activities 

on the roads most likely to be affected by heavy and frequent truck traffic.  Individual communities 
may be able to divert or discourage trucks, but if regional needs as a whole are to be met, 
approaches to coexistence should be defined, such as through development of a coherent regional 
truck route system, to place as much emphasis on where trucks should be as on where they should 
not. The development of truck-specific routes will limit movements on local roads, while allowing 
goods to leave and reach their destinations though well-planned corridors. 

 
Defining the regional goods movement network has distinct policy advantages that help support 

existing and future land uses, as projected in the MTP/SCS and current planning documents, by 
guiding development to minimize potential conflicts. Coordination along goods movement corridors 
with adjoining regional transportation planning agencies is already leading to the development of 
projects that will reduce and remove impediments to more effective truck routing. There is more 
than enough capacity for truck traffic in the region, as commercial vehicles typically make up about 
16 percent of VMT. The MTP/SCS seeks to address growth in passenger traffic to help preserve 
adequate capacity for goods movement needs.  An ongoing study of goods movement on the 
Highway 99 and Interstate 5 corridors will also update and inform future MTP/SCS. 
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Transportation Impacts on Employment and Business Vitality 

Besides moving workers to work and goods to consumers, the transportation system has 
its own direct role in the economic vitality of the region. 

 
First, transportation projects, such as roads and public transit, provide employment, 

both for construction and operations. The Political Economy Research Institute of the University 
of Massachusetts, Amherst (PERI) developed a model to estimate the employment effects of 
infrastructure spending.5 Table 11-9.4 shows their estimates in 2009 for employment resulting from 
transportation-related infrastructure investments, including construction jobs (direct), jobs at 
suppliers of materials and equipment (indirect) and jobs resulting from workers spending their 
paychecks (induced):  
 

Table 9.54 
Employment Impacts per $1 Billion in Infrastructure Spending 

 

  

A 2011 PERI study also found that for each $1 million spent there are 11.4 total jobs from 
bicycle-only infrastructure projects, 9.9 total jobs from pedestrian-only projects, and 7.8 jobs from 
road-only projects. Road projects that integrated major pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure resulted 
in an average 48 percent greater job creation than projects focused exclusively on roads for motor 
vehicles.6 
 

Increased interest in bicycling and walking has had additional economic benefits. Recent 
reports demonstrate that bicycle and pedestrian improvements spark economic activity. Slowing 
down travel speeds and creating or upgrading walking and biking facilities not only improves 
conditions for existing businesses, but also is a proven method for revitalizing an area and attracting 
new development.7 Services and businesses that cater to cyclists and pedestrians, such as stores 
selling bikes, walking shoes and related accessories, bicycle-themed restaurants, bike repair co-ops, 
and community events with bike valets have increased in popularity. Cycling-related events, such as 
the Bike Film Festival, Cyclefest, organized charity and recreational rides, the city of Davis’ U.S. 
Bicycle Hall of Fame and California Bicycle Museum, and staging of a portion of the AmgenTour of 
California in Sacramento also bring money into the local economy.   

                                                 
5 http://www.peri.umass.edu/fileadmin/pdf/published_study/PERI_ABikes_October2011.pdf 
6http://www.peri.umass.edu/236/hash/64a34bab6a183a2fc06fdc212875a3ad/publication/467/ 
7http://www.sacog.org/complete-streets/toolkit/files/docs/NCSC_CS%20Spark%20Economic%20Revitilization.pdf 

Category  Direct and Indirect  Plus Induced 

Transportation  13,829 18,930 

Average Roads and Bridges  13,714 18,894 

       New Construction  12,638 17,472 

       Repair Work   14,790 20,317 

Rail  9,932 14,747 

Mass Transit  17,784 22,849 

Aviation  14,002 19,266 
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 As discussed in Chapter 3, SACOG and its partners received a HUD Sustainable Communities 
Regional Planning Grant. The grant provides funding for a limited number of studies to explore 
how the CEQA streamlining provisions of SB 375 can advance the readiness of Transit Priority 
Areas (TPAs) for transit-supportive residential and residential mixed-use development.  
 

In June 2011, the SACOG Board selected as case studies for the region five Transit Priority 
Areas in four jurisdictions with the greatest likelihood of transit-oriented development (TOD) in the 
next 5-10 years. The five areas vary from suburban to urban settings near light rail, streetcar, or bus 
rapid transit stops, and represent a diversity of circumstances for regional learning. As a complement 
to the MTP/SCS EIR, SACOG will conduct environmental analysis in 2012 specifically for these 
areas, as well as develop action plans in conjunction with local communities.  

 
 This focus on jump-starting TOD in the region, along with other MTP/SCS land use 
and transportation changes, should support shorter, more local trips by various modes to 
work, shopping, recreation and services. This can help the region’s economy by:  
 
 Reducing household transportation costs that can free up family spending for other goods 

and services.  

 Facilitating travel to education and training and increasing the preparation of the local 
workforce for new jobs as the economy recovers.  

 Facilitating travel to reach medical care and increasing physical activity in the form of 
walking and biking, which can improve health and reduce health care costs due to lack of 
activity or treatment. 

 Supporting transit, walking and biking trips to nearby restaurants, retailers, services, and 
entertainment venues. If these are locally owned or run, this keeps more money circulating 
in the local economy.  

 Reducing construction costs to developers and/or increasing developable land through 
reduced parking requirements.  

 Increasing residential and commercial property values and lease rates near quality transit.  

 Improving quality of life, a major factor in business location decisions.  
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Chapter 10 
Financial Stewardship 

Management of scarce funding resources to keep the existing transportation system serviceable 
and operating efficiently, while allowing for some system expansion 

 
 
In a time of scarce resources, it is important that the SACOG region effectively manage and 

increase the productivity of the region’s transportation system, and continue to improve the cost-
effectiveness of its transportation investments. 

The Sacramento region faces several key financial stewardship challenges in this MTP/SCS: 

 how to fund the continuing need for road maintenance and rehabilitation;  

 how to pay for transit operations and replacement of worn-out transit equipment; and 

 how to make strategic operational improvements to gain more system efficiency and reduce 
the need for high-cost new capacity. 

 
 Chapter 4 includes a summary of all MTP/SCS transportation investments. This chapter 
discusses the challenges and strategies being used in the MTP/SCS to address funding constraints 
and make the most of the region’s transportation system and investments.  

Challenges to Reaching a State of Good Repair 

The MTP/SCS faces an up-front challenge with funding limitations for two key elements in the 
plan: maintenance of local streets and roads, and funding for transit operations and replacement 
vehicles. Both of these issues are described in more detail in the following sections. 

F U N D I N G  C H A L L E N G E S  F O R  R O A D  M A I N T E N A N C E   

A critical financial stewardship challenge is providing adequate road maintenance and 
rehabilitation across the region. Sustainable communities cannot function without a well-maintained 
local street and road network.  

 
Road maintenance is a statewide crisis. Since the 1980s, California has gained a 

reputation for poor quality roads—a startling reversal from the 1960s when California’s road 
system was envied throughout the nation.  According to the 2011 California Statewide Local 
Streets and Roads Needs Assessment1, two-thirds of California’s roads are currently in poor 
condition or at risk of falling into a poor condition, where more extensive repairs will be required to 
bring them back into a good state of repair. The study ranked road conditions using a pavement 
                                                 
1 Nichols Consulting Engineers, Chtd. et al (2011) California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment. 
Retrieved from http://www.savecaliforniastreets.org/ 
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condition index (PCI) with categories ranging from 0-25 (failed condition) to 75-100 (good/ 
excellent condition).  

 
In 2009, the Sacramento region’s roads ranked on average in the high 60s or low 70s; in the 2011 

Assessment, the region’s average pavement condition index worsened to the low 60s. Roads with 
scores between 50 and 70 are considered at risk and require more costly repairs than typical routine 
preventative maintenance.   

 
Without action, this situation will likely continue to degenerate with greater use of local roads by 

a growing population, more goods movement vehicle traffic, and increases in allowable truck 
weights. Rural roads that are used by farm equipment and heavily loaded trucks are particularly 
vulnerable to more rapid deterioration.   

 
Truck traffic causes a disproportionate negative impact on road pavement. One fully 

loaded, multi-trailer, 80,000-pound truck causes as much pavement wear as 6,765 autos. 2  The 
volume of trucks using the transportation system is growing: heavy truck travel has been increasing 
at a significant rate since 1990.  

 
 Adequate road maintenance and rehabilitation is costly, but needs to be done on a 
regular schedule to prevent even higher costs. On average, reconstructing a road that has 
deteriorated to a poor condition can cost 20 times more than preventative maintenance. Routine 
maintenance on a road generally costs between $20,000 and $40,000 per lane mile annually. Heavier 
maintenance such as overlays can cost anywhere from $100,000 to $200,000 per lane mile every 
seven to ten years. Full reconstructions can range anywhere from $400,000 to $700,000 per lane 
mile. Sidewalks and bike lanes can add to these costs. Reconstructing and rehabilitating sidewalks, 
curbs and gutters can add in excess of $500,000 per lane mile.3  For example, the City of Sacramento 
alone estimates that it would require $15 million annually to address the road maintenance needs of 
the city’s more than 3,000 lane miles of paved roadways.  This amount does not even begin to cover 
the city’s backlog of major repairs, which have been put on hold because of a lack of funding. 
Currently, the city estimates that it spends $3-5 million annually on road maintenance, leaving more 
than a $10 million dollar shortfall per year. 

 
In the SACOG region, cities and counties are responsible for keeping the street and road 

system in a state of good repair through regular maintenance activities. Between 2000 and 
2008, local governments in the SACOG region spent approximately $2.1 billion on maintenance and 
reconstruction of the region’s thousands of miles of city and county roads. The level of investment 
in maintenance and reconstruction in the region fluctuates from year to year, but has grown at an 
average rate of 10 percent per year since 2000. Routine maintenance accounts for about 60 percent 
of these expenditures, with the remaining 40 percent going toward major reconstruction projects. In 
2008, the latest year for which data are available, local government expenditures were more than 
$190 million for routine maintenance and $135 million for reconstruction ($325 million combined).4 

 

                                                 
2 FHWA Vehicle Classes with Definitions: Equivalent Single Axle Load 
3 Nichols Consulting Engineers, Chtd. et al (2011) California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment. 
Accessed from http://www.savecaliforniastreets.org/ 
4 2008 State Controller’s Report data 
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Deferred maintenance problems vary widely across the region and funding formulas 
place some jurisdictions at a disadvantage.  The real cost of deferred maintenance is elusive, as 
local agencies report it in different ways and damage initially occurs out of sight beneath the surface 
pavement. It affects jurisdictions unevenly, depending on such factors as age and design of roads 
and truck traffic volumes. Older, built-out cities such as Sacramento, Citrus Heights, and Marysville, 
with older roads built to past standards and years of deferred road maintenance, face continuing 
major rehabilitation costs. Rural counties end up as losers in funding formulas for deferred 
maintenance, but many depend on resource-based economies such as agriculture, logging, or mining 
that wear on old narrow roads with heavy trucks. Newer developing cities such as Elk Grove, 
Folsom, and Lincoln benefit from modern developer-built road mileage that makes them eligible 
under road funding formulas without yet adding major rehabilitation liabilities. However, such cities 
will need to attend to an increasing load of preventive maintenance to stay ahead of the curve.  

 
In addition, cities often must deal with extra costs due to utilities in the roadbed, pavement 

damage from past utility work, and landscaping in the right-of-way. Counties must consider adding 
paved shoulders to rural roads.  

A D D R E S S I N G  R O A D  M A I N T E N A N C E / R E H A B I L I T A T I O N  
F U N D I N G  I N  T H E  M T P / S C S   

The MTP/SCS prioritizes preservation of the existing transportation system when 
making investment decisions with revenues that can be used for maintenance and 
rehabilitation purposes. Generally, federal and state money is not available to assist with routine 
maintenance; however, as roads deteriorate and require more extensive reconstruction, SACOG taps 
federal and state funds to help local governments bring roads back to a good state of repair.  Since 
1998, the region has diverted approximately 15 percent of state and federal funds to road 
rehabilitation instead of road improvements. The MTP/SCS includes $11.5 billion ($16.4 billion 
YOE) for road maintenance and rehabilitation, and calls for additional revenue equivalent to what 
would be raised by a new 1/2-cent sales tax in Sacramento County to help pay for additional road 
maintenance and transit operations. MTP policies and strategies reinforce this priority for addressing 
chronic road maintenance issues and tradeoffs between road maintenance and road improvements 
or expansions. 

 
Unfortunately, resources for road maintenance do not keep pace with escalating costs 

and there continues to be a shortfall for road maintenance and rehabilitation. Despite existing 
and planned investment, the region’s roads continue to deteriorate.  Preventive maintenance is 
important for controlling long-term costs, but the only local funds available for maintenance are 
local shares of the gas tax, sales tax funds, and local general funds. Maintenance and rehabilitation 
consume about 70 percent of the typical local road budget today, leaving 30 percent for any local 
improvements and new construction.  

 
SACOG estimates that an additional $110 million annually over the course of the MTP/SCS 

plan period would be needed to raise the region’s average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) for local 
roads and bicycle/pedestrian facilities from the at-risk range to the good/excellent condition range. 
A more detailed discussion of this underfunded need is provided in Appendix B-1. 
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In addition, funding constraints for road maintenance and rehabilitation can also mean 
missed opportunities in the region for developing more complete streets. When major repairs 
are undertaken on public right-of-way, the facility must at a minimum be brought up to federal 
ADA standards through improvements that include curb ramps at intersections and access 
improvements on public walkways.  Because ADA improvements can be costly, opportunities 
for other improvements to facilitate pedestrian as well as bicycle travel are sometimes missed, 
due to limited maintenance/rehabilitation funds. These opportunities include bike lane striping 
and improved signage that is best to do as part of a more comprehensive rehabilitation project 
rather than as a retrofit between rehabilitation cycles.  Other opportunities that are often 
missed are road diets, roundabouts, lighting, sidewalk bulb-outs and pedestrian refuge islands 
at intersections, which require more funding.  

F U N D I N G  C H A L L E N G E S  F O R  T R A N S I T  O P E R A T I O N S   

 Transit services play a vitally important role in realizing the MTP/SCS forecasted land use and 
transportation pattern.  The Sacramento region faces a significant challenge in securing adequate 
funding to continue existing services plus expand transit coverage and frequency across the region 
over the plan period. 

Operating public transit systems requires a significant financial commitment. In 2008, 
the 14 transit services in the region needed about $230 million to operate fixed route and 
dial-a-ride services. These operating costs include drivers, mechanics, dispatching, fuel, parts, 
supplies, services, and administration. On average, 75 percent of operating costs are for labor.5 Over 
the last five years, the region’s expenditures for transit capital—including new and replacement 
vehicles, stations and other facilities—averaged another $60 million annually.  

 
Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT), which carries about 80 percent of the region’s transit 

trips, accounted for about 70 percent of regional operating costs in 2008.6 For every trip on bus and 
light rail that RT provided in 2008, fares covered about $0.91 of the cost of that trip, requiring $4.06 
and $2.44 in public funding to supplement bus and light rail operations, respectively.7 Some of the 
smaller transit operators can operate buses for less due to non-union labor contracts, but their costs 
are increasing as well.  

 
With the decline in transit funding in recent years, a number of the region’s transit 

operators have had to cut fixed-route transit services. For example, Roseville Transit and all of 
Sacramento County’s operators cut fixed-route service in 2009 or 2010. Even when transit funding 
was more available, fixed-route bus service was not offered uniformly in terms of hours and 
frequency of service throughout the region. Given smaller populations and fewer resources, the 
region’s suburban and rural operators tend to offer more limited service than in the more urbanized 
areas, especially on evenings, weekends and to the most rural locations. 
 

Over the course of the MTP planning period, significantly higher levels of funding for 
transit operations are needed for the region to meet its goals for a robust transit system. 

                                                 
5 2008 State Controller’s Report data for 14 regional transit operators 
6 Ibid.  
7 2008 NTD data summary for Sacramento Regional Transit District 
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Maintaining current levels of transit service, restoring previous routes, frequencies or hours, and 
expanding operations in the future are primarily constrained by limited dedicated revenues for 
transit operations. Transit providers in the region have few opportunities to capture new revenues 
for operations and maintenance costs, and often use flexible funds that could otherwise be utilized 
for capital expansion to help support operational costs. 

 
Fare increases can help cover this gap, but increases need to be sensitive to the ability of 

transit-dependent persons to pay.  Balancing the need to raise revenue and meet state 
requirements for fares to cover a certain proportion of operating costs (the farebox recovery rate), 
with the ability of transit-dependent riders to pay for service supports good policy decisions for 
expanding services in the region. In the SACOG region, the regional average for farebox recovery 
was 24 percent in 2009. Smaller rural and suburban operators typically fall below this level, while a 
number of the larger operators in the region now cover 26-28 percent or more of operating costs 
with fare revenue. 

 
Transit fares vary widely in the SACOG region, with discounts usually offered for seniors, youth 

and persons with disabilities, which reduces total fare revenue. Transit operators in Sacramento 
County have the highest fares in the region, from $2.25 to $2.50 per single adult ride, which can 
pose a barrier to transit use by the county’s many low-income residents.  

 
There is a chicken-and-egg quality to transit service. More ridership usually results in 

increased fares to cover operating costs, so higher ridership becomes a critical part of the service 
expansion equation. Higher fare revenue depends on increasing both fare-paying transit-dependent 
riders and choice riders. However, service must be significantly better to attract more choice riders, 
and better service initially requires more public funding.   

 
Limited state and federal funding places a higher emphasis on local sources. Over time, 

the methods of paying for transit operations have changed and funding sources have 
shrunk. Increasingly, Congress and the State Legislature have restricted the use of federal and state 
funds for transit operations (with the exception of vehicle preventative maintenance), on the 
principle that transit is a local responsibility. Prior to Proposition 13 in 1978, local general funds 
used to cover more than one-third of transit operating costs in the large urban areas, but that source 
has also largely dried up due to competing priorities for reduced general fund revenues.  

 
As federal and state funding support for transit operations declined, transit operators 

have been increasingly dependent on more volatile sources of funds that have been most 
affected by the sagging economy.  A significant percentage of total operating revenues for the 
region’s operators now come from two volatile sales taxes sources:   
 
 Transportation Development Act (TDA)/Local Transportation Funds (LTF) from a ¼-cent 

sales tax for transportation authorized by the state TDA; 

 Sacramento County’s Measure A, a ½-cent county transportation sales tax.   
 

With sales tax receipts declining due to the economic downturn, both of these sources have 
yielded significantly less revenue for transit agencies in the last few years. Receipts only began a 
turnaround in September 2010 and as of September 2011 were still 10 to 15 percent lower than 2008 
levels across the region.  In addition to broader economic challenges, some of the jurisdictions 
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where public works departments use remaining TDA/LTF funds for road maintenance frequently 
experience resistance to drawing a larger share of TDA/LTF funds for transit operations. 

F U N D I N G  C H A L L E N G E S  F O R  T R A N S I T  C A P I T A L   

Although not as underfunded as operating needs, transit capital needs in the MTP/SCS 
exceed available revenues in the plan:   

 
 The region’s current fleet of nearly 400 transit buses, with a 14-year assumed service life, will 

need to be replaced twice over the next 25 years at an estimated cost of $450,000 per bus, 
totaling more than $460 million. This number does not include expansion buses and spare 
buses that will need to be purchased in addition to replacing existing vehicles. 

 Replacement of existing vehicles will be partially offset by RT’s current reserve and spare 
vehicles. Historically RT has run with about 15 percent spare buses in its fleet. However, 
because of recent service cuts, RT’s spare rate has increased and will hover around 30-40 
percent until transit service is restored. This increased spare rate will allow RT to operate 
existing and near-term service with fewer new and replacement bus purchases; however, as 
transit service is fully restored later in the plan period, the spare rate will return to historical 
rates, at which time the need for replacement and expansion buses will resume.  

 The region’s existing fleet of roughly 200 paratransit small buses, with a 5-year lifecycle, will 
need to be replaced 5 times over the next 25 years, at $75,000 per small bus, totaling $100 
million. 

 RT’s entire light rail fleet, now at 97 vehicles, will need to be replaced once during the next 
25 years. This represents a significant financial burden, as each light rail vehicle costs 
approximately $4 million ($388 million total).  

  In addition, new state clean air rules will require many suburban operators to convert fleets 
from diesel fuels to clean fuels in upcoming years, making buses costlier, posing new fueling 
arrangements, and perhaps requiring earlier retirement of older diesel coaches. 
 

 Beyond replacing the vehicles necessary to operate the existing transit system, the expanded level 
of transit service included in the MTP/SCS requires a doubling of the fixed route bus fleet, more 
than 50 new bus rapid transit coaches, 10 additional express buses, 250 demand-response/shuttle 
small buses, and more than 60 new streetcar and light rail vehicles by 2035 to serve the new land use 
pattern with higher quality transit service. Appendix B-1 provides more detail on transit capital and 
operating revenues and assumptions.  

A D D R E S S E S I N G  T R A N S I T  F U N D I N G  I N  T H E  M T P / S C S  

An outcome of the poor fiscal climate is a plan with limited growth in transit services for 
the first ten years due to revenue constraints, but with more robust growth in later years.  By 
2020, transit operations expenditures will be only slightly higher than in the 2008 base year. The 
most significant transit investments will occur in the 2020-2035 time period, when revenues are 
projected to increase and more transit-supportive compact and mixed land uses are present to 
support higher ridership. By 2035, the MTP/SCS calls for approximately $435 million in operations 
to provide nearly 8,062 daily vehicle service hours—or nearly double the 2008 level of service—for 
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all modes of transit: fixed-route bus, light rail, streetcar, shuttle, bus rapid transit/express bus, and 
dial-a-ride.  

Increased operational efficiencies are a key aspect of the MTP/SCS in addressing the 
transit operations funding challenge.  In the MTP/SCS, existing transit services are assumed to 
continue while new transit investments focus on the corridors with more compact and mixed land 
uses that are most capable of supporting robust transit service.  Providing high-frequency service of 
15 minutes or better in areas with adequate land use densities allows the MTP/SCS to increase 
transit productivity by 27 percent over the previous MTP.  Model results project that this higher-
quality, 15-minute service in centers and corridors attracts higher ridership across the region. The 
increased productivity of transit services results in fares covering a significantly higher proportion of 
operating costs, rising from 24 percent of operating costs in 2009 to 38 percent of operating costs 
($2.3 billion) by 2035.  The significant increase in productivity is intrinsically linked to the changing 
land use pattern: where centers and corridors support increased housing and employment growth, 
they bring potential transit riders closer to transit service to the benefit of the traveler and the transit 
system. 

 
Already, the region’s transit operators are approaching service restoration and expansion 

plans with an eye to prioritizing productive routes.  Many of the transit operators in the region 
have seen significant improvements in their fare box recovery rates and average riders per vehicle 
over the last few years and are analyzing approaches to continuing this progress. One of the 
significant efforts underway is RT’s Comprehensive Operational Analysis to plan service 
restorations over the coming years in order to reflect a greater emphasis on corridors with transit-
supportive land uses. 

 Even with increased productivity, an increase in transit revenues over time is essential 
for the MTP/SCS to realize the plan’s performance outcomes. In terms of transit operations 
funding, the MTP/SCS assumes a continuing heavy reliance on sales taxes (40 percent of revenues), 
but anticipates funding levels will experience modest inflation-adjusted growth over the planning 
period due to overall population growth and a future Measure B new ½half-cent Measure 
Btransportation sales tax equivalent in Sacramento County beginning in 2014, with half of the 
revenue going to supporting transit operational and capital needs.   

 In order to partially offset the projected decline in the growth of dedicated transit revenues since 
the 2008 MTP was completed, the MTP/SCS also assumes a shift of more than $2 billion of flexible 
revenue from road to transit purposes over the course of the planning period.  This increase is 
primarily a result of local agency development fee programs redirecting a share of these fees from 
road to transit purposes.  Most of this transfer supports transit vehicle purchases and infrastructure 
in the post-2020 period of the plan. 

Need for Greater System Efficiency and Productivity 

The existing transportation system in the SACOG region is the result of decades of major 
investments. Therefore, it is critical to make the best possible use of this valuable infrastructure. 
With transportation revenues increasingly limited, the MTP/SCS prioritizes investments that 
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maintain, preserve, and make more efficient use of existing road and transit assets to help defer or 
even eliminate the need for some road capacity expansions.  

 
Figure 10.1 shows the change in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) versus gas tax revenues from 

1970-2000. With gas tax funding significantly reduced, sales taxes and development-based fees are 
becoming the main sources of road expansion funds—but these sources have been declining in 
recent years and are not projected to return to the growth of previous years. 

 
Figure 10.1 

Change in VMT vs. Gas Tax Revenue 
 

 

 
Road programs are so significantly underfunded today that funding for road expansion must 

compete with funding for road maintenance, rehabilitation, and operations. The cycle typically 
unfolds as follows:  Some road maintenance must be deferred; the road deteriorates to the point it 
must be reconstructed, which costs more but becomes eligible to use capital funds; so capital funds 
are siphoned off for road repair. 

 
Caltrans is also starved for transportation revenue. The agency actively pursues developer 

funding for state highway improvements, since it can use only 40 percent of its 25 percent share of 
STIP funding for state highways in urban areas.  The challenge this presents will likely continue into 
the years ahead now that the state uses 100 percent of its shares of gas taxes and federal funds for 
highway maintenance and rehabilitation. 

 
Because simply building more and more new transportation infrastructure is neither 

feasible nor practical due to funding limits for the foreseeable future, the MTP/SCS 
combines strategies to increase the productivity of the transportation system and shift 
demand with strategic operational and capacity improvements. As described in more detail in 
Chapter 4, the MTP/SCS prioritizes road maintenance and rehabilitation and transit services while 
reducing future road capacity expenditures by more than 30 percent from the 2008 MTP.  
 
 The MTP/SCS takes a strategic approach to capacity projects: some are prioritized because they 
help improve system efficiency; some are downsized and right-sized as described in Chapter 5B; 
some are pushed to project development because it is uncertain they can be funded and built during 
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the plan period; while some were eliminated for higher priorities. Strategic road capacity projects in 
the MTP/SCS are now of three primary types: 
 
 projects that address major existing bottleneck locations through operational improvements 

and targeted auxiliary lanes to reduce severe congestion points;  

 reduced and/or reconfigured projects with multi-modal focus that replace larger capacity 
projects; and 

 new roadway facilities that are more closely tied to the land use and growth pattern assumed 
in the MTP/SCS.  

 
 This emphasis on lower-cost operational improvements and right-sizing of roadway expansion 
projects is an important component of an MTP/SCS that achieves strong performance benefits with 
lower funding levels.  One outcome of the plan investments is an increase in the percentage of VMT 
that uses the roadway network at optimal levels. Transit investments in later plan years increase the 
productivity of the transit system, doubling service hours, tripling ridership, quadrupling boardings, 
and increasing the farebox recovery rate from 24 percent of operating costs to 38 percent ($2.3 
billion).  
 
 As discussed in previous chapters, the MTP/SCS land use pattern forecasts an increase in areas 
with more jobs, housing choices and mix of land uses, while transportation investments broaden 
mobility options through supporting improved transit, bicycling and walking opportunities. More 
compact and mixed land uses make traveling by transit and non-motorized modes easier. The 
ongoing development of the high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane network on area freeways is an 
enhancement for not only carpools, but also vanpools and express buses. Increased development 
density provides carpoolers and vanpoolers a larger pool of potential partners to match with in 
closer proximity of home and work. Transit is better positioned to serve commute trips because it is 
more cost-effective when it operates in environments with more people—whether residents or 
employees—while shorter distances to reach daily needs encourage more walking or biking.  
 
 Chapters 5B and 5C explains in more detail how the MTP/SCS balance of investments results in 
good performance, mode share shifts, and increased roadway and transit system productivity. Other 
strategically targeted investments in the MTP/SCS, such as transportation demand management, 
technology deployment, goods movement and safety improvements can also help improve system 
efficiency at lower cost than capacity expansion. These strategies are described below, except goods 
movement planning efforts, which are discussed in Chapter 9 on Economic Vitality. 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs work to match people with 
alternatives to driving alone.  TDM is the collective term for programs geared to reducing the 
amount of solo driving and its growth in order to enhance the operation of the transportation 
network, and avoid, downsize or delay costly transportation infrastructure investments. TDM is an 
ongoing SACOG program. TDM strategies promote carpooling and vanpooling, transit use, 
bicycling, walking, flexible work schedules, and telecommuting, as well as other programs that 
reduce VMT. Transportation demand management programs can take traffic off the road at peak 
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hours for very little direct cost. Factors that spur some travelers to shift their travel mode from 
driving alone include the following:  
 
 sitting in congestion, which adds delay, annoyance, and opportunity cost on top of the 

individual’s cost of driving; 

 increasing fuel costs;  

 high parking costs and/or low availability of parking at work; 

 reduced costs or subsidies, competitive travel time and/or greater predictability of 
carpooling, transit, walking, or bicycling compared with driving; 

 increased awareness of the health benefits of bicycling and walking for reducing risks from 
obesity/overweight, diabetes, heart disease, and other conditions; 

 interest in contributing to reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and improving air quality;   

 increased availability of vanpools and ride-shares that can serve employees with non-
traditional work hours; and 

 the ability to telecommute or work from home on some or all workdays.   
 

TDM projects aim to increase the appeal of more efficient routes and alternate modes of 
transportation. Many TDM projects involve implementing and operating systems that provide 
travelers with real-time information for planning trips by telephone or the internet. Other programs 
are designed to give people incentives to use public transit, sometimes focusing on specific groups 
of people and other times promoting public transit for everyone when air quality is poor. Programs 
that organize or subsidize alternative travel options, such as ridesharing, vanpooling, or 
telecommuting also fall in this category. 
 

SACOG’s 511 regional travel information program is a prime example of a TDM strategy. 
SACOG’s 511 and rideshare programs cost less than $2 million per year region-wide to support 
carpooling, transit ridership, and bicycling in all corridors and areas. Travelers may call the 511 
telephone number or visit the website to obtain real-time traffic updates and direct feeds from traffic 
cameras and changeable message signs, as well as local and regional transit and intercity rail 
information. The website and phone system allow people to offer or locate shared-ride carpools or 
vanpools. SACOG’s 511 website also has tools for cyclists, including those for planning a bike trip 
or making your business more bicycle-friendly.  

 
Most TDM strategies are partially funded through employers, and therefore, focus on work trips. 

TDM can be an effective instrument for broadening commute options and reducing the biggest 
congestion problem—peak period vehicle trips. The alternative travel modes promoted by TDM 
generally target employees with traditional work schedules; however, the benefits of TDM are not 
limited to employees working regular schedules. 

 
Local Transportation Management Organizations and Associations (TMOs and TMAs) and 

other outreach partners coordinate TDM programs with local employers and employees, providing 
valuable public outreach and commute assistance. Largely, the region is divided geographically 
among 13 TDM outreach partners including: 

 



DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 – November 10, 2011February 20, 2012  10‐11 

50 Corridor TMA 
City of Elk Grove 
City of Roseville 
El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
McClellan Park TMA 
North Natomas TMA 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
Point West Area TMA 
Power Inn Alliance 
Sacramento TMA 
South Natomas TMA 
Yolo TMA 
Yuba-Sutter TMA 

 
A single set of TDM strategies is not universally applicable region-wide. Without the appropriate 

transportation infrastructure—public transit, HOV, bicycling, and walking facilities—and public 
outreach, TDM strategies are not as effective. The MTP/SCS therefore includes support for land 
uses, transportation options, and TDM education and assistance programs that support shifts in 
mode use.  
 

A 2005 Cleaner Air Partnership survey showed that workers in downtown Sacramento are the 
least likely to drive alone. A major reason is because parking downtown is difficult to find and the 
cost is high. Worksite parking, free and readily available everywhere except downtown Sacramento, 
is a major factor in commute choices; however, the idea of pricing of workplace parking is not 
widely popular. The result of limited mobility options is that workers in outlying employment 
centers (most of which offer free parking) are most likely to drive alone.  

 
TDM programs are low-cost in comparison to capital improvements. If these programs can 

cause even a small percentage of trips to be shifted out of cars and into alternative modes, it can lead 
to a noticeable difference in the operation of the transportation system. Additionally, TDM 
capitalizes on investments already made in public transportation facilities and services (transit, bike 
facilities, sidewalks, and HOV lanes) by educating users about their travel options, and coordinating 
trips between users with similar trip patterns. 
 

The goal of the TDM program is to help contribute to the 10 percent reduction in trips 
anticipated in the MTP/SCS. While much of this trip reduction will be due to the changes in land 
use identified in the MTP/SCS, TDM will also play an important role in support and encouragement 
for alternative mode choices in the region. Table 10.1 compares sample TDM programs in 2008 
with planned TDM program expansions by 2035.  
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Table 10.1   
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) in the MTP/SCS 

Policy or 
Program  2008  MTP/SCS (by 2035) 

Transportation 
Management 
Agencies 

About one dozen functioning TMAs in 
employment centers—focus on 
education, outreach & coordination 

Regional coverage expands, with some 
TMAs offering direct incentive‐program 
administration, plus management of 
support programs 

Work‐Based 
Incentives 

Spotty transit, HOV & non‐motorized 
work incentives; emphasis on public 
agencies 

Additional funding support for work‐
based programs in order to reach a 
higher share of regional employers 

Vanpool Support  Limited support on an employer‐by‐
employer basis 

Sizeable vanpool programs at about 10 
major employment centers 

Car‐Sharing 
Programs 

One market‐based car share in 
downtown Sacramento  

Additional market‐based car shares in 
multiple job centers 

Transportation System Management (TSM) 

  As a complement to the TDM strategies described in the previous section, operational 
investments in the existing system are a priority of the MTP/SCS in order to achieve efficiencies and 
minimize more costly capacity expansion investments.  Key operational improvements in the 
MTP/SCS include Transportation System Management (TSM) investment areas summarized in 
Table 10.2. 
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Table 10.2 
Transportation System Management Summary 

Policy or 
Program  2011  MTP/SCS 2035 

Ramp Metering  Meters in in peak periods and directions 
at +/‐50 locations 

Expand to 200+ locations 

Variable 
Message Signs 

Signs at < 10 locations  Signs at 30+ locations 

Incident 
Management 

Loops, closed circuit TV (CCTV), service 
patrol, on freeways 

Detection on more roadways; more 
service patrols 

Integrated 
Corridor 
Management 

n/a  Greater integration, coordination on 
freeway + LRT corridors 

Arterial 
Management 

Initial closed loop/adaptive control 
deployment 

Some major arterials; river crossings 
and approaches 

Traveler 
Information & 
Fare Media 

Regional 511+website  Expanded 511 and website that offers 
real‐time traffic and next bus 
information; regional transit fare card 

Safer County 
Roads, Highways 
& Freeways  

Incomplete network of shoulders; 
demonstration projects with limited 
deployment of the 2035 features 

Expanded network of shoulders; 
improved freeway recovery zones; 
passing lanes; guardrails; advanced 
pavement materials and reflectors for 
safety; increased lighting and signage 
at intersections or interchanges 

Safer Local 
Streets & Roads 

limited complete streets applications; 
corridors with ADA features 

Complete streets features; ADA system 
retrofits; roundabouts; improved 
lighting and signage at intersections 

  
 In addition to strategies described above, investments can be made in the near term to help 
reduce the need for more costly investments in the long term.   The following sections offer 
expanded discussions of both intelligent transportation systems and Safety investments in the 
MTP/SCS:  

I N T E L L I G E N T  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  S Y S T E M S  ( I T S )  

ITS offers a cost-effective system management strategy to improve traffic flow, transit 
operations, incident management, emergency response, and traveler information for all 
travel modes. Corridors targeted for reinvestment in the region can use ITS to handle increases in 
traffic, and support and encourage transit, pedestrian and bicycle mobility as envisioned in the 
Blueprint and MTP/SCS, sometimes at less than a quarter of the cost of adding new lanes. ITS 
features, particularly the timing of signals, can optimize capacity on existing roadways to reduce 
travel time delay and add 10 to 20 percent to road capacity at a modest cost.   
 

A projected 20 percent of the MTP’s $2.4 billion for programs and planning will help 
support implementation of ITS improvements across the region.  Supported features 
include: 
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 upgrading and coordination of traffic signals to promote a smoother flow of traffic; 
 roadway cameras; 
 automated highway message signs; 
 crosswalk signals with pedestrian countdown timers;  
 real-time train or bus arrival time message signs (such as seen at RT light rail stations); 
 prepaid transit fare machines; and  
 traffic signal preemption for emergency and limited-stop transit vehicles to improve 

emergency response times and the on-time performance of public transit.  
 
Federal planning regulations require states and metropolitan regions to define in greater detail 

and seek to fund a logical system of integrated ITS projects. SACOG plays a coordinating role in 
this function so that ITS investments of various agencies can work together. SACOG is currently 
deploying a communications system called STARNET that enables various emergency response and 
traffic operations centers to work together more easily.  

 
The STARNET vision includes the development of Smart Corridors, such as Sunrise and Hazel 

Avenues in Sacramento County, where ITS investments are planned by local agencies and transit 
districts. These smart corridors include transit-specific enhancements such as transit signal 
preemption, queue jumping, and other bus rapid transit features, to offer transit a time advantage 
without the high cost to add a dedicated transit lane.  

 
Currently, all of the identified ITS categories in Table 10.2, except integrated corridor 

management, are deployed to at least a limited degree in the SACOG region today.  In support of 
ITS, Caltrans District 3 has established a transportation management center (TMC), as have several 
larger cities and counties. Additionally, Caltrans and local agencies have deployed field monitoring 
(loops, closed circuit TV) and controls (meters & signals under TMC control).  STARNET, which is 
a communications and data integration effort among the TMCs, has been established.  Funding 
through the MTP/SCS will support significant expansion of the field monitoring and control 
equipment, as well as expansion of STARNET.  Through its Corridor System Management 
Programs, Caltrans and its local agency partners have begun planning for corridor management on 
major freeway corridors. 

Smart fare media, a form of ITS, improves fare collection and ease of payment for people who 
use public transit. Connect Card is a regional transit fare media system underway that will allow 
transit users to transfer seamlessly across multiple transit operators and routes. Connect Card is a 
partnership between SACOG and most transit operators in the region, expected to be fully 
operational by 2013.  

Road, Bike and Pedestrian Safety 

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (SAFETEA-LU) 
requires that Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) have a safety element in their long-range 
transportation plans to increase the safety and security of the transportation system for motorized 
and non-motorized users. There are many aspects of the MTP/SCS that identify and allocate 
resources to improve the safety of the region’s transportation system as a means both to reduce risk 
for the region’s residents and to improve system efficiency.   
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Up to 50 percent of traffic congestion on freeways is not caused by a lack of capacity, but 

is due to incidents including collisions, weather, spilled loads, and stalled vehicles. Incidents 
on highways and freeways are both a safety issue and a significant cause of congestion. Although 
crashes are typically less severe on congested roadways, even a small incident can quickly lead to a 
large amount of traffic delay.  
 

Highway and road safety is an issue in both urban and rural areas of the region. Key 
safety challenges along urban highways include narrow shoulders; roadside obstacles; short, tight 
ramps; and poor lighting and signage along older sections of urban freeways and highways. In rural 
areas, shoulders and guardrails are lacking along many high-collision locations. Safety concerns for 
local roads largely center on intersection crashes and run-off-the-road collisions. 
 

The solutions to increasing the safety of rural roads must be sensitive to community 
preferences and values of rural areas that are often much different from those in urbanized 
areas. Many residents in the rural portions of the region actually prefer roadways that reflect a more 
rural setting, that is, without curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. Finding a balance between preserving 
rural character and providing adequate non-motorized infrastructure is essential in keeping our 
region’s rural roadways safe. 

 
Safety issues in the region involve multiple modes of travel. However, data reporting is 

limited and planning efforts have only recently been increasing. Public agencies avoid identifying 
safety hazards to reduce lawsuit risk, which hampers safety programs. The 2006 approval of 
California’s Strategic Highway Safety Implementation Plan (SHSIP) was an important step in 
guiding Caltrans’ implementation of strategies statewide. Local studies and the SHSIP reveal that 
safety gaps are still significant for bicyclists and pedestrians. Efficient roadway designs for vehicles 
often work to the disadvantage of those on foot or bike, especially at freeway interchanges and 
arterials with timed signals and shortened walk times. Improving interchange and intersection safety 
for all roadway users continues to be a significant area of safety need, along with greater protections 
at rail intersections and at-grade crossings.  

 
Improving roadway safety and preventing collisions can lead to increasing 

transportation system efficiency and reduced accidentcollision-related costs. The real 
contributing factors in crashes are often unclear, and it is hard to devise safety projects that will 
improve driver behavior. However, unforgiving local roadway conditions can turn a simple crash 
into a fatality or severe injury, with safety-related costs high for fatalities, injuries, congestion, lost 
work time, and higher insurance premiums.  

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  S A F E T Y  I N  T H E  M T P / S C S  

 There are significant investments in the MTP/SCS for safety and management 
strategies that create better driving conditions, provide improved facilities for bicyclists and 
pedestrians, and reduce or prevent collisions and safety-related impacts. While there is no general 
expenditure category for safety projects, the MTP/SCS includes over $1 billion in investments 
directed toward projects that directly identify improved safety as a primary goal. 
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Common safety and management projects enhance freeways and local roads with technology 
that monitors and adjusts the flow of traffic. A goal of these programs is to help clear roadways of 
hazards. Through improving the response time in dealing with roadway incidents—and ideally 
avoiding them altogether—there can be immediate progress in increasing safety and reducing 
roadway congestion to improve system efficiency. Incident management strategies can work on 
faster identification, quicker response and cleanup, and redirection of motorists to avoid the incident 
scene. Examples include freeway service patrols that quickly restore freeway lanes to traffic, 
implementation of ITS investments described earlier to monitor and track incidents, and enhanced 
511 phone and Internet traveler information so drivers and transit riders can make travel choices 
based on real-time information. 
 
 MTP/SCS expenditures for safety projects, maintenance and rehabilitation, road capital 
and operations projects, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities all support safety 
improvements in the region’s transportation system. Some examples of specific safety-related 
projects included in the MTP/SCS are listed below.   
 
 Collision prevention and reduction projects: Projects to add medians, guardrails, passing 

lanes, flashing beacons, lighting, and to eliminate other significant hazards in the plan total 
$750 million, including:  

 Passing lanes from Marysville to the Butte County Line  

 Upgrading the metal beam guardrail at various locations across the region 

 Programs such as Safe Routes to Schools, which focus on identifying transportation 
projects that would improve safety for school children traveling to and from school sites. 

 Improvements within existing right-of-way: Projects including realignment, turn lanes, 
improving safety at intersections, rail crossing improvements, and replacing structurally 
deficient bridges total $187 million, including:  

 Addition of turn lanes at Covell Blvd./Hwy. 113 that includes access-egress to Hwy. 113 
($15 million) 

 Joint Placer County and City of Lincoln safety project for a bridge replacement and two-
lane roadway with shoulders from the Lincoln Bypass to Nicholas Road ($6 million) 

 Expanded and new facilities: Projects that widen roadways and shoulders, including the 
addition of bike lanes and ADA improvements, and the installation of traffic signals that are 
part of larger projects, total $1.75 billion, including: 

 Installation of traffic signals and sidewalks at Sunrise Blvd. and Sungarden Drive ($1.1 
million) 

 Main Street realignment in Placerville, including the addition of new sidewalks ($8.1 
million) 

 
Caltrans maintains a list of unprotected highway and rail intersections. SAFETEA-LU funded a 

new Safety Program beginning in 2007 for such neglected needs as safer rail grade crossings and 
urban interchanges. 
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Observed Data and Historic Trends in Transportation Safety 
 
  Measuring the impact of transportation safety planning and investments is difficult in regional 
transportation plans.  Mature, well-vetted analysis tools such as travel demand models or emissions 
models do not exist for evaluating the effects of long-range transportation plan policies and 
investments on safety.  In response to this challenge, the Transportation Research Board, through 
the National Cooperative Highway Research Program, has funded the development of a first-of-its 
kind tool for projecting accident collision rates at the regional level.  This tool, PlanSafe, was utilized 
to evaluate the MTP/SCS. The results show a 3 percent reduction in the accident collision rate, 
related primarily to the reduction in VMT per capita documented in Chapter 5.   
 

One measure of transportation system safety is the number and rate of accidents 
collisions that occur on roadways.  In California as a whole:  

 
 Nearly 40 percent of fatalities occur in rural areas. A number of factors contribute to a 

higher fatality rate including higher speed crashes, more alcohol-related crashes, and longer 
emergency medical services response times.  

 Pedestrian fatalities as a portion of total fatalities are much higher than the nation’s 12 
percent, exceeding 18 percent of total fatalities in the state.  The NHTSA publication, 
Designing for Pedestrian Safety, notes that crashes involving pedestrians have the highest crash 
risk of fatalities. 

 In raw numbers, bicyclist fatalities accounted for 3.2 percent of the state’s total traffic 
fatalities.  

 
 Roadway fatalities in the SACOG region have actually been decreasing.  Figure 10.2 
provides the total number of fatal and injury collisions in the six SACOG counties, and a calculated 
fatality rate, for the years 1998 to 2008. 
 
 The total number of fatal and severe injury collisions peaked in 2005 at 1,084.  Since 2005, 

the absolute number of fatal and severe injury collisions has declined, to 924 in 2008. 

 The fatality rate (the number of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled) has declined 
from 2005, from 1.62 to 1.07 in 2008.  This decline mirrors similar trends for California as a 
whole. 

 In 2009, there were 173 total fatalities, compared to 180 in 2008 and 223 in 2007. This 
downward trend is reflected nationally and can be attributed to a number of factors 
including safer vehicles, higher rates of seatbelt use, and stricter enforcement of drunk and 
distracted driving laws, among others. 

 Trucks were involved in 7 percent of fatal collisions (13 total collisions) in the region. 
Heavy-truck crashes, especially those involving other vehicles, are more likely to result in 
death or serious injuries. 

 Eight cyclists were killed in traffic collisions and 798 were injured, accounting for 4.2 percent 
of total fatalities and five percent of total injuries in the region.  
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Figure 10.2 
Collisions and Fatality Rates for SACOG Region, 1998 to 2008 

 
Source:  SACOG, September 2011. 
Based on Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) data assembled by SACOG staff.  VMT data for 
computing fatality rate from California Public Road Data reports, also assembled by SACOG staff.  All data are for 
the six SACOG counties, including the Tahoe Basin. 
 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  S E C U R I T Y  &  E M E R G E N C Y  
P R E P A R E D N E S S  

Improved maintenance of the region’s transportation system also includes addressing 
public safety and security concerns. With SAFETEA-LU calling for an increased emphasis on 
the safety and security of the transportation system, three key areas of regional concern have been 
identified:  

 
 the ability to plan for and react to natural disasters;  

 the capability to respond effectively to man-made events; and 

 the interoperability of various public safety communication systems. 
 

The region faces a number of potential emergency situations caused by natural events 
such as flooding and forest fires. The presence of two major rivers with significant flood risk—
the American and Sacramento—is of particular concern for surrounding communities. Forest fires 
are a significant risk in the Sierra Nevada Foothills of the region, as seen in the summer of 2008 
when California experienced a record number of forest fires.  As discussed in Chapter 7 – 
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Environmental Sustainability, climate change is expected to exacerbate these risks in the Sacramento 
region.   

 
Although disaster preparedness efforts often focus on urban areas because they contain 

more people and infrastructure, rural areas face more frequent threats from natural 
disasters. Expansive wooded and vegetative areas are significantly more vulnerable to fire. The 
California fires in 2008 burned nearly 300,000 acres of land and numerous homes, affecting rural 
areas in far larger proportion than urban areas. Many rural roads are composed primarily of dirt and 
gravel, leaving rural roads particularly susceptible to washing out during major floods. The impacts 
of fires that clear out vegetation coupled with heavy rains can create flash floods and/or mudslides 
that are capable of wreaking havoc on rural roads and communities. Many homes and properties are 
along rivers and creeks, leaving them vulnerable to levee breaches during major storms.  

 
Rural areas also lack the emergency services and relatively quick response times that urban areas 

have, which can turn a small incident into a larger problem. Many rural communities surround the 
urban employment areas in the region, which creates evacuation challenges across the area’s rivers in 
the event of a levee break or other flooding situation.  In addition to providing for evacuation paths, 
the region needs to be prepared for the impacts such natural disasters could have on rural areas, 
including the region’s agricultural supply and distribution network.  

  
Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2011, the Sacramento region has focused 

more specifically on emergency preparedness as well as the security of the regional 
transportation system itself. Over the past few years, transportation security programs have been 
sponsored by Caltrans, SACOG’s Transit Coordinating Committee, and federal agencies in the 
Sacramento area. Additionally, there are a number of current or pending efforts to plan for and 
respond to large-scale manmade or natural disasters and improve public communications systems to 
address such threats. The STARNET system mentioned above will help transportation facility and 
service operators and emergency responders coordinate on emergency response and evacuation 
scenarios, and provide more information for travelers via the 511 phone and internet systems. It is 
also important to identify critical corridors to move people and goods out of areas impacted by a 
disaster, and to improve transportation infrastructure in the region to facilitate evacuation planning 
and provide multiple evacuation routes.  
 
 Transit can play an important role during an emergency. In evacuation situations, buses 
can offer a vital service by moving large numbers of people to safer areas. Additionally, transit 
vehicles provide the opportunity to transport emergency responders and necessities (e.g., food, 
blankets) to disaster sites and to provide mobile cooling stations for fire fighters. However, 
evacuation of rural areas presents certain challenges that are not so prevalent in urban areas. Rural 
areas are much less dense than urban areas. This means that using mass transit vehicles to transport 
residents to safety is harder because the population is spread out over a larger land mass. 
 
 Many transit operators are not in a position to fund or implement emergency planning exercises 
and programs, especially given the current fiscal environment. Limited resources make shifting 
discretionary monies away from operations to emergency planning nearly impossible. In order to pay 
for exercise planning and training, transit operators have to rely on grants and other governmental 
sources. Through a Caltrans grant, SACOG is working with the region’s transit operators on more 
coordinated emergency planning. Appendix C-2 offers an expanded discussion of the key areas 
concerning transportation safety and security in the MTP/SCS. 
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 SACOG is participating in the California Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA) 
Working Group on Hazard Mitigation Planning to offer regional coordination for the next 
update of the Cal EMA State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  All six of SACOG’s member counties have 
Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plans filed with Cal EMA that provide detailed analysis of both natural and 
human-caused threats to population and property within the SACOG region.  SACOG will continue 
discussions with Cal EMA and the Federal Emergency Management Agency to identify the role this 
region has in hazard mitigation planning. 
 

The SACOG staff is also working to develop a secure web-based reporting tool for transit 
operators to input their current fleet inventories to create an accessible link for Emergency 
Operations Centers to view and utilize fleet data to add to the available transportation resources in 
their county. The project is funded by a California Department of Transportation planning grant. 
The project will allow transit operators to maintain current contact lists, fleet inventories, and other 
relevant data to be available to emergency planners throughout the six counties in the SACOG 
region. The tools are a direct result of the Department of Homeland Security After Action Report 
recommendations developed after the 2007 Transit Emergency Response exercise.  

 
Additionally, work continues on administering the Proposition 1B Safety and Security Transit 

Program on behalf of Cal EMA. Staff accepts and reviews applications for transit operators with an 
annual allocation of more than $2 million. Since the inception of the program, projects such as a 
mobile dispatching vehicle, bus security cameras, fencing, and light rail station variable message signs 
have been funded through this program. The program is funded through bond sales and will 
continue through 2017.  
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

FOR THE 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN/  

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY FOR 2035 
 

AND 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETINGS  
ON THE  

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN/  
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY FOR 2035 

 
 
DATE:  February 23, 2012 
 
TO:  Interested Agencies and Individuals 
 
FROM: Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
 
 
The Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2011012081) for the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 
2035 (MTP/SCS) is now available for review.  Information on how the public 
can continue to be involved is provided below. 
 
The MTP/SCS and the associated EIR cover the area within the counties of 
Sacramento, Yolo, Yuba, Sutter, Placer, and El Dorado (excluding the Lake Tahoe 
basin). The MTP/SCS, prepared in coordination with cities, counties, and other public 
agencies in the SACOG region, is a long-range transportation plan and sustainable 
communities strategy to serve existing and projected residents and workers within the 
Sacramento region through the year 2035.  The MTP/SCS accommodates another 
871,000 residents, 361,000 new jobs, and 303,000 new homes with a transportation 
investment strategy of $35 billion. SACOG is required under federal and state law to 
update the MTP/SCS every four years. 
 
The MTP/SCS requires the approval of the SACOG Board of Directors. Final 
action on the plan is calendared to be taken at the Board’s April 19, 2012, 9:30 
a.m. meeting. 
 
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), SACOG has prepared 
a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) that contains all comments received 
during the public comment period on the Draft EIR, provides responses to comments 
on the Draft EIR, and identifies revisions to the Draft EIR, as necessary, in response to  



comments or to amplify and clarify material in the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR, together with the Draft 
EIR for the MTP/SCS, which is incorporated by reference, constitute the EIR for the proposed 
MTP/SCS.  

 
The Final Environmental Impact Report is now available for public review.  
The document is available for review at SACOG at 1415 L Street, 3rd Floor, Sacramento, CA  95814.  
It is available in hard copy and in electronic format (CD ROM) and on the SACOG website at 
www.sacog.org/2035/2012/02/final-environmental-impact-report.  Please contact A.J. Tendick at 
SACOG at (916) 340-6215 or atendick@sacog.org should you wish to view.  For more information 
about the project, please contact SACOG at 916-321-9000 or contact@sacog.org. 
 
Opportunities for further public involvement in the MTP/SCS and EIR. 
The MTP/SCS and Final EIR will be presented as an information item at the following SACOG 
meetings: 

 March 1, 2012, 10 a.m., Transportation Committee meeting;  
 March 1, 2012,  1 p.m., Land Use & Air Quality Committee meeting;  
 March 5, 2012, 10 a.m., Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee meeting;  
 April 5, 2012, 1 p.m., Land Use & Air Quality Committee meeting; 
 April 9, 2012, 10 a.m., Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee meeting.   

 
The MTP/SCS and Final EIR will be presented and final action requested at the following SACOG 
meetings: 

 April 5, 2012, 10 a.m., Transportation Committee meeting; 
 April 19, 2012, 9:30 a.m., Board of Directors meeting. 

  
The public will have the opportunity to speak on the item at all of these meetings.   
 
All meeting are held at SACOG, 1415 L Street, 3rd Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814. For further 
information about the meetings, please visit sacog.org/calendar or call (916) 321-9000. 
 
If you are a person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including 
auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a public meeting, you should contact SACOG by 
phone at 916-321-9000, e-mail (contact@sacog.org), or in person as soon as possible and preferably 
at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
 

PURPOSE OF THIS FINAL EIR 

This document has been prepared to respond to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft EIR – State Clearinghouse No. 2001012081) prepared for the Draft Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 (Draft MTP/SCS).  Pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Draft EIR analyzes the potential adverse 
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Draft MTP/SCS and recommends 
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts. SACOG updates the MTP/SCS 
every four years, or more frequently, in order to plan for the long-range transportation needs of 
the region and ensure that the region remains eligible to receive federal and state transportation 
dollars for public transit, street/road, bicycle and pedestrian improvements. This FEIR contains 
all comments received during the public review period on the Draft EIR for the Draft MTP/SCS, 
provides responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and identifies revisions to the Draft EIR, as 
necessary, in response to comments or to amplify and clarify material in the Draft EIR.  These 
changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.  

This Final EIR has been prepared by SACOG pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et seq.), and together with the 
Draft EIR, constitutes the EIR for the proposed project.  

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The plan area for the proposed MTP/SCS includes the counties of El Dorado, Placer, 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties, exclusive of the Tahoe Basin.  The plan area 
encompasses 3,863,373 acres (6,037 square miles) and contains 721,872 acres of developed land 
(as of 2008).  To accommodate a projected increase of approximately 871,000 people, 303,000 
new housing units and 361,000 new employees in the region through the year 2035, the 
proposed MTP/SCS projects the development of an additional 53,266 acres of land.  
 
The proposed MTP/SCS includes a set of capital and operational improvements to the regional 
transportation system including road, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit projects.  The plan also 
includes maintenance and rehabilitation activities to preserve the existing and expanded 
transportation system through 2035.  Funding to support the transportation investments in the 
proposed MTP/SCS comes from a number of federal, state and local sources, each with specific 
purposes and restrictions. In total, SACOG forecasts $35.2 billion in revenues ($49.8 billion 
escalated) over the planning period.  The transportation projects contained in the proposed 
MTP/SCS are matched to the available revenues for the planning period.  
 
The project requires a conformity determination under the federal Clean Air Act section 176(c), 
to be made by the Federal Highway Administration and the Federal Transit Administration. This 
conformity determination involves a consultation process involving the MPO, state and local air 
quality planning agencies, state and local transportation agencies, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Transportation.  Other public agencies may use 
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this EIR in their decision-making regarding future land use and transportation projects, as 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. These agencies include local 
governments within the plan area, state agencies, regional transportation planning agencies 
within the plan area, public transit providers, air districts, Native American tribes, colleges and 
university transportation providers and transportation management associations, among others.    

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

SACOG used several methods to solicit public input on the project and environmental analysis. 
These methods included the distribution of a Notice of Preparation on December 13, 2010 and 
again on January 31, 2011; a scoping meeting on February 2, 2011; filing of a Notice of 
Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR with the State Clearinghouse on November 18, 
2011; circulation of a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR on November 21, 2011; distribution 
of the Draft EIR for a comment period of November 21, 2011 through January 9, 2012; four public 
hearings to receive both oral and written comments on the Draft EIR (December 6, 2011 at the 
Roseville Civic Center, December 8, 2011 at the Woodland Community Center, December 14, 
2011 at the Folsom Community Center, and January 4, 2012 at the SACOG offices); and a release 
of this FEIR on February 23, 2012 to be followed by subsequent project meetings and hearings. 

The Draft EIR was distributed to various public agencies, responsible agencies and interested 
organizations and individuals. Copies of the document were made available at the SACOG office 
and at all of the public county libraries in the six-county SACOG region.  The public was notified 
of the availability of the Draft EIR through SACOG’s website (www.sacog.org).  Electronic copies 
of the documents were also made available on SACOG’s website.  The report was made available 
for public review and comment for a total 49-day period.  The agency review period established by 
the State Clearinghouse commenced on November 21, 2011 and expired on January 9, 2012.   

CONTENTS OF THIS FINAL EIR 

CEQA requires that a Final EIR consist of revisions to the Draft EIR; comments and 
recommendations received on the Draft EIR; a list of persons, organizations, and public 
agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; and the responses of the lead agency to significant 
environmental points raised in the review and consultation process.  The content and format of 
this Final EIR were developed to meet the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  

This Final EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines as follows: 

 Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides a summary of the proposed project and gives an 
overview of the EIR process. 

 Chapter 2, “List of Commenters,” includes a list of all commenters who submitted 
written or oral comments during the review period.  

 Chapter 3, “Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR,” explains the method used to 
respond to comments, provides master responses to common concerns, includes written 
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and oral comments of all agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the 
Draft EIR, and provides responses to all comments received. 

 Chapter 4, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” includes excerpts from the Draft EIR showing 
revisions or changes to the original document text. 

 Chapter 5, “List of Preparers,” lists the people responsible for preparing this Final EIR. 

 

 

 



MTP/SCS 2035 Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Final Environmental Impact Report Chapter 2 – List of Commenters – Page 2-1 
 

CHAPTER 2 – LIST OF COMMENTERS 
 
The list that follows identifies all comment letters received on the MTP/SCS Draft EIR. Each 
letter is numbered, and the author, agency and date received are provided. 
 
 

1- Private Citizen, Richard Boylan, Ph.D.     12/6/2011 
2- Private Citizen, Kerry Wicker       12/6/2011 
3- Private Citizen, Stanley Price       12/14/2011 
4- Yuba County, Roger Abe       1/4/2012 
5- Placer County, Rebecca Taber      1/4/2012 
6- Private Citizen, Michael Monasky      1/4/2012 
7- Sacramento Regional Transit, Rosemary Covington    1/9/2012 
8- Private Citizen, Michael Monasky      1/9/2012 
9- United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, David Keyser1/9/2012 
10- Breath California, Kori Titus       1/9/2012 
11- Taylor & Wiley on behalf of StoneBridge Properties, LLC, James Wiley 1/9/2012 
12- Davis Bicycles!, Mont Hubbard      1/9/2012 
13- Taylor & Wiley on behalf of Tsakopoulos Investments, James Wiley 1/9/2012 
14- Region Builders, Joshua Wood      1/9/2012 
15- Wilson Farms and Vineyards, Mark Wilson     1/9/2012 
16- Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA), Tricia Hedahl  1/9/2012 
17- Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS), Jonathan Ellison  1/9/2012 
18- North State BIA, Dennis Rogers      1/9/2012 
19- WALKSacramento, Chris Holm      1/9/2012 
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CHAPTER 3 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS 
 
Written responses to each comment letter received on the Draft EIR are provided in this chapter.   
All letters received during the public review period on the Draft EIR are provided in their 
entirety.  Each letter is immediately followed by responses keyed to the specific comments. The 
letters are listed in the order that they were received. SACOG conducted four public hearings 
around the region to receive oral comments on the Draft EIR.  The hearing dates were as 
follows: December 6, 2011, in Roseville; December 8, 2011, in Woodland; December 14, 2011, 
in Folsom; and January 4, 2012, in Sacramento.  Summaries of oral comments on the Draft EIR 
are included in this chapter as letters 3 and 6.  
 
If the subject matter of one letter overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to 
more than one group of comments and responses in order to review all information on a given 
subject. Where this occurs, cross-references are provided. The section titled “Master 
Responses,” below, presents responses which are generally more extensive than the individual 
responses provided in the section titled “Individual Responses,” and may cover several related 
issues raised by a variety of authors. 



Master Response A: Transit 
 
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) analyzes transit service and impacts at the regional level. 
Requests for specific transit routes can be submitted through SACOG’s Unmet Transit Needs 
Process. However, SACOG has forwarded a copy of all route-specific comments to the 
responsible transit agency.  
 
The California State Transportation Development Act (TDA) requires the Unmet Transit Needs 
Process be conducted annually by Regional Transportation Planning Agencies. SACOG is the 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the counties of Sacramento, Yuba, Sutter, and 
Yolo. The El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC) and Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) conduct the unmet needs process in Placer and El 
Dorado counties. The MTP/SCS is consistent with TDA requirements which require SACOG, 
EDCTC, and PCTPA to make determinations on whether there are "unmet transit needs that are 
reasonable to meet" in the jurisdictions throughout the region. If there are unmet transit needs 
which are reasonable to meet, the jurisdiction within which a particular need falls would have to 
fund or implement that service before any state sales tax proceeds can be used for road purposes 
in that jurisdiction. For more information on SACOG’s Unmet Transit Needs Process, please 
visit www.sacog.org/transit/unmet.cfm or email Barbara VaughanBechtold 
at transit_needs@sacog.org. 
 
Policies 19 and 20 in Chapter 6 – Policies and Supportive Strategies focus on ensuring that 
SACOG will continue to work with transit operators throughout the region to coordinate existing 
and expanded transit services to facilitate an efficient and integrated regional transit system. 
Furthermore, the Connect Transit Card project currently underway at SACOG is a regional, 
electronic transit fare payment system that will allow seamless transfers between transit systems. 
The project is a joint effort between six different transit operators in the region (Sacramento 
Regional Transit District, Yolo County Transportation District, Yuba-Sutter Transit, Elk Grove 
Transit, El Dorado Transit, and Folsom Stage Line) and SACOG. Other transit operators in the 
region have the opportunity to join the Connect Transit Card system at any point. SACOG 
anticipates the Connect Transit Card will be available on the six transit systems by fall of 2013. 
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Master Response B: Health 
 
For the last several years, SACOG has worked to expand its modeling and performance 
measures related to public health. In 2007, SACOG partnered with King County, Washington 
and their consultant on a pilot study of using I-PLACE3S to model the effects of urban form on 
physical activity, body mass index, and air emissions exposure/risk.1 SACOG then applied for 
grants to fund the data collection, programming, and testing necessary to expand and apply that 
model in the Sacramento region. One application for a Center for Disease Control and 
Prevention grant, submitted in partnership with Sacramento County, was not funded. SACOG 
included this work in its application for a HUD Regional Sustainability Challenge Grant, but the 
award was not large enough to include this component in the work plan. SACOG recently 
submitted the concept of a public health module for I-PLACE3S to Caltrans for potential State 
Planning and Research funds, but Caltrans is pursuing other concepts.  
 
We agree that it is important to include public health representatives in outreach and educational 
efforts and in providing input into SACOG’s MTP/SCS modeling and development process. We 
have invited public health representatives to participate in focus groups and in the Equity, 
Housing, and Health Working Group we have convened through our HUD regional challenge 
grant. These groups helped us expand the performance measures used for analysis in this 
MTP/SCS. We will continue to reach out to public health interests for our planning efforts and 
hope that our stakeholders will help us to do so as well. 
 
SACOG recently submitted an application for a Strategic Growth Council Planning Grant to help 
build on our work on this MTP/SCS. Major components of the project seek to expand SACOG’s 
capacity to address public health. One effort would convene stakeholders, including public health 
experts, local governments, air districts, and advocates, to refine a set of public health metrics for 
use in development, implementation, and monitoring of the MTP/SCS and other regional and 
local planning efforts, as well as to identify data and methodological challenges and next steps.  
 
The project would also include addressing the emerging tensions between infill development and 
public health concerns regarding residents’ exposure to toxic air contaminants. SACOG would 
work with air quality, public health, and infill experts to review the current science and literature 
on the health impacts and benefits of infill and transit-oriented development, review ARB and 
local air district guidance and best practices for healthy development and mitigations, and seek to 
facilitate agreement on more regional guidance for siting residential uses, including homes 
affordable to lower income populations, in order to maximize health benefits and minimize 
health risks. This could include reviewing commenter-suggested resources from MTC, Human 
Impact Partners, and SFDPH’s modeling.  
 
In addition, the project would include a complete streets component. This work would include an 
analysis of emerging tools – such as NCHRP Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for Urban 
Streets, pedestrian and bicycle indices, connectivity measures, intersection safety models, etc. – 

1 Report at:  
http://your.kingcounty.gov/kcdot/planning/ortp/HealthScape/I-PLACE3S-FINALREPORT%2006-01-09.pdf 
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for assessing how supportive current or proposed street designs and corridors are of multimodal 
travel, physical activity, and safety. SACOG would assess and share with planners, public works 
directors, and advocates those tools that are most applicable and feasible to use in assessing, 
planning, and prioritizing complete street efforts.  
     
In addition to the grants already being pursued, SACOG will continue to identify new grant and 
partnership opportunities that would allow for continued study and implementation of tools and 
models related to the intersection of land use planning, transportation planning, and public 
health. SACOG thanks the commenters for their enthusiastic participation in the planning 
process and looks forward to continued engagement.  
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Master Response C: Safety 
 
A number of commenters requested SACOG incorporate safety as a primary performance metric 
in the MTP/SCS.  SACOG monitors collisions and collision rates, and will be working with its 
planning partners to identify a suitable approach to reducing collisions and collision rates which 
could be implemented for the next update of the MTP/SCS.  In monitoring activities, SACOG 
tracks state collision records and documents collision trends over time (see the “Regional 
Transportation Monitoring Report” published by SACOG in 2010).  Collision data for the 
monitoring program come from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), an 
online collision records database maintained by the California Highway Patrol.  An update of 
SACOG’s Monitoring Report is currently underway, and SACOG is considering new ways to 
summarize and display the incident information provided by the SWITRS database to make it 
more accessible to the general public. 
 
SACOG does not currently have the capability to forecast collisions in anything other than a 
simplistic way,  such as by simply projecting collisions by a combination of population and 
VMT growth, without any accounting for enhanced design features of new transportation 
projects, nor the effect of projects or programs intended to address safety concerns. Software 
intended to provide this capability (PlanSafe) was tested by SACOG as part of preparatory work 
for the MTP/SCS, but the software was too limited to be of use.  SACOG will continue working 
with its planning partners and stakeholders to identify both a suitable approach (including 
software applications) for forecasting collisions and the additional project information that would 
be required from project sponsors to support a forecast of collisions and collision rates.  
 
Commenters also requested that SACOG include a discreet expenditure category for safety 
projects.  In general, the budget categories in the MTP/SCS are a means of classifying the 
primary feature of an investment. As a result, many safety improvements are frequently included 
as components of a larger project and are difficult to isolate.  Overall system safety is improved 
through a wide range of road, transit and bicycle and pedestrian investments that include features 
such as adding bike lanes, sidewalks, rumble strips, and various intersection safety investments. 
 
The MTP/SCS does include policies and strategies to help ensure safety, complete streets, and 
public health are considered as part of implementing the plan (see Policies 2, 3, 8, 14, 17, 20, 29, 
and 30).  However, how individual projects handle these things specifically is typically analyzed 
at the project level, by the lead agency during the design and environmental review processes. 
Chapter 10- Financial Stewardship contains a more detailed discussion of how safety is 
addressed in the MTP/SCS. 
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Master Response D: Equity 
 
In response to comments pertaining to SACOG’s development and application of the jobs-
housing fit tool, as noted in the draft MTP/SCS, SACOG is in the process of developing a jobs-
housing fit tool and analyzing housing plus transportation costs in the Sacramento region through 
funding from a HUD Regional Sustainability Challenge Grant. The purpose is to assess how the 
cost of housing compares to local wages and to analyze the combined impact of the cost of 
housing and transportation in areas throughout the region. In 2011, SACOG met with a statewide 
group on jobs-housing fit organized by Public Advocates and Housing California, shared a 
potential methodology for analyzing jobs-housing fit, and discussed the complexity of 
developing a tool because of data issues. SACOG also discussed methodological approaches and 
data limitations with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change. SACOG staff is now compiling 
and cleaning wage and housing cost data, and is assessing new Census data for usability and 
margins of error. In 2012, SACOG will continue to work on developing the jobs-housing fit tool 
and completing the housing plus transportation cost analysis. SACOG will also review work by 
peer agencies such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission who is developing a 
displacement analysis methodology for the San Francisco Bay Area. SACOG staff will share 
progress on the tools with the SACOG Board and stakeholders. We expect completion by the end 
of 2012, for use in future MTP/SCS and other planning efforts.  
 
Commenters also suggested that SACOG analyze how the MTP/SCS might affect housing 
prices, gentrification, and displacement of lower income residents, including in transit-rich areas. 
SACOG has a history of trying to better understand the impacts of the MTP and is committed to 
improving in future MTP/SCS updates. Within budget constraints, we expect to continue 
working with equity and other organizations to expand our ability to analyze and address plan 
impacts, and hope that groups will work with us on developing new tools. The MTP/SCS 
includes the likely location and product mix of housing based on the population and household 
growth forecast from the Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy, local land use 
plans and other regulatory factors, and the SACOG Blueprint. However, SACOG is unable to 
forecast more precisely the associated sales or rental prices of the future housing stock. Housing 
developers will propose specific projects based on a variety of factors that will tend to change 
between now and 2035, including market conditions, costs of land and construction, financing 
options, zoning, and subsidies available for affordable home production. Projects are also subject 
to approval by local Planning Commissions, City Councils, and Boards of Supervisors, whose 
members change over time. This makes it difficult to predict particular impacts of the MTP/SCS 
on housing developments or prices in particular neighborhoods over the MTP/SCS plan period, 
but per a commenter’s suggestion, SACOG will review the UCB Early Warning toolkit for any 
additional tools SACOG might be able to utilize in planning for housing in the region.  

Commenters also suggested that SACOG collaborate with equity organizations on developing 
and tracking the equity performance of the MTP/SCS. It was requested that SACOG create an 
Equity Scenario, or integrate a more robust analysis of equity into every scenario, in the next 
MTP/SCS. SACOG has been working with equity interests and other stakeholders to expand and 
improve the health, equity, and environmental analyses we use in developing and monitoring 
implementation of the MTP/SCS, and expects to continue to work with equity organizations on 
our planning and measurement work. This plan includes a much-improved analysis of equity 
issues compared to the previous MTP and exceeds SACOG’s federal requirements for 
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considering equity impacts. However, SACOG is committed to continuing to improve how we 
look at equity and expanding the equity performance indicators examined in future updates to the 
MTP/SCS. SACOG is seeking grant funds to develop economic forecasting capacity in the 
PECAS model, to include factors like wages at place of work and household income at place of 
residence. This would expand our capacity for jobs-housing fit analysis and improve our ability 
to account for MTP/SCS impacts on low-wage workers and low-income households.  
 
Commenters wanted to see funding in early years of the MTP directed to transit and 
transportation projects or programs that advance regional equity, with priorities for transit 
service for low-income communities and transit-dependent populations, better service for youth, 
and bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. The estimated $11.3 billion in revenues slated for 
transit will flow into the region over the course of the MTP/SCS planning period. SACOG 
expects that revenue levels will be higher in the later years of the plan than in the earlier years, 
which explains the greater expansion of transit services between 2020 and 2035 and the inability 
to front-load transit funding. See Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for a 
more thorough response regarding front-loading bike/pedestrian expenditures. SACOG continues 
to work with the region’s transit providers to increase mobility and service for low-income and 
transit-dependent populations by, among other things, helping transit agencies update their 
Short-Range Transit Plans, collaborating on other transit studies, and providing technical 
assistance.  
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Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis 
 
Implementation of the MTP/SCS is carried out gradually through shorter-term decisions that 
assign local, state or federal funds to specific projects through periodic funding or programming 
cycles.  The schedule was completed to meet the following objectives: 

 
 Balance revenues and expenditures over the 25-year planning period – Projects must be 

scheduled to match the pace at which revenues are available to pay for them, which limits the 
number of projects that can be planned for any given year and forces decisions about relative 
priority. This test is called financial constraint. 

 Support attainment of air quality standards – The MTP must be analyzed as an overall 
package via a computer model to verify that its implementation would meet federal air 
quality requirements in the region’s Rate of Progress State Implementation Plan, and the 
sequence in which projects are scheduled could make a difference in that analysis. This test is 
called air quality conformity. 
 

As Caltrans, cities, counties, or other local agencies implement projects contained in the 
MTP/SCS the project must be consistent with the Plan if they want to be eligible to use federal or 
state funding.  SACOG will amend its MTP/SCS from time to time, and, when it does, it must 
verify both financial constraint and air quality conformity. 
 
The MTP/SCS directs a significant portion of funding towards bicycle, pedestrian and transit 
improvements. Bicycle and pedestrian investments increase significantly from the 2008 base 
year level and have the highest per-capita funding increase in the MTP/SCS, as compared to the 
prior plan. Transit investments also increase significantly from the 2008 base year and result in 
even higher productivity gains as the plan’s investments and policies emphasize service along 
corridors with supportive land uses.  The combination of increased investment levels and a focus 
on more productive transit routes results in a transit network in 2035 with 45% of all routes at 
frequencies of 15 minutes or greater, as compared to 15% of all routes with 15 minute 
frequencies in the 2008 base year. 
 
The bicycle, pedestrian, and transit investments in the MTP/SCS are dependent upon the 
availability of federal, state, and local funding sources. Local funding sources provide more than 
two-thirds of the total funding for the plan’s investments, while funds from the state or regional 
sources managed by SACOG represent the other one-third. Local funding sources have declined 
significantly over the last several years and it is anticipated that it will not be until nearly 2020 
that many local revenue sources will fully recover to pre-recession levels. As growth returns to 
the region, however, local funding sources are anticipated to increase significantly out to the 
horizon year of 2035. 
 
Recognizing the challenge of near-term local funding constraints, SACOG’s regional funding 
programs have offered important near-term investments to realize transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
projects. This commitment is most recently reflected in 2012 programming actions by the 
SACOG Board in which 69% of the total ($103m) was directed to projects that primarily support 
transit, bicycle or pedestrian travel through direct investment or through supportive programs 
that include air quality and travel demand management investments. 
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Master Response F: Complete Streets 
 
Over the last few years, SACOG has significantly increased efforts to promote and implement 
complete streets in the Sacramento region. A notable achievement has been a policy change in 
SACOG’s regional funding program that now includes complete streets features as criteria for 
any road rehabilitation project SACOG funds. Other recent achievements include the completion 
of a Complete Streets Toolkit and enhanced 511 traveler information that now includes an online 
bicycle trip planner and a multilingual video on how to safely bike, walk, and use transit in the 
region. Education on the benefits to complete streets now occurs regularly through SACOG’s 
regional Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory and expanded May is Bike Month campaign activities. 
 
In addition to efforts to promote complete streets at a regional scale, SACOG also offers 
technical assistance and support to local agencies working to implement complete streets. These 
efforts include collaborating on grant applications, and technical assistance on bicycle or 
pedestrian master plans that allow local agencies to become eligible or compete more effectively 
for competitive grants.  In a time of serious budget cuts and staffing limitations, a focus on 
helping local agencies and stakeholders receive more funding to implement complete streets 
projects is an important MTP/SCS implementation activity. 
 
Despite resource constraints, SACOG remains committed to help realize the long-term vision of 
a more comprehensive regional complete streets network.  Greater system connectivity has 
important benefits and SACOG intends to continue working with agency and advocate partners 
on the various efforts this will involve.  The MTP/SCS represents an important step towards this 
goal through the extensive technical analysis completed, numerous policies and strategies 
supporting the implementation of complete streets (Strategies 3.2, 3.6, 17.5, 29.1, 29.2, 29.3, and 
29.4) and the recommended MTP/SCS funding support level. Over the course of the planning 
period out to 2035, proposed bicycle and pedestrian funding levels increase significantly from 
the 2008 base year and represent a higher share of total plan investments than other large regions 
in California. A funding commitment to bicycle and pedestrian investments is also evident when 
comparing the MTP/SCS to the prior plan. Despite a 5% per-capita decrease in the overall 
budget, as compared to the prior plan, the MTP/SCS calls for increasing bicycle and pedestrian 
investment in the region by 7% per-capita through 2035. 
 
SACOG looks forward to working with local agencies and stakeholders to identify innovative, 
collaborative, and feasible approaches to creating complete streets and corridors within the 
region. Among the challenges to continue addressing is that there is no agreed-upon 
methodology for identifying and prioritizing projects across the region which would facilitate the 
creation of a comprehensive bicycle/pedestrian network. The region is very diverse and the 
definition of what comprises a complete street or corridor varies considerably in urban, 
suburban, small community and rural portions of the region. For example, some local plans call 
for investing in bike lanes on major arterials as the most effective means to improve 
connectivity, whereas some stakeholders, recommend investing in bikeways on streets with low 
traffic volumes and speeds. The energy and knowledge complete street advocates bring to these 
issues will be important inputs if we are to realize this vision. One upcoming opportunity for 
collaboration on these issues is the regional bicycle and pedestrian investment policies advisory 
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group SACOG is launching to help guide the 2013 update of the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, 
and Trails Master Plan.  
 
Additional complete streets implementation efforts in the near-term may be possible through 
grant funds being sought through the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) to enhance SACOG’s 
work with jurisdictions and advocates on complete street priorities and funding. Securing grant 
funding would facilitate work such as assessing available methodologies and determining which 
tools are most applicable and feasible for SACOG and local communities to use in planning, 
prioritizing, and analyzing complete street efforts and projecting resulting mode shifts. A variety 
of tools are emerging for assessing how supportive current or proposed street designs and 
corridors are of pedestrian and bicycle travel (e.g., I-THIM, Multimodal Level of Service, 
pedestrian and bicycle indices, connectivity measures, intersection safety models, WalkScore, 
etc.). More information about the many different aspects to understanding, developing, and 
implementing complete streets would also be funded.  SACOG’s Complete Streets Resource 
Toolkit is part of SACOG's complete streets technical assistance program, and is continually 
maintained and updated. The toolkit is available online at http://www.sacog.org/complete-
streets/toolkit/START.html.  
 
In regards to recommendations for more safety and health outcomes from complete streets, 
SACOG is involved in multiple efforts that are described in detail in Master Responses B and C. 
In summary, safety performance outcomes are reflected in state collision records and documents 
trends that SACOG is tracking through the “Regional Transportation Monitoring Report” first 
published by SACOG in 2010, with an update of this report currently underway. SACOG is also 
continuing to seek a reliable approach for forecasting collisions and assessing policies that affect 
the number and severity of collisions. As for health outcomes, SACOG’s recently submitted 
grant proposal to the Strategic Growth Council includes working with stakeholders to refine a set 
of performance metrics for walking, biking and public health outcomes.  
 
Whether it is safety, health or other important performance outcomes, SACOG has a history of 
trying to better understand the impacts of the investments in the long range plan and is 
committed to the ongoing improvement of the MTP/SCS. Within budget constraints over the 
next few years, SACOG expects to continue working with our planning partners and other 
interested parties to expand our ability to analyze and address plan impacts, and hope that groups 
will work with us on efforts to accelerate the implementation of complete streets across the 
region.  
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eircomments sacog - wholly inadequate and invalid EIR 

  
SACOG, 
  
    That draft EIR you sent out for SACOG's Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy for 2035 is wholly inadequate and constitutes an invalid EIR. Any 
attempt to go forward under such a superficial, shoddy and flawed EIR is thus against the law. 
    To mention one key flaw (of many), the assumption that Residential Mixed Use is exempt 
from analysis of its impact on land use,  environmental degradation, disruption of community 
identity, and cumulative growth-inducing impact is a critically-flawed assumption and 
invalidates the entire document.  
    Regardless of whatever tortured reading of SB 375 may be done by the developers who 
control SACOG, the "Residential Mixed Use" (with business) category is being used to foist 
high-density large subdivisions on unwilling small rural communities. 
    A democracy yields to the will of the people.  It is time SACOG did so.  
    That EIR needs to be completely re-done by a competent environmental group independent 
of Big Developers influence.  
  
    Richard Boylan, Ph.D. 
    Diamond Springs, CA (El Dorado County)  
  
  
  
  

From:    "drboylan" <drboylan@sbcglobal.net>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/6/2011 2:31 PM
Subject:   wholly inadequate and invalid EIR
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 1 – Richard Boylan, Ph.D. 

1-1. This introductory comment is noted.  SACOG does not agree with the commenter’s 
opinion regarding the adequacy of the document.  The Draft EIR has been carefully 
prepared to accurately and comprehensively address the potential for implementation of 
the MTP/SCS to result in significant adverse environmental impacts, and to be fully 
compliant with the requirements of CEQA. 
 

1-2. The DEIR must analyze the entire land use pattern of the MTP/SCS, which includes 
residential mixed use development as well as employment and residential uses of varying 
densities forecasted to occur throughout the plan area during the planning period of the 
MTP/SCS. All potential impacts are analyzed, including the examples cited in this 
comment (land use in Chapter 12, disruption of community identity/character in Chapter 
3, cumulative and growth inducing impacts in Chapter 19, and other environmental 
degradation in these and the other chapters of the document.)  
 
Staff assumes this comment may also refer to the summary of SB 375 CEQA benefits for 
residential mixed use projects provided in Chapter 2 – Project Description (pages 2-57 to 
2-60). Pursuant to SB 375, project-level environmental review of qualifying residential 
mixed use projects determined to be consistent with the general use, density and building 
intensities of the MTP/SCS may omit analysis of regional transportation impacts, 
passenger vehicle greenhouse gas impacts, and growth inducing impacts.  However, all 
other potential impacts of the qualifying project must undergo CEQA review.   
 

1-3. This concluding comment is noted.  SACOG does not share the opinion that the 
document should be rewritten.  Please see response to comment 1-1. 
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

From:    MTP Comments <osugmukaw@gmail.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/6/2011 8:00 AM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on?

Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy  

Environmental Impact Report 

Name

Kerry Wicker

Email

osugmukaw@gmail.com

Do you want a written response?

Yes

Address

Comments on the MTP/SCS

Please include in both documents an immediate plan to add transit in Yolo County that connects Route 215 in 
Madison and/or Esparto, with Winters and Vacaville (to hook up to Solano transit). Service to/from Winters/Esparto 
could start for just Friday and Saturday nights to take advantage of entertainment in Winters that might include an 
adult beverage. Avoids DUI.  

Also, please fill the service gaps of YoloBus #215 to allow workers to fully commute from Western Yolo County. As 
is, it is not possible to stay at work a full day b/c of the 4+ hour gap in service. 

Please please please put in a bicycle lane (better yet, path) right away along Hwy 16 from Esparto to Woodland. 
Also, continuing the bike lane up the Canyon from Esparto is hugely beneficial as well. I usually ride on any 
roadway, but there are too many drunks/irresponsible drivers to brave the highway. The CalTrans Hwy 16 project is 
still in litigation, but whatever comes out should be the bike lane/trail.  

All these actions will reduce carbon emissions, improve public health, accessibility, water and other air quality. 

Let me know when you plan to add these services/infrastructure. 

Page 1 of 1
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 2 – Kerry Wicker 

2-1. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan / 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) analyzes transit service and impacts at the 
regional level.  Requests for specific transit routes in Yolo County can be submitted 
through SACOG’s Unmet Transit Needs Process.  SACOG has forwarded a copy of this 
comment to the Yolo County Transportation District (YCTD) responsible for transit 
planning and operations in Yolo County. For more information on SACOG’s Unmet 
Transit Needs Process, please visit www.sacog.org/transit/unmet.cfm or email Barbara 
VaughanBechtold at transit_needs@sacog.org. 
 

2-2. See response to comment 2-1. 
 

2-3. While bike lanes on Highway 16 are not specifically called out as projects in the EIR, the 
budget assumptions for the MTP/SCS include roughly $2.4 billion for implementation of 
the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) and other bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements.  The Master Plan incorporates the projects from the Yolo 
County Bicycle Transportation Plan, City of Davis Bicycle Plan, and the Woodland 
Bicycle Transportation Plan.  Specifically, the Yolo County plan includes Class II bicycle 
facilities along Highway 16 from Esparto to the county line.  For more information about 
how bicycle and pedestrian projects are included in the regional and local bicycle and 
pedestrian master plans, please visit http://www.sacog.org/bikeinfo/bikeped.cfm or 
contact Lacey Symons-Holtzen at lsymons-holtzen@sacog.org. 
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Folsom Public Hearing Comments from December 14, 2011
Stanley Price MTP modeling should include collision projections based on past data. 

The EIR should address public health issues related to bicycle and pedestrian travel, including safety concerns and the economic and health 

benefits realized from incorporating active transportation into everyday life. 
The definition of "high quality transit" is restrictive.  Commuter service, which typically does not run every 15 minutes, is productive and serves 

an important role. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3 – Stanley Price 

3-1. Over time, SACOG has increased both its monitoring and forecasting efforts with regard 
to safety, including bicycle and pedestrian safety.  In monitoring activities, SACOG 
tracks state collision records and documents trends (see the “Regional Transportation 
Monitoring Report” published by SACOG in 2010).  An update of this report is under 
way now, and some of the suggestions for tabulations of collisions will be considered for 
the update, based on the availability of SWITRS data.   

SACOG does not currently have the capability to forecast collisions in anything other 
than a simplistic way (e.g. by simply projecting collisions by a combination of population 
and VMT growth, without any accounting for enhanced design features of new 
transportation projects, nor the effect of programs intended to address safety concerns).  
SACOG monitors collisions and collision rates, and will be working with its planning 
partners to identify a suitable approach to reducing collisions and collision rates which 
could be implemented for the next update of the MTP/SCS.  With regard to using past 
data to project collisions, since 2002, SWITRS data indicate that rates of total collisions 
have declined slightly.  The reasons for the decline are not known, but may include:  
improved vehicle safety features; for some roadways, improvements to geometric design; 
and implementation of safety education programs.  After several years of decline, per 
capita rates of bicycle-involved collisions increased in 2006, 2007 and 2008.  Again, the 
reasons for this increase are not known, but increased exposure (i.e. cyclists sharing 
facilities with automobiles at higher rates) may be one factor.  Projecting these rates into 
the future without specifically accounting for causes of accidents and specific elements of 
projects or programs included in the MTP/SCS aimed at addressing them is speculative.  
However, if increased exposure accounts for the recent increases in rates of bicycle-
involved collisions, construction of more Class I facilities included in the MTP/SCS 
could reduce some of this exposure. 

 
3-2.  The land use changes forecasted by the MTP/SCS, together with the transportation 

investments, reduce the need to travel frequently or over long distances using passenger 
vehicles by putting people closer to jobs and other destinations, and by increasing 
opportunities to bicycle, walk or ride transit.  The MTP/SCS measures the benefits of 
these combined land use and transportation elements on bicycle and pedestrian travel to 
the fullest extent allowed by the data and models available to SACOG during this 
MTP/SCS update cycle. The policies and strategies of the MTP/SCS support the 
objectives of the MTP/SCS, several of which aim to improve the bicycling and pedestrian 
system.  Some of the most relevant objectives include: supporting transportation 
investments that provide high performance benefits for all community types in the region, 
improving the condition of the existing transportation system through the maintenance of 
transportation corridors that can support various modes of travel, supporting 
transportation choice and diversity for all segments of the population through a balanced 
transportation system where investments in various modes complement each other and 
support the diversity of travel demand in various community types.  The MTP/SCS 
demonstrates achievement of these objectives by improved connectivity of the region’s 
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bicycle and pedestrian systems due to greater investment in those systems, as well as the 
forecasted per capita increase in bicycle and pedestrian trips.  

 
In the DEIR, health and safety issues related to bicycle and pedestrian travel are analyzed 
through the more traditional CEQA analyses of the air quality, transportation, noise, and 
hazards/hazardous materials chapters. The DEIR concludes roadway improvements in the 
proposed MTP/SCS will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety.  SACOG agrees with the 
premise that economic and health benefits are derived from incorporating bicycle and 
pedestrian travel into everyday life, however beneficial impacts are not a focus of CEQA, 
and even adverse environmental effects are not considered significant impacts under 
CEQA unless they would result in significant adverse physical changes in the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e), 15064(f)(6), 15131, 15382).  In the 
case of bicycle and pedestrian travel, the positive environmental effects of the increased 
travel forecasted in the plan are analyzed in the aforementioned chapters of the DEIR. In 
addition, please see Response 3-1.  
 

3-3.  The definition of “high quality transit” in the DEIR is consistent with Public Resources 
Code section 21155, which defines a “high quality transit corridor” as “a corridor with 
fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak 
commute hours.”  The DEIR appropriately relies on this statutory definition. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 4 –YUBA COUNTY, Roger Abe, Chairman of the Board 

4-1. SACOG properly relied upon the information available at the time of DEIR preparation 
to analyze flood protection and impacts associated with flooding.  SACOG acknowledges 
that Yuba County recently completed levee improvements that offer 100-year flood 
protection and has received a Letter of Map Revision from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA).   The California Department of Water Resources has not 
yet published a methodology that acknowledges that areas with 100-year flood protection 
also have 200-year flood protection.  Responses to your requested changes are listed in 
responses 4-2 through 4-8. While SACOG cannot show that any areas have less exposure 
to flood hazards until new flood zone maps are published, the responses will 
acknowledge Yuba County’s levee improvements.  

 
4-2. In response to this comment, SACOG deletes the reference to Yuba County in the fourth 

paragraph under the heading “Flood Control” on page 7-19 of the MTP/SCS.  
  

In response to this comment, SACOG modifies the paragraph under the heading 
“Established Communities” on page 11-81 of the EIR with the following: 
 

Like Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities are already 
urbanized, but at a lower average density. Housing units will increase by 
approximately 79,000, but will decrease in proportional share from 77 percent to 
64 percent. Established Communities in Sacramento County will add 16,599 
housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yolo County will add 791 
housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yuba County will add 1,702 
housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area, although this number may be 
considerably lower, due to recent levee improvements in a portion of the county 
that are not yet available in the official state data source used for this analysis. 
Specifically, the communities of Linda and Olivehurst may now have 200-year 
level protection and as such would not experience growth delays due to flood 
control issues. This growth pattern is consistent with the policies of the 2008 MTP 
and Blueprint, which call for a more compact regional growth footprint.  

 
In response to this comment, SACOG also modifies the paragraph under the heading 
“Developing Communities” on page 11-82 with the following: 
  
Developing Communities in Sacramento County will add 5,350 housing units in the 200-
year flood hazard area. Sutter County will add 3,475 housing units in the 200-year flood 
hazard area. Yolo County will add 954 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. 
Yuba County will add 5,926 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area, although 
this number may be considerably lower, due to recent levee improvements in a portion of 
the county that are not yet available in the official state data source used for this analysis. 
Specifically, the communities of Plumas Lakes and areas north of Wheatland in the 
Highway 65 corridor may now have 200-year level protection and as such would not 
experience growth delays due to flood control issues.  
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These changes do not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and would 
result in fewer impacts. 
  

4-3. We recognize that Yuba County has completed levee improvements that are designed to 
provide 200-year level protection, but the floodplain maps available to us do not yet 
reflect these improvements. We also recognize that these levees have been accredited by 
FEMA as providing 100-year flood protection, but again, the floodplain maps available to 
us do not yet reflect these improvements.  In response to this comment, and in order to 
acknowledge these levee improvements in the EIR, SACOG has added a footnote to 
Figure 11.3 on page 11-10 that states:  
 

Yuba County completed levee improvements in 2011 that are designed to provide 
200-year level protection in various areas of South Yuba County and have been 
accredited by FEMA for 100-year flood protection. However, new floodplain 
maps that reflect these levee improvements were not available at the time of 
publication of this EIR. 

 
This change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and 
would result in fewer impacts. 
 

4-4. Recommended changes accepted. In response to this comment, SACOG deletes 
Goldfields Parkway, Plumas Arboga Road and River Oaks Blvd from Table 11.5 on page 
11-79.  This change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and 
would result in fewer impacts. 
 

4-5. As stated in response 4-3, we acknowledge that Yuba County now levees designed to 
provide 200-year level protection, but the floodplain map available to us does not reflect 
these improvements (see Response 4-3). In response to this comment, SACOG has 
modified the last sentence in the second paragraph under the heading Developing 
Communities on page 11-93 to read: 

 
Yuba County will add a maximum of 5,926 housing units and 3,478 jobs 
in a 200 year flood hazard area. Recent levee improvements in southern 
Yuba County are designed to provide 200-year flood protection and may 
result in less or no exposure to flood hazards.   

  
This change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and 
would result in fewer impacts. 
 

4-6. Recommended changes accepted. In response to this comment, SACOG has removed the 
interchange at Feather River Blvd and SR 70 from Table 11.6 on page 11-108. This 
change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and would result in 
fewer impacts.  
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4-7. In response to this comment, Figure 11.6 on page 11-31 is accurate as presented. Figure 
11.6 shows potential inundation areas should any dams/reservoirs be breached. The labels 
refer to the inundation areas, which are primarily southwest of the dams/reservoirs.  
 

4-8. Recommended changes accepted. In response to this comment, SACOG has removed the 
second item listed in Appendix A page 129 of the project list. La Porte Road Bridge at 
New York Creek now appears as the third item on this page.  
 

4-9. We do not have additional questions. Thank you for providing these changes. 
 

4-10. The informational attachment is noted and requires no response.  
 

4-11. The informational attachment is noted and requires no response.  
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Administration  

 
ENGINEERING & 

SURVEYING

COUNTY OF PLACER  
Community Development Resource Agency 

  
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE:  JANUARY 4, 2012 
 
TO:   MAYWAN KRACH, ECS 
 
FROM:  REBECCA TABER 
 
SUBJECT:  METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN / SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY 

STRATEGIES FOR 2035 UPDATE, POLICY DOCUMENT AND DRAFT EIR 
 

  
The Engineering and Surveying Department and the Department of Public Works Transportation 
Division have reviewed the Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) / Sustainable 
Community Strategies (SCS) for 2035 and associated Draft EIR.  The project applicant is the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this policy document and Draft EIR. 
We would like to provide the following comment for your consideration: 
 

1. Since the MTP is a long-range planning document for the SACOG region, the 
following completed projects should be omitted from Appendix A (list of projects): 
 
a.  Douglas Boulevard Pedestrian Facilities and Landscaping. 

b.  Foresthill Passing Lane Modification Project. 

c.  Sheridan SRTS Project. 

 
2. Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan Project List:  It appears that the City of 

Lincoln Department of Public Works item on page 27 of 142 (dated October 27, 
2011) in Appendix A to widen Fiddyment Road to 4 lanes from East Catlett to 
Nicolaus Road may be in error.  Fiddyment Road ends at Moore Road at its northern 
limit, and this portion of Fiddyment is within the Placer County Department of Public 
Works jurisdiction. 

 
3. Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan Project List:  There is an error on page 38 of 

142 in Appendix A – instead of Bell Ave., it should be Bell Road. 
 
cc: Phil Vassion, DPW Transportation 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 5 – Placer County Department of Public Works 

5-1. Responses to your requested changes are listed in responses 5-2 through 5-4. You are 
welcome and thank you for participating in the MTP/SCS process.   
 

5-2. The recommended changes have been made to Appendix A of the MTP/SCS.  Removal 
of these completed projects from Appendix A does not have an impact on the analysis 
included in the EIR because it does not remove them from the travel model analysis of 
the EIR.  
 

5-3. The recommended changes have been made to Appendix A of the MTP/SCS.  Because 
this project included funding for project analysis only, there are no implications for the 
analysis conducted for the EIR. 

 
5-4. The recommended change has been made to Appendix A of the MTP/SCS. This change 

corrects an error in the title of the project. Because the description and location of the 
investment is correct, it does not have an impact on the environmental analysis included 
in the EIR. 
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Sacramento Public Hearing Comments from January 4, 2012
Michael Monasky Disappointed with the public comment process. Usually, a public hearing is started and ended officially and the members who comprise the 

Board  are present, but not a single Board member is present to hear comments. 

Concerned about the air quality chapter, including diesel contaminants. 

SACOG should include public health officials in public outreach. 

The MTP puts too much investment in roadway projects. Greater investment in transit projects would yield better returns for reductions in 

vehicle miles traveled and better air quality. Vulnerable populations carry more of this burden in terms of adverse health outcomes. 
GHG emissions are still growing. Roadway maintenance and rehabilitation projects (which account for $7 billion of total MTP expenditures) 

should not be included as non‐exempt projects in air quality conformity determinations because the current infrastructure is already causing 

too much GHG emissions.
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 6 – Mike Monasky 

6-1.  CEQA encourages, but does not require, public agencies to hold a public hearing to 
receive comments on environmental documents. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15087, subd. (i).)  
SACOG held public hearings to give the public an opportunity to comment on the DEIR 
in accordance with CEQA.  Each public hearing was started and ended officially. At the 
beginning of each meeting, SACOG staff presented the format and process for the 
meeting. Members of the SACOG Board are not required to attend the public hearings, 
although some board members attended some of the public hearings. Regardless of board 
member attendance at the public hearings, the SACOG Board will receive a report and 
presentation of all oral comments received at public hearings and all written comments 
received via U.S. Mail and email. You may also attend regular SACOG Board meetings 
and committee meetings if you would like to speak directly to board members. The 
SACOG Board meeting and committee schedule is available at: 
http://www.sacog.org/calendar/. 

 
6-2. Please see Response 8-2 regarding diesel contaminants.  
 
6-3. SACOG developed a detailed Public Participation Plan as part of the MTP/SCS process 

and encouraged input from a variety of stakeholder groups, including public health 
officials.  SACOG will continue to try to engage public health officials in its MTP/SCS 
outreach. The stakeholder focus groups, held at the beginning of the MTP/SCS public 
outreach process, was a first attempt to engage public health interests in the region on the 
MTP/SCS. Public services and mental health services interests attended and we asked all 
participants to help us to engage other potential stakeholders. However, we are always 
trying to broaden our outreach and will continue to try to engage public health interests in 
future outreach efforts. 

 
6-4. SACOG does not agree that the MTP/SCS invests too much in roadway projects.  The 

roadway investments in the plan are important to accommodate population and housing 
growth.  The MTP/SCS makes strategic road and highway investments to relieve 
congestion at existing and projected bottlenecks which facilitate a more efficient system 
for both transit and automobiles. The plan meets or exceeds its greenhouse gas reduction 
targets, in part by being careful about where it expands the road and highway system. 
Please also see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for more 
information about how financial constraints limit investment decisions in the region.  
 
The plan’s Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis (Chapter 8) demonstrates that road 
projects in the MTP/SCS are located throughout the region and are not disproportionately 
concentrated in EJ areas. In addition, the MTP/SCS doubles transit vehicle service hours 
regionwide compared to a base year of 2008, and service hours on rail and bus routes that 
serve EJ areas increase by 88 percent. 

 
6-5. Transportation Conformity is a process set up under the Federal Clean Air Act to ensure 

that transportation planning, transportation improvement programs, and projects are 
consistent with plans to achieve and maintain Federal air quality standards. Specific 
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requirements are set by US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations in 40 
CFR 93. The Clean Air Act does not include GHG emissions in the transportation 
conformity process. The SACOG conformity determination for the Plan and Program is 
consistent with all federal requirements.   

 
While the Clean Air Act does not regulate GHG emissions, CEQA requires an analysis of 
the MTP/SCS’ potential impacts to energy and global climate change. Chapter 8 of the 
EIR determines that implementation of the MTP/SCS, consisting of the proposed 
transportation investments and land use pattern, would reduce GHG emissions on a per 
capita and absolute basis, and in compliance with AB 32 and SB 375.  No projects were 
exempted or excluded from this GHG analysis.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 7 – Sacramento Regional Transit District 

7-1. SACOG thanks Regional Transit for its support and participation throughout the 
MTP/SCS process.    

7-2. The MTP/SCS includes the Green Line light rail extension between Downtown 
Sacramento and the Sacramento International Airport.  The Table 2.15 reference to a 
terminus in Natomas has been corrected to reflect a terminus at Sacramento International 
Airport. 

The San Joaquin rail line has been added to Figure 2.5. 

The Transit Priority Areas illustrated in Figure 2.3 are not limited to or all inclusive of 
bus rapid transit routes (BRT).  TPAs are areas of the region within one-half mile of a 
major transit stop (existing or planned light rail, street car, or train station) or high-quality 
transit corridor included in the proposed MTP/SCS.  Please see Response 3-3 for the 
definition of high-quality transit.   There is no differentiation between transit modes (rail, 
bus, BRT, etc.) included in the figure. 

7-3. The MTP/SCS includes the Lower American River Crossing as a multi-modal (auto, 
bike, pedestrian, transit) bridge per coordination with the City of Sacramento Department 
of Transportation.  The City of Sacramento is the lead agency for this project and the 
project description reflects the scope of the project as currently defined by the City of 
Sacramento.  The description may be modified in future MTP/SCS updates or by 
amendment following the need and purpose study anticipated to begin in 2012. 

7-4. The half-mile distance parameter in the DEIR is consistent with the transit priority 
project definition in Pub. Resources Code § 21155. The DEIR appropriately relies on this 
statutory definition. Since the MTP/SCS must be updated every four years, there are 
opportunities to reexamine and change alignments in future plan cycles. 

7-5. The TPA geography of the MTP/SCS is defined by the level of transit service identified 
for each region. See Response 3-3 for this definition. The growth forecasted for the area 
along State Route 16 and outside Sacramento County’s Urban Policy Area (UPA) is 
surrounded on three sides by urban development and the growth area itself is anticipated 
to be of a high enough density and mix of uses that SACOG’s travel modeling indicates 
high-quality transit service in this corridor would efficiently support that growth. It is not 
consistent with the regional transportation, air quality and greenhouse gas reduction 
objectives of the MTP/SCS to reduce the level of transit service from this area because it 
is located outside of the local UPA.  

7-6. Yes, the Connector projects illustrated in Figure 2.7 are included in the EIR analysis.  
The local road investments, as stated on page 2-49, are examples of the types of roadway 
improvements included in the plan.  These are not meant to be a comprehensive listing of 
the investments included in the plan.  The DEIR must analyze the MTP/SCS, including 
all of its elements, of which the project list is one part, and the project description must 
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describe the project. The full project list of the MTP/SCS, which covers 22 cities and six 
counties, over 1,500 projects, and 27 years of investment, is included as Appendix A to 
the MTP/SCS.  The project description summarizes the full scope of transportation 
investments of the MTP/SCS qualitatively, quantitatively and graphically.  

7-7. Compressed Natural Gas buses are included in the baseline emissions assumptions for 
Sacramento County in the EMFAC emissions model. The model also accounts for 
turnover in the future vehicle fleet (including buses) and compliance with associated 
regulations that affect exhaust emissions.   Since CNG buses are part of the vehicle fleet 
that contributes to the region’s lower emissions, it is not necessary to point them out 
separately from other low-emission vehicles.      

7-8. The MTP/SCS shows significantly higher levels of utilization of transit, and higher 
vehicle loads on average, than occur today.  The forecasting tools SACOG utilizes do not 
constrain demand to reasonable capacity of service on transit lines.  To ensure that the 
forecasted demand could be reasonably served by the future year transit network, 
SACOG manually adjusts service frequency for high volume routes to match forecasted 
demand.  So, if the initial demand forecast overwhelms a given line’s reasonable 
capacity, the frequency of that line is manually increased, and the model is re-run.   This 
process, called “transit equilibration” is repeated until a fit between demand level and 
service capacity is achieved.  This is the normal process for transit assignment for 
regional demand analysis.  However, many simplifications to representation of transit 
service and passenger demand are required to allow for computer modeling of transit.  
Examples of these simplifications are:  no explicit representation of evening and weekend 
service; use of average rather than actual fares paid by passenger; simplifications of the 
underlying highway network on which transit runs; and omission of operational 
difficulties of running frequent bus service on high demand routes (e.g. “bunching”) in 
the transit assignment process.  Because of these simplifications and limitations, 
monitoring of actual transit service and passenger volumes through time, and adjustments 
to account for factors omitted by the demand modeling process, is required. 

7-9. SACOG agrees that this is an appropriate strategy to add to this measure. The following 
transportation demand management strategy has been added to the list of strategies under 
Mitigation Measure TRN-1:  

Provide shuttle service and/or funding for a shuttle for residents that are outside of 
walking distance from a transit line.  

7-10. In response to this comment, the following sentence has been added to the end of 
Paragraph 1 on page 16-63: 

Individual projects should be reviewed carefully as any hindrance to pedestrian 
travel that may block or cause a detour of a direct path may cause significant 
ramifications for a neighborhood.  

  
 Please also see Response 16-10 and Master Response F: Complete Streets. 
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7-11. The commenter suggested that bike and walk trips be split out from the combined bike, 
walk and transit person trips currently used for evaluation of this potential impact.  The 
table below provides the requested information.  Per capita bike and walk trips increase 
in each community type, and for the region as a whole.  If the impact threshold for 
combined bike, walk and transit person trips were applied to bike and walk trips alone, 
the determination of no significant impact would not change. 

The table also provides bike and walk trips per capita for the three Transit Priority Areas 
by county.  Two of the three TPAs decline in per capita bike and walk trips, compared to 
2008.   
 In the Yolo County TPA, the decline is related to the unusually high per capita 

rate of biking and walking in Davis, but most of the 2008 to 2035 growth in Yolo 
County TPAs occurring in West Sacramento, where the rate of bike and walk trips 
is higher than regional average, but lower than Davis.  This results in a computed 
decline, since very little growth occurs in the portion of the Yolo TPA in Davis.  
Even with this computed decline, the 2035 per capita rate (1.10) is nearly three 
times regional average in 2035 (0.41), and this would not be a significant impact 
even if only bike and walk trips were included in the impact threshold. 

 The Placer County TPA is located along Douglas Boulevard in the City of 
Roseville.  It is the lowest density TPA of the three county-level TPAs and has the 
lowest rate of biking and walking in the base year.  The overall increase in 
combined bike, walk and transit is driven by an increase in transit trip-making.  
However, the 2035 per capita rate (0.42) is still marginally higher than the 
regional average in 2035 (0.41), and this would not be a significant impact even if 
only bike and walk trips were included in the impact threshold. 

 

 

7-12. The recommended strategies have been added to Mitigation Measure TRN-3. The second 
suggested strategy was modified as follows:  
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Conduct a public information campaign about how to use transit and other methods of 
reducing driving to reduce single-occupant vehicle use. 

7-13. Based on the evaluation contained in Chapter 18 – Alternatives Analysis, Alternative 3 
(Workshop Scenario 3) would be the environmentally superior alternative because it 
would reduce most impacts as compared to the proposed MTP/SCS.  However, the 
overall level of impact and the conclusions regarding those that remain potentially 
significant and unavoidable are similar between Alternative 3 and the proposed 
MTP/SCS. Furthermore, none of the analyzed alternatives would better balance the 
project objectives, nor achieve them as well as the proposed MTP/SCS.  As compared to 
each of the alternatives, this analysis demonstrates that adoption of the proposed 
MTP/SCS would be the superior choice when comparing and balancing land uses, 
transportation improvements, project objectives, compliance with applicable state and 
federal regulations, economic viability, environmental impact, and SACOG membership 
values.  The SACOG Board of Directors will exercise its broad discretion to determine 
whether to approve the MTP/SCS as proposed, or in an alternative form that it believes 
best meets the needs of the region, based on substantial evidence. 

7-14. You are welcome and thank you for submitting comments on the DEIR 
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Michael Monasky, RCP, RRT-NPS    9035 Plaza Park Drive     Elk Grove, CA     95624 
916-832-5750     thegeneralwelfare@surewest.net 

 
Testimony before the Sacramento Area Council Of Governments (SACOG) 

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
Metropolitan Transportation Planning/Sustainable Communities Strategies 

Monday, January 9, 2012 
 

Dear SACOG: 
 
 I am concerned that the public hearing scheduled for January 4, 2012, was not attended by any 
members of the council.  I am concerned that, although the meeting was audio-recorded, the 
commentary and initial Question & Answer session with staff was probably not adequately recorded, as 
staff did not offer the microphone to the audience. 
 
 My comments are primarily on the Air Quality section, Chapter 5 of the DEIR.  On page 17, it 
is noted that, among the top ten measured air pollutants, the greatest source of toxic air contaminants 
(TAC) is diesel particulate matter (DPM).  There are hundreds, if not thousands, of toxic air 
contaminants from combusted fossil fuels which are poorly understood due to the lack of scientific 
research in this area.  Still, 80% of cancers caused by these top ten contaminants can be linked to DPM.  
The latest information cited in the DEIR is from 2000, which states that 360 excess cancer deaths per 
million exposures occur.  Despite the fact that these numbers have decreased since 1990, the entire 
toxic exposure picture has not been sketched, much less painted.  In addition, residences near freeways 
and major roads have an association to non-cancer premature mortality and acute and chronic health 
effects. 
 
 On page 18, a 2006 EPA study revealed a correlation between particulate matter of 2.5 microns 
(PM2.5) and non-injury death rates.  When PM2.5 rises 10%, the death rate rises 10%.  The California 
Air Resources Board (CARB) Handbook states there is a link between health risk and exposures to air 
pollutants.  On page 9, the agency cites the locations of air pollution monitoring equipment;  some 
stations are rural.  On page 20, the report reminds us that the Clean Air Act (CAA) requires measures 
and controls for air pollutants.   
 
 On page 73, there is $7.4 billion in project road maintenance and rehabilitation that is exempt 
from Federal environmental study.  This is over 20% of the entire project expenditures.   
 
 This report seems to short-change the toxic effects of air pollutants in a number of ways.  First, 
it depends upon a science which, at its infancy, is failing in its struggle to identify and measure the 
overwhelming number of toxic agents put into the air from fossil fuel combustion.  Second, the report 
calls upon old information, from 2000, to measure the excess number of cancer deaths from DPM.  
Third, the report reveals that stations which measure air pollutants are most likely to be remote from 
the sources of these agents, far from freeways, major roadways, and residences of vulnerable 
populations. 
 
 Fourth, Mr. Kirk Trost, SACOG counselor, stated that there will have been a 79% reduction in 
DPM from 2008 to 2020.  Although that's a laudable reduction in DPM, it is not a guarantee of 
reduction in adverse health effects.  Likely, this paradox occurs because of the remaining pollutants 
which have never been measured, in addition to the 9th highest ozone exposures in the country, in 
Sacramento County.  Such paradoxical effect is further evidenced in the Pittsburgh-Newcastle area, 
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where the American Lung Association reports the 5th highest PM2.5 in the nation, despite the use of 
industrial smokestack scrubbers and low emission coke/coal.  When pollution goes up, so do adverse 
health effects.  When a fraction of one component goes down, there is no scientific evidence that the 
body count is reduced. 
 
 Fifth, there is no correlation between high pressure weather events and hospital/emergency 
room visits for lung related complaints in the report.  We experience this phenomenon in winter 
weather of the Sacramento Valley and surrounding foothill communities.  Right now we've had a string 
of mid-60's daytime temperatures which, associated with calm to no winds, stagnate accumulated air 
pollutants, resulting in warnings to avoid exposures and increased adverse health effects. 
 
 Much more needs to be studied, and done, to reduce the epidemic of asthma and chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) we experience here in the Sacramento Valley.  A recent report 
from the University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District found a direct correlation between adverse weather events and children's visits to 
hospital emergency rooms.  There are about 1800 pediatric visits in that district annually at a cost of at 
least $1500 per visit.  That comes to a cost, to the community and families, of over $2.7 
million.(http://www.bakersfield.com/news/local/x860821917/Valley-study-links-ER-visits-with-bad-
air-days).  The DEIR has no plan for research of these effects, no set-aside for reimbursing the 
community for the cost of the effects, and and no plan for educating the community in how to deal with 
the exacerbation of these diseases.  
 
 Therefore, I ask that SACOG look at a joint effort with the local public health departments and 
divisions, the regional public university research facilities, and local non-profit groups that advocate 
health and well-being for the above-mentioned vulnerable populations, to study air pollution, educate 
the community, and make a plan of action.  I also ask that SACOG set aside monies sufficient to 
reimburse public health agencies for their efforts to perform health impact assessments related to these 
pollutant-related diseases.  Such funding would include research, education, and practice to mitigate 
this epidemic of asthma and COPD. 
 
 Finally, there are social movements which should be included in such research and educational 
efforts.  For example, Disability Rights and Legal Services of Northern California are groups that 
approached SACOG in  comments on this DEIR to promote social equity for the most vulnerable 
populations affected by air pollutants.  A consideration of social equity should include a study of 
poverty levels.  There was no correlation between affected neighborhoods and poverty in the report.  
Such information should be compiled, remedies recommended, and a plan of action followed.  The 
health and welfare of our people is at stake. 
 
    Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
    Michael Monasky, RCP, RRT-NPS 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 8 – Michael Monasky, RCP, RRT-NPS 

 
8-1. Please see Response 6-1.  

8-2.  The information presented in the analysis related to background risk levels from DPM in 
the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (360 excess cancer deaths per million in 2000) 
represents the best available data. In ARB’s most current Almanac of Emissions and Air 
Quality, this is the value reported (See page 5-85, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac09/pdf/chap509.pdf). The analysis of TAC 
exposure was conducted in accordance with ARB’s and SMAQMD’s most current 
protocols and recommendations.  These protocols and recommendations that were used in 
the DEIR are designed to address the issues brought forth in the comment. In addition, 
the DEIR contains a discussion of recent research on the link between PM2.5 and traffic-
related illnesses and mortality (See discussion starting on Page 5-15 of DEIR).  

8-3.  Please refer to response 8-2. In addition, though air monitoring locations can be rural in 
nature, the current protocols and recommendations that were used in the DEIR for 
assessing TAC exposure are based primarily on research studies as described in ARB’s 
Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (See Table 1-2 [Basis for Recommendation column] 
on Page 6 of ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook).  

8-4.  Page 73 of the air quality chapter of the DEIR does not reference the amount of 
MTP/SCS budget allocated to road maintenance and rehabilitation. There are road 
maintenance and rehabilitation projects in the plan that are exempt from federal air 
quality conformity requirements pursuant to Table 2 and Table 3 of 40 CFR §93.126, 
§93.127, and in §93.128. They are not, however, exempt from CEQA, and are fully 
analyzed as part of the proposed project in the air quality analysis of the DEIR.  

 
8-5.  Please see Response 8-2. 

8-6.  Please see Response 8-3. 

8-7. The information cited in the comment regarding the 79% reduction is consistent with the 
most current information presented in ARB’s Almanac of Emissions of Air Quality (See 
sentence starting at the end of Page 5-44, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/aqd/almanac/almanac09/pdf/chap509.pdf). Also, see response to 
8-2.  

8-8. Please see Response 8-2. 

8-9. Please see Response 8-2. 
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8-10. Please see Response 8-2 and Master Response B: Health In addition, SACOG developed 
a detailed Public Participation Plan as part of the MTP/SCS process and encouraged input 
from a variety of stakeholder groups, including groups that advocate for health and well-
being through improved air quality.  

8-11. Please see Response 8-2 and Master Response B: Health. In addition, SACOG agrees that 
the social equity of the MTP/SCS is important to measure and analyze. This analysis 
occurs in Chapter 8 of the Draft MTP/SCS in compliance with Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act and in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration’s environmental 
justice order. Pursuant to CEQA, the DEIR appropriately analyzes environmental effects 
on the entire population of the MTP/SCS, regardless of income level. For this MTP/SCS, 
SACOG partnered with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change to augment the equity 
analysis beyond federal and state statutory requirements. SACOG also conducted focus 
groups with social equity advocates from around the region to inform both the 
performance measures for the MTP/SCS and outreach strategies and public workshop 
content. Chapter 2 and Appendices G1-G6 provide detailed information on this outreach.   
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 9 –UNITED AUBURN INDIAN COMMUNITY, David Keyser, Tribal 
Chair 

9-1. These introductory comments are noted and require no response.  Thank you for taking 
the time to comment on the DEIR 

9-2. In response to this comment, SACOG has modified the fourth sentence of the last 
paragraph on page 2-14 of the MTP SCS to read:  

SACOG met with representatives of the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation and United 
Auburn Indian Community (UAIC) to discuss and provide information specific 
projects in their geographic areas of interest and sought input on the plan and 
information that would be presented the public workshops. 

9-3. SACOG staff is currently working with UAIC to arrange a follow-up meeting to continue 
discussions on the MTP/SCS and DEIR.  

9-4. Please see Response 9-3.  

9-5. The structure and information presented in the 2008 MTP Project List and Appendix A of 
the MTP/SCS remain consistent with two exceptions; the Jurisdiction field has been 
dropped to avoid duplication with the Lead Agency field, and the Project Completion 
Date has been modified to provide a Completed By 2020 or 2035 Date (see response 9-6 
for more information).  The 2008 MTP Project List was sorted by County, Jurisdiction, 
Lead Agency, and Project Title, respectively.  The project list contained in Appendix A 
of the MTP/SCS is sorted by County, Jurisdiction, and Project Title, respectively.  These 
two sorting methods do allow for cross comparison between the two documents.  
However, a number of amendments to the MTP, documented through the MTP and Air 
Quality Conformity Analysis processes, have occurred since 2008.  These amendments, 
along with project completions, deletions, and modifications make a page by page 
comparison difficult.   

SACOG agrees that the use of project identification numbers would be helpful in 
comparing future documents.   SACOG will add identification numbers to the project list 
in future MTP/SCS updates. 

9-6. Appendix A shows projects as completed by 2020 or 2035 consistent with the major 
milestone years for Senate Bill 375.  These years were utilized during development of the 
MTP/SCS transportation and land use assumptions in public workshops and in briefings 
to the SACOG Board of Directors.  The Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP) provides more detail on the completion schedules for projects 
anticipated to receive funding over the next four years.  For more information on the 
MTIP, visit http://www.sacog.org/mtip/.  Another resource is the Air Quality Conformity 
Document that accompanies the MTP/SCS and DEIR and contains a number of milestone 
years in which the plan must demonstrate compliance with air quality standards.  This 
document can also provide a better understanding of when projects are anticipated to be 
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completed.  The Air Quality Conformity document can be found on SACOG’s website at 
http://www.sacog.org/airquality/.   

9-7. These safety concerns are noted.   Please see Response 9-8 below. 

9-8. The Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) is the designated Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for Placer County and represents the county in 
all federal and state planning and programming decisions.  Through a memorandum of 
understanding with SACOG, the Placer County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is 
incorporated into the MTP/SCS.  As such, this comment has been forwarded to PCTPA. 

Regarding United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC) 
participation in regional discussions regarding transportation planning, projects, and other 
issues, representatives from tribal governments are members of SACOG’s Regional 
Planning Partnership (RPP).  The RPP assists SACOG with its transportation and air 
quality planning responsibilities. It also serves as the primary forum for interagency and 
public consultation requirements of federal transportation and air quality regulations.  
Representatives from tribal governments are invited and encouraged to attend the 
monthly RPP meetings.  For more information about the RPP, join the RPP mailing list, 
or other opportunities to participate in the regional planning process please contact 
Monica Hernández at mhernandez@sacog.org. 

9-9. Please see Response 9-8. 

9-10. UAIC’s support of these projects is noted.  

9-11. Please see Response 9-8. 

9-12. UAIC’s support of these projects is noted.  

9-13. Please see Response 9-6.  Additionally, the MTP/SCS is a long-term, regional-scale, 
programmatic document.  As such, it does not contain details related to specific project 
milestones and schedules.  Completion dates for the MTP/SCS are approximations and 
subject to change as projects move through the design, engineering, environmental, right-
of-way acquisition, and construction stages.  UAIC should work closely with the lead 
agencies for specific projects to which they are contributing funding.   

9-14. Mitigation Measure CR-2 requires early project-specific outreach by implementing 
agencies including contact with the NAHC and contact with identified Native American 
representatives. 

 

9-15. Page 7-44 describes the databases searched and organizations contacted as part of the 
research for this DEIR.  Paragraph 3 on page 7-44 has been modified to clarify that 
SACOG also contacted the NAHC in the development of the EIR.  SACOG 
acknowledges that the Native American contacts provided by the NAHC are primary 
sources to be referenced for information on known significant cultural resources. 
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Mitigation Measure CR-2 states that contact should be made with the NAHC and Native 
American representatives for projects contemplated in the MTP/SCS during future 
project-level review.   

9-16. Generally, historic built resources in the project area are not associated with Native 
American history or prehistory. However, if such built environment resources were 
located, the NAHC would be contacted and a list of potentially interested Native 
American representatives would be contacted, as described for archaeological resources 
in Mitigation Measure CR-2.  

9-17. Impacts CR-1 through CR-5 analyze the impacts of implementation of the MTP/SCS on 
cultural resources, including projects that construct new bridges or make improvements 
to existing bridges. Impacts from such projects are therefore covered in the 
aforementioned sections, and impacts resulting from the construction or ongoing 
operation of such projects would be subject to mitigation, as described in mitigation 
measures CR-1 through CR-5.  

9-18. As the commenter points out Mitigation Measure CR-2 establishes procedures in the last 
paragraph to be followed if unknown sub-surface cultural resources are found during 
construction of a project.  Implementing agencies can adopt this paragraph as a separate 
mitigation or implement it as a part of this mitigation measure as written.  Either method 
would result in the same mitigation outcome.  As such the requested format change has 
not been made.    

9-19. In response to this comment, SACOG has modified the third bullet on page 7-55 to read:  

 contact with Native American representatives including: a) consultation 
directly with the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer in lieu of the State 
Historic Preservation Officer for undertakings occurring on tribal lands or 
undertakings directly or indirectly affecting cultural resources on tribal 
lands; b) consultation with relevant tribal elders and preservation staff 
regarding any known ethnographic resources or traditional cultural 
properties including follow-up consultation as necessary; c) conduct 
additional tribal consultation for individual project sites identified as 
positive for cultural resources or where impacts are unavoidable; 

 

In response to this comment, SACOG has also modified the third paragraph on page 7-56 
to read:  

If the archaeological survey and/or the records search indicate that unique 
archaeological resources, as defined (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.2(g).), are 
located in the specific project area, mitigation measures shall be identified 
including one or more of the following:  

 Aavoidance through project redesign, data recovery excavation, and/or 
public interpretation of the resource.;  
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 Incorporate known cultural sites into open space or other protected areas; 

 Establish conservation easements for culturally significant prehistoric 
sites; 

 Provide tribal representatives opportunity to monitor projects if excavation 
and data recovery are required for prehistoric cultural areas or in cases 
where ground disturbance is proposed at or near sensitive cultural 
resources.  

9-20. The MTP/SCS is a long-term, regional-scale, programmatic document.  Subsequent 
project-specific CEQA analyses will be undertaken by implementing agencies.  UAIC 
should work closely with the lead agencies of specific projects for which they are 
interested in receiving project information and updates.     

9-21. This concluding comment is noted. SACOG has no additional questions. Thank you for 
providing these comments.  
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Jennifer Copeland 
Patricia Dean 
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Gordon Garcia, MD 

Doug Grandt 
Kristin Gray 

Helen Hernandez 
Ken Hough 

Michelle Kessel-Harbart 
Diana Parker 

Ashley Rice 
Rita Ruecker 

Arif Seyal, MD 
Jean Shaw 

Sue Teranishi 
Earl Withycombe 

 
Kori Titus, CEO 

 
Breathe California of 

Sacramento-Emigrant Trails is 
dedicated to healthy air and 

preventing lung and other air-
pollution related diseases by 

partnering with youth, advocating 
public policy, supporting air 

pollution research, and educating 
the public. 

January 9, 2012 
 
Chair Peter Hill 
Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 (MTP/SCS 
2035) 
 
Dear Mr. Hill and SACOG Board Members, 
 
Breathe California of Sacramento‐Emigrant Trails (BCSET) has been active in the region since 
1917, advocating for clean air, healthy lungs, and a tobacco free future. We have developed a 
Clean Air Agenda which includes various strategies and recommendations for local jurisdictions, 
businesses, organizations and individuals that can be achieved through efficient energy and land 
use. Our mission is to ensure air quality and public health concerns are being addressed through 
minimizing mobile source pollution and promoting alternative forms of transportation such as 
walking, biking, and using public transportation. 
 
We commend SACOG’s enormous effort to put forth a Sustainable Communities Strategy; we 
encourage efforts to meet air quality standards and continued investment in alternative forms of 
transportation. Although we are pleased to see a 7 % increase in funding per capita for bicycle 
and pedestrian use in the 2011 MTP Draft Plan for 2035; we would like to see increased funding 
for this effort and a developed timeline to achieve a complete system of active transportation. 
BCSET is confident that increasing this investment will help the overall well being of our region by 
reducing vehicle miles traveled and encouraging residents to use alternative forms of 
transportation.  
 
As stated in the corresponding DEIR, our region will initiate efforts to develop an emissions 
budget for PM 2.5. In accordance to this regulation, we encourage an increase in the size of 
buffer zones from 500 feet to 1,000 feet in high‐volume roadways and land use for residents. This 
will benefit public health by minimizing the impacts to residents living near roadways and high 
traffic areas. In addition, these mitigation practices will assist our region with meeting air quality 
standards as set forth by SB 375, California’s sustainable communities and Climate Protection Act. 
 
We are grateful for SACOG’s staff effort and leadership to create a thorough and prosperous plan 
for 2035, and look forward to the continued development of this blueprint to better benefit air 
quality and public health in our region. As always, BCSET looks forward to continued partnership 
with SACOG staff and are thankful for your time. 
 
Cordially, 
 

 
 
Kori Titus 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 10 – Breathe California of Sacramento-Emigrant Trails, 
Kori Titus 

10-1. This introductory comment is noted. SACOG appreciates Breathe California’s efforts to 
minimize mobile source pollutions and promoting alternative forms of transportation. 
These efforts support the objectives of the MTP/SCS as well.  

10-2. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. 

10-3.  This recommendation is noted; however, a distance of 500 feet is used because it is 
consistent with recommendations of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). It is also 
consistent with Senate Bill No. 352 (Stats. 2003, ch. 668) (SB 352) (Ed. Code, § 17213; 
Pub. Resources Code, § 21151.8), which expands on previous requirements for the 
review of TAC sources near school sites and uses the distance of 500 feet for reviewing 
potential health risks. SACOG’s use of the 500-foot buffer zone is therefore supported by 
substantial evidence. 

10-4. You are welcome.  SACOG appreciates Breathe California’s participation in this regional 
planning process. Thank you for your comments. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 11 – Taylor and Wiley on behalf of Stonebridge 
Properties, LLC 

11-1. These introductory comments are noted. Thank you for supporting the anticipated 
outcomes of the MTP/SCS.   

 
11-2. SACOG relied on the best available data for the preparation of the DEIR. The data cited 

in Figure 6.1 came from the South Sacramento County Habitat Conservation Plan’s cover 
type file from the winter of 2001. We understand that the South Sacramento Habitat 
Conservation Planning process is ongoing and that Stonebridge Properties is currently 
working with Sacramento County to revise this land cover data to reflect that the area 
south of SR 16 between Florin Perkins and Excelsior Roads is disturbed due to active and 
former mining sites. The following footnote will be added to Figure 6.1: 
 

Land cover data for the area south of SR 16 between Florin Perkins and Excelsior 
Roads categorizes some lands as “agricultural” or “wildland” that should be 
categorized as “disturbed.”  This error does not have an impact on the analysis 
included in the EIR and would result in fewer acres of impact.  

 
11-3.  Please see Response 13-2. 
 
11-4. This is a closing statement with contact information and no response is required. 
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Clint Holtzen - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <chrystal2waters@yahoo.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    1/9/2012 4:20 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy  

Environmental Impact Report 

Name 

 Christal Waters 

Email 

 chrystal2waters@yahoo.com 

Do you want a written response? 

 Yes 

Address 

 

Davis Bicycles!, c/o Christal Waters 
809 Pine Lane 
Davis, California 95616 
United States 

Map It 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 

The following comments are submitted on behalf of Davis Bicycles! 
 
Davis Bicycles! appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Sacramento 2035 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. Our comments are both on the 2035 MTP and the EIR. The 2035 MTP is 
complex and encourages bicycling and walking as vital modes of transportation for achieving environmentally 
sustainable regional growth. In our community, we see more people bicycling than we used to. Our downtown is 
filled with bicyclists competing for bike parking spaces. We see parents out bicycling with their children, teaching 
them safe bicycling as they ride. We are starting to see a turnaround in the historic decline of students bicycling and 
walking to school and more people are bicycling, walking and taking public transit to get to work. The 2035 
MTP/SCS could take advantage of this uptick with a jumpstart to funding more active transportation projects in the 
near future. A near-term substantial dedication to funding bicycle and pedestrian projects would greatly increase 
bicycle/pedestrian modeshare far more than a slow steady increase in those active transportation expenditures , or 
worse, delaying those expenditures and trying to play catch-up closer to 2035. Furthermore, expenditures on active 
transportation are generally lower in cost than expenditures increasing freeway and arterial capacity and can be 
undertaken when the economy is slow and budgets are tight.  
 
2035 MTP/SCS Questions and Comments: 
Table 4.1 on page 4-2, Summary of MTP/SCS Invdstments 
What capital inflation rate is used for these investment categories and is the inflation rate the same over all 
categories from current year to year of expenditure? If the increase in cost is measured as a percentage of current 
costs, the costs for the bike and pedestrian category increases at 43% - the largest cost increase. The other 

Page 1 of 2
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categories are 40% increase for Transit and for Programs, Planning, Enhancements and 42% increase for Road 
and Capital Improvement Projects, and Maintenance and Rehabilitation. While it is true that bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements are in Maintenance and Rehabilitation Projects, the dedicated-purpose bike and pedestrian 
improvements, those usually associated with higher miles or higher costs, have a higher inflation rate. If the 
inflation rate is the same for all categories, is the higher bike/pedestrian project rate due to their implementation at a 
later date than the other categories? If so, then we don’t believe that the Plan takes advantage of the current 
economy to jumpstart an active transportation modeshare that can significantly contribute to improved air quality, 
reduced carbon emissions, and public health.  
 
Relationship of 2035 MTP Project List and Regional Bicycle Master Plan: 
Where does the plan discuss the relationship between the 2035 MTP Project List and the Regional Bicycle Master 
Plan? We understand that the Regional Bicycle Master Plan and the MTP form the basis for SACOG project 
funding. For Yolo County, the Alternative Transportation Corridor (ATC) appears on the project list, but only through 
right of way acquisition, not through construction, even though the year-end date of this plan is nearly 25 years out. 
(See also comment above about jumpstarting bicycle/pedestrian investment.) However, the Woodland/Davis ATC 
is only one project and there are many projects and programs in the Davis Bicycle Plan, which is part of the 
Regional Bicycle Master Plan. Other projects are being considered for inclusion into our Bicycle Plan. If to be 
eligible for SACOG MTP funding a bicycle project or program need not be directly included in the 2035 MTP Project 
list, that should be so stated, and the Regional Bicycle Plan incorporated by reference into the 2035 MTP. 
 
2035 MTP Project List for Davis:  
The Fifth Street Road Diet and Multimodal Parking Structure are projects that we are aware of, and we understand 
the issues related to the California Street Bridge Replacement and I-80/Richards Boulevard interchange. However, 
we do not understand why some of the other projects have been listed. For example, we do not know why the 
widenings of Covell Boulevard near Hwy 113 and Mace Boulevard with completion in 2035 are included in the plan, 
with no new development being considered or serious problems occurring along those roads, to our knowledge. 
 
Environmental Impact Report: 
Neither Alternative 3, nor the rejected Alternatives 4 and 5 discuss the bicycle/pedestrian community’s suggestion 
last year to accelerate funding of bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs. Alternatives 4 and 5 are rejected 
because of restrictions to funding sources. What would need to be changed in those funding sources to allow 
bicycle and pedestrian projects to receive a higher earlier priority?  
Alternative 3 seems to have been dismissed because the market, local land use plans and financial incentives do 
not currently support the land use assumptions of Alternative 3 and because under it, congestion would increase. 
Given that markets respond to constraints as well as opportunities, please give some thought to allowing 
congestion to further increase over the short term while completing the investment in complete streets, transit and 
bike/pedestrian infrastructure that could further reduce congestion over the long term. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2035 MTP/SCS and its environmental impact report. 
/s/ 

Mont Hubbard, President 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 12 – Davis Bicycles!, Mont Hubbard, President 

12-1. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
 

12-2. The MTP/SCS uses the same inflation rate to escalate to year of expenditure costs across 
all investment categories.  Appendix B-1 describes the inflation rates used to differentiate 
between year of expenditure and current year costs and revenues.  For lump sum projects 
such as the bicycle and pedestrian lump sum, there is no defined completion date.  For 
these projects the MTP/SCS uses the average inflation rate across all years of the plan to 
reflect a steady implementation of projects each year.  The higher total growth between 
current year and year of expenditure values for bicycle and pedestrian projects is likely 
due to fewer road and other projects in the later years of the plan rather than a late 
implementation schedule for bike and pedestrian projects. 
 

12-3. The MTP includes a lump-sum of funding solely dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian 
projects, even though those projects are not specifically identified in the MTP. The lump 
sum is intended to fund projects included in the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails 
Master Plan (Master Plan). The Master Plan, updated every two years, is intended to 
identify priority projects of the cities and counties in the region. Each local agency is 
given the opportunity to include all or some bike and pedestrian projects into the Master 
Plan, and the Master Plan generally reflects projects the jurisdictions anticipate seeking 
funding for in the future. The Master Plan will be included as an MTP Appendix. 
 
With regard to the Alternative Transportation Corridor (ATC), this project is identified in 
two locations in the Master Plan, both in the Yolo County-Multiple Jurisdictions project 
list and in the Yolo County-City of Davis project list. Both ATC project entries describe a 
class I trail between Davis and Woodland with an alignment as per the 2009 ATC 
feasibility study, and with an estimated cost of $10,500,000. The projects identified in the 
Master Plan do not specify whether the funding is for right of way acquisition, 
engineering, construction, or a combination of phases. As the ATC scope and schedule 
become more defined, the information in the Master Plan will also become more defined. 
As a reminder, the Master Plan is fiscally un-constrained, and the plan is updated every 
two years. The most recent update was approved in June, 2011. 

 
12-4. This MTP/SCS plans for a 27 year period from 2008 to 2035. During that time the City of 

Davis is projected to add 4,183 new jobs and 14,137 new people. This growth and the 
growth in adjacent communities and the region, contribute to the need for the 
transportation projects identified for the City of Davis.  SACOG coordinated with the 
City of Davis on projects included in Appendix A-1.   
 

12-5. Alternatives 4 and 5 were created in response to public requests for bicycle, pedestrian 
and transit-focused scenarios that reach beyond the investment levels of Alternative 3, 
which also reached beyond the investment levels of the prior plan.  These alternatives 
were not carried forward for detailed review in the DEIR because the alternatives are not 
economically or legally feasible, and  would not achieve fundamental project objectives 
of the MTP/SCS including supporting housing choice, jobs-housing balance, meeting 

MTP/SCS 2035 
Final Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Chapter 3 - Comments and Response to Comments - Page 3-62



 

regional air quality goals and SB375 requirements, meeting federal requirements for 
regional transportation plans, transportation investments that provide high performance 
benefits for all community types, providing cost-effective investments for all 
transportation modes, using all revenues that are reasonable to assume, reducing VMT 
and congested VMT, supporting transportation choice, broadening mobility options, 
supporting economic vitality, and increasing safety and emergency preparedness.  Please 
see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for an explanation of how 
funding sources restrict the types and amount of investments in the MTP/SCS. 
 

12-6. The MTP/SCS relies upon complete streets, transit, and bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure 
to contribute to reduced congestion over the long term. Figure 5B.9 of the MTP/SCS 
shows that for each 1 percent increase in work transit mode share, a 5 percent decrease in 
congested VMT results. In the short term, the issue of accelerating investments in 
complete streets, transit and bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure is a matter of constrained 
revenue sources.  Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for 
additional response on this topic.  The SACOG Board of Directors will exercise its broad 
discretion to determine whether to approve the MTP/SCS as proposed, or in an 
alternative form that it believes best meets the needs of the region, based on substantial 
evidence. 
 

12-7. You are welcome and thank you for taking the time to participate in the MTP/SCS 
process.   
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 13 – Taylor and Wiley on behalf of Tsakopoulos 
Investments 

13-1. Thank you for taking the time to comment on the DEIR. 

13-2. The reduced scope of this project is consistent with all of the objectives of the plan. Due 
to slower population and housing growth and reduced funding for transportation projects 
in the MTP/SCS compared to the 2008 MTP, a number of projects were removed or 
subject to reduced scopes in this update. This project then, is a prime example of the type 
of strategy in the plan that meets regional air quality goals, federal and state requirements 
for regional transportation plans, and financial constraint requirements, while reducing 
VMT and delivering cost-effective results from investments.  

The scaled-back project is also consistent with sustainable land use concepts because it is 
a response to the slower population and housing growth projected to occur during the 
MTP/SCS planning period.  Where lower growth was anticipated, projects were scaled 
back, delayed or removed.  This strategy supports the sustainable land use concepts.   

The scaled-back project is also consistent with proposed transit improvements of the 
plan.  The MTP/SCS includes widening Jackson Highway to four lanes between Power 
Inn Road and South Watt Avenue and intersection improvements at Sunrise Boulevard.  
These improvements, along with increased capacity and operational improvements on 
parallel and intersecting roadways and higher frequency transit service help to reduce 
automobile traffic along Jackson Highway and maintain a reasonable flow of traffic for 
most hours of the day.  SACOG’s worst case projections for 2035 show some peak period 
congestion on Jackson Highway immediately east of South Watt Avenue and near 
Bradshaw Road.  The remainder of the segment is projected to operate at or below 
capacity.  The aforementioned Jackson Highway widening, plus other projects to improve 
both South Watt Avenue and Bradshaw Road including the intersections of both 
roadways with Jackson Highway, provide opportunities to resolve these issues with 
operational improvements at the intersections. The MTP/SCS contains a $400 million set 
aside for roadway operational improvements to address future bottlenecks with Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS) measures or other non-capacity improvements.   

13-3. This concluding statement is noted.  Thank you again for your comments and for your 
continued participation in the MTP/SCS update. 
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Executive Summary. 
 
 At Page 5, the Executive Summary states that, since the MTP/SCS is a regional plan, the 
EIR does not need to discuss whether the MTP/SCS is consistent with the general plans and 
policies of the local land use jurisdictions.  That is contrary to the provisions of CEQA Guideline 
15125(d).  The DEIR improperly defers consideration of consistency of the MTP/SCS with the 
various county and city general plans as local projects are carried forward for project-specific 
review.  SACOG’s position is contrary to CEQA requirements for the DEIR on the MTP/SCS, 
even if it is a regional plan.  CEQA Guideline 15125(d) states that   
 
 “(d) The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and 

 applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans.”   
 
 Nothing in that Guideline exempts this DEIR from discussing the consistency of the 
MTP/SCS with the adopted general plans of the local land use jurisdictions where the MTP/SCS 
proposes to make transportation improvements.  The CEQA Guideline does not state that 
regional plans need not consider whether they are consistent with adopted general plans because 
they are inferior level plans or policies as SACOG asserts in its Draft EIR.     
 
 One of CEQA’s basic purposes is to inform government decision makers and the public 
about the potential significant environmental effects of a proposed project.  (CEQA Guideline 
15002(a)(1)).  It appears contrary to the purposes of an EIR as an informational document that a 
new regional transportation improvement plan could be proposed for adoption without informing 
the public and the decision-makers whether the proposed regional plan would be consistent or 
inconsistent with existing and proposed general plans of the local jurisdictions that will be 
impacted by the MTP/SCS.  Moreover, it is the elected representatives of those local 
jurisdictions who are sitting on the SACOG Board of Directors and are now being asked to adopt 
the proposed MTP/SCS.  Such decision makers should not be asked to adopt an MTP/SCS that 
would impede, hamper and conflict with the general plans of the local land use jurisdictions that 
they represent on the SACOG Board.  These are the very decision makers who need to be 
informed of the environmental consequences of their actions under CEQA. 
 
Project Description. 
 
 The Project Description in the DEIR is off center and describes a scope and analysis that 
includes extraneous matter and goes far beyond what is needed to accurately describe the exact 
nature of the roadway and other types of transportation improvements that the new MTP would 
provide.  While an EIR must include a general description of a project’s characteristics, CEQA 
Guideline 15124 cautions that the project description “should not supply extensive detail beyond 
that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.”    The requirement for a 
general description, however, must be balanced against the requirement to provide sufficient 
information so that the decision makers and public can understand the full scope of the project 
under review. Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal.App.4th 20 at 28,  82 
Cal.Rptr.2d 398 (1999). 
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 The Project Description in the DEIR has failed to achieve that balance.   The DEIR only 
includes a partial description of the actual roadway improvements the MTP would provide.  
There are brief sample descriptions of some of the types of transportation improvements that 
would be provided by the MTP at Pages 2-4 and 2-41 in Table 2.15.  However, for a complete 
description of all the transportation improvements the MTP would provide, the reader of the 
DEIR is referred to a completely separate document, namely, to Appendix A-1 of the MTP.  An 
additional problem with the Project Description in the DEIR is that the reader has no way of 
definitively knowing which the transportation improvements briefly mentioned in Table 2.15 are 
major and which are minor.  There are no costs or other criteria mentioned for the illustrative 
transportation improvements which could provide a method of ranking them in terms of size or 
importance.  Consequently, the DEIR needs to revise the Project Description so the reader can 
determine which transportation improvements in Table 2.15 are major and which are minor.   
 
 A second significant concern with the DEIR is its treatment of the proposed Sustainable 
Community Strategy (“SCS”), which forecasts where SACOG wants growth to occur between 
2008 and 2035 in order minimize the greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions that will result from 
the MTP’s implementation.  The DEIR appears to have been written as if the SCS were the 
project, and not the MTP.  Pages 2-1 through 2-33, and Pages 2-54 to 2-60 are devoted almost 
exclusively to a description of the SCS.  While the SCS is required to be a component of the 
MTP, it is the transportation improvements in the MTP that are the project for purposes of 
CEQA.  In a very real sense, the SCS is nothing more than a potential mitigation measure for 
reducing the MTP’s GHG emissions that has been required by SB 375.   In addition, the SCS is 
simply a tool for development projects to obtain the benefits of CEQA streamlining with regard 
to GHG issues if they meet the SCS eligibility requirements. 
 
 Consequently, we believe the project examined in the DEIR was not focused on the MTP 
as required by CEQA.   Instead it became consumed with the environmental impacts the SCS 
and its future land use plan might cause.  The DEIR has lost its focus on examining the 
environmental impacts that would arise from implementing the MTP and the future growth that 
would occur as a result of construction of the transportation improvements contained in the 
MTP. 
 
Mitigation Measures for Land Use Projects.  
 
 In its role as a regional transportation planning agency for purposes of the MTP, 
SACOG’s powers are very limited and circumscribed when it comes to adopting and then 
implementing mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA.  SACOG has no authority to actually 
construct or provide any of the future transportation improvements proposed in the MTP.  
Instead, SACOG’s actions are limited to overseeing and directing funding to the local cities and 
counties, and public transit providers, so that those implementing agencies can put the 
transportation improvements described in the MTP into place.   As such, SACOG cannot require 
the adoption of any specific mitigation measures for local projects that the local implementing 
agencies are approving or undertaking.    
 
 CEQA has long recognized that a public agency’s power to provide mitigation for a 
project being proposed by that agency may be circumscribed because of the agency’s limited 
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jurisdiction and powers.  Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(2) allows a public agency to 
make a finding that a mitigation measure is not within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the 
agency making the finding.  CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(2) and 15091(c) similarly allow such a 
finding, but only in cases where the agency making the finding does not have concurrent 
jurisdiction with another agency to deal with identified feasible mitigation measures or 
alternatives.   
 
 In City of Marina v. Board of Trustees 39 Cal.4th 341, 46 Cal.Rptr.3d 355 (2006), the 
California Supreme Court further elaborated upon the principle that a public agency may make a 
finding that mitigation  is the responsibility of another agency.  The Court stated that such a 
finding was appropriate only when the other agency said to have responsibility has the exclusive 
responsibility.  (Id at 366)  An example given of when such a finding is appropriate is when the 
mitigation measure requires permits that another agency has the sole discretion to grant or refuse. 
(Id at 367)  This principle of limited power to mitigate is also recognized in Public Resources 
Code Section 21004 where it provides that “in mitigating or avoiding a significant effect of a 
project on the environment, a public agency may exercise only those express or implied powers 
provided by law other than this division.” 
 
 Given the limitations on SACOG’s powers and the parameters of the concepts found in 
Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code and CEQA Guideline 15091, there are a number of 
instances in the DEIR where SACOG should have made a finding that the mitigation was 
exclusively within the jurisdiction of another agency and terminated its discussion of the issue 
once such a finding was made. SACOG could then proceed to find that the impact, for purposes 
of the DEIR, was significant and unavoidable because it did not have any basis to conclude what 
actions the local agencies would take in approving the specific local projects that would give rise 
to the environmental impact.  
 
 Instead of doing so, however, the DEIR mentions a number of possible actions that 
should be implemented by local agencies as mitigation to reduce identified impacts, and then 
reaches the conclusion that if the local lead agencies did implement such mitigation, then the 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.  This was done for the following 
measures: 
 
 AES-1: Reduce sun glare resulting from implementation of new transportation projects. 
 AES-2: Design structures to avoid or reduce impacts resulting from glare. 
 AES-3: Design lighting to minimize light trespass and glare. 
 AES-7: Implement Mitigation Measure AES-3 
 AES-8: Reduce the visibility of construction-related activities. 
 AES-9: Implement Mitigation Measure 8. 
 AES-10: Implement Mitigation Measure AES-8. 
 AES-11: Re-vegetate exposed earth surfaces. 
 AES-12: Minimize contrasts between the project and surrounding areas. 
 AES-13: Replace and renew landscaping along roadway corridors and development sites. 
 AG-6: Minimize construction-related impacts to agricultural and forestry resources. 
 AG-7: Implement Mitigation Measure AES-3. 
 HYD-5: Implement Mitigation Measure PS-1. 
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 HYD-6: In areas of existing or potential future land subsidence due to groundwater 
 pumping, establish cooperative regional relationships to define and manage sustainable 
 yield. 
 NOI-2: Employ vibration-reducing measures on new and expanded rail systems. 
 PS-1: Ensure adequate public services and utilities will be available to satisfy levels 
 identified in local general plans or service master plans. 
 USS-1: Implement Mitigation Measure PS-1. 
 USS-2: Implement Mitigation Measure PS-1. 
 CUM-10:  Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 11.  If the implementing agency 

adopts these mitigation measures, it will reduce the contribution of the proposed 
MTP/SCS to cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.  However, SACOG 
cannot require implementing agencies to adopt these mitigation measures, and it is 
ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to determine and adopt mitigation.  
Therefore, the regional contribution to this cumulative impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

 CUM-14:  Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 15.  If the implementing agency 
adopts these mitigation measures, it will reduce the contribution of the proposed 
MTP/SCS to cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.  However SACOG 
cannot require implementing agencies to adopt these mitigation measures, and it is 
ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to determine and adopt mitigation.  
Therefore, the regional contribution to this cumulative impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

 CUM-16:  Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 17.  If the implementing agency 
adopts these mitigation measures, it will reduce the contribution of the proposed 
MTP/SCS to cumulative impacts to a less than significant level.  However, SACOG 
cannot require implementing agencies to adopt these mitigation measures, and it is 
ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to determine and adopt mitigation.  
Therefore, the regional contribution to this cumulative impact remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

  
 Another major problem with SACOG’s approach is that its DEIR goes beyond the 
general mitigation measures identified above to list numerous specific actions that the local 
agencies should adopt in order to implement the generalized mitigation measure and thereby 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  The DEIR should confine itself to stating that 
mitigation for the identified impacts is within the exclusive jurisdiction of another agency, not 
SACOG, as provided for in Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code, and leave 
implementation up to the local agencies.  However, SACOG did not stop there.  After each 
mitigation measure, the text of the DEIR then lists specific actions that SACOG wants the local 
agencies to take in order to implement SACOG’s mitigation measures.  By doing so, SACOG 
has usurped the power and jurisdiction of the local agencies to determine what is appropriate and 
feasible mitigation for the impacts of the individual, specific projects the local agencies are 
considering for approval.   
 
 Instead of allowing the local agencies to develop their own mitigation measures in light 
of the specific environmental setting of local projects, SACOG’s DEIR has specified the actions 
those local agencies need to undertake in order to reduce an impact to a less than significant 
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level. By telling the local agencies what steps must be taken to mitigate impacts to a less than 
significant level, SACOG has exceeded its authority under CEQA.  Public Resources Code 
Section 21004 states that “in mitigating or avoiding a significant effect of a project on the 
environment, a public agency may exercise only those express or implied powers provided by 
law.”  SACOG has no authority to specify to local lead agencies what mitigation measures and 
specific mitigation activities they must take in order to mitigate for environmental impacts of 
specific local projects.  CEQA does not confer any such power on SACOG.   In Sierra Club v. 
California Coastal Commission 35 Cal.4th 839, 28 Cal.Rptr.3d 316 (2005), the California 
Supreme Court rejected the proposition that an agency’s powers to require mitigation could be 
expanded under CEQA beyond those powers otherwise conferred on the agency by other laws.  
The court stated:  
 

“In order to fulfill CEQA’s requirement that feasible mitigating actions be taken, 
a public agency is required to select from the various powers which have been 
conferred upon it by other laws, those which it determines may be appropriately 
and legally exercised.  As these comments demonstrate, the Legislature passed 
section 21004 to preclude us from doing precisely what Sierra Club now asks us 
to do: use CEQA as a tool to expand the Commission’s authority beyond the 
Coastal Act’s express limits.” [Emphasis in original] (Id at 859) 

 
 In Sierra Club v. California Coastal Commission, the Sierra Club sued the Coastal 
Commission because it refused to deny a coastal development permit for a project that was 
located both inside and outside of the coastal zone boundary, arguing that the permit should be 
denied under CEQA because of impacts that the development outside of the coastal zone would 
have on the coastal zone.  In the DEIR, SACOG similarly appears to be doing indirectly what it 
cannot do directly, namely, trying to require local agencies to implement specific actions as 
mitigation for local projects over which SACOG itself has no jurisdiction or authority to impose 
mitigation.  By containing numerous suggestions in the text of the DEIR as to how to implement 
the DEIR’s mitigation measures, and also referring to such text as mitigation measures as well, 
the DEIR would require local agencies to adopt as mitigation a number of specific actions that 
SACOG is otherwise powerless to require them to follow. 
 
 We have a similar concern with regard to the impacts and mitigation measures that the 
DEIR identified as being significant and unavoidable, even if the local agencies did adopt all the 
mitigation activities that the text of the DEIR contained.  This concern is present with regard to 
the following mitigation measures: 
 
 AES-4: Protect panoramic views and views of significant landscape features or 
 landforms. 
 AES-5:  Design river crossings to minimize aesthetic and visual impacts and to protect 
 scenic and panoramic views of significant landscape features and landforms to the 
 greatest feasible extent. 
 AES-6: Design projects to be visually compatible with surrounding areas. 
 AG-1: Mitigate for loss of farmland. 
 AG-2: Implement Mitigation Measure AG-1. 
 AG-3: Mitigate for loss of forest land or timberland. 
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 AG-4: Inventory innovative ideas and best practices from the RUCS toolkit, USEPA and 
USDA Supporting Sustainable Rural Communities publication, and other sources and 
implement a locally appropriate strategy to manage growth issues at the rural-urban 
interface to support the long-term viability of agriculture in the SACOG region. 

 AG-5: Implement Mitigation Measure AG-3. 
 AIR-1:  Implementing agencies should require air quality modeling for individual land 

use and transportation projects to determine whether thresholds of significance for long-
term operational criteria air pollutant emissions are exceeded and apply recommended 
applicable mitigation measures as defined by the applicable local air district. 

 BIO-1: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status plant species. 
 BIO-2: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status wildlife species. 
 BIO-3: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status fish species. 
 BIO-4: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to riparian habitats. 
 BIO-5: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to oak woodland habitats. 
 BIO-6: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to wetland and other waters. 
 BIO-7: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to wildlife corridors. 
 BIO-8: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on protected trees and other biological 

resources protected by local ordinances. 
 BIO-9: Avoid and minimize, and mitigate for construction-related impacts. 
 CR-1: Conduct historical resources studies and identify and implement project-specific 

mitigation. 
 CR-2: Conduct Archeological resource Studies and identify and implement Project-

Specific Mitigation. 
 CR-3: Reduce Visibility or Accessibility of Archeological resources. 
 CR-4: Conduct project-specific paleontological resources studies and identify and 

implement mitigation. 
 NOI-1: Employ measures to reduce noise from new land uses and transportation projects. 
 NOI-3: reduce noise, vibration, and groundbourne noise generated by construction 

activities. 
 TRN-1: Implement transportation demand management and investment strategies to 

reduce congested vehicle miles traveled. 
 TRN-2: Strategies to support the movement of agricultural products on rural roadways 

near growth areas. 
 TRN-3:  Apply best practice strategies to reduce the localized impact from construction 

activities on the transportation system. 
 CUM-12: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 13.  Implementation of these 

measures will lessen this impact but not to a less than significant level.  After mitigation, 
the regional contribution to this impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

 CUM-19: Implement Mitigation Measures in Chapter 17 will lessen this impact, but not 
to ales than significant level.  After mitigation, the regional contribution to this impact 
remains significant and unavoidable. 

 
 Once again, we are troubled by the DEIR’s approach to the significant and unavoidable 
impacts the above mitigation measures would reduce, but not avoid.  The DEIR has made the 
finding that even if the local agencies adopt all the specific mitigation actions identified in the 
text of the DEIR, that the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  As we have 
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discussed above, SACOG does not have the power to specify the mitigation actions that the local 
agencies should take to reduce the environmental impacts of specific individual projects that are 
within the sole and exclusive jurisdiction of the local agency to approve.  SACOG cannot use the 
DEIR to require local agencies to undertake any specific mitigation actions, either directly or 
indirectly. See, Public resources Code Section 21004. 
 
 A second major problem with the DEIR’s approach is its wording when it comes to 
mitigation measures and findings.  The mitigation measures noted above are virtually all 
followed by text which describes a number of specific actions that should be taken to implement 
the mitigation measure, and the DEIR then makes a finding as to the significance of the impact 
after mitigation.   As noted above, SACOG does not have the power to specify to local agencies 
what specific steps or actions they should be taking to reduce environmental impacts from 
specific local projects that do not need SACOG approval, nor does SACOG have the authority to 
determine when those local projects will have significant and unavoidable impacts after 
mitigation.  SACOG has no evidentiary basis for doing so.  The DEIR is simply speculating 
about the unavoidable and significant impacts of local projects.  An EIR is required to contain 
facts and analysis, not just bare conclusions or opinions. See, Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors 52 Cal.3d 553, at 568, 276 Cal.Rptr. 410 (1990).  Consequently, there is no basis for 
the DEIR to conclude that even after mitigation by the local agencies, a particular impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
 An EIR is not required to, and should not, speculate about environmental impacts that are 
unknown because of incomplete data and hypothetical conditions. See Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California, 6 Cal.4th 1112, 26 
Cal.Rptr.2d 231 (1993) and Anderson First Coalition v. City of Anderson 130 Cal.App.4th 1173, 
30 Cal.Rptr.3d 738 (2005).  Consequently, the DEIR lacks support for its conclusions that future 
development will lead to the numerous significant and unavoidable impacts for which the DEIR 
has proposed the above mitigation measures, and which it would require local agencies to 
implement.  Without data and information about the actual physical conditions present at a local 
project, there is no basis for the DEIR to conclude that it would be feasible for the local agencies 
to implement any of the mitigation described in the DEIR.  It is simply speculation that doing so 
would reduce an individual project’s impacts or that it would even be feasible to implement 
every type of mitigation described it the DEIR. 
 
 In light of the foregoing, SACOG must clarify the following in the Final EIR with regard 
to every mitigation measure it is proposing for future land use projects:  
 

(1) That local land use agencies retain sole and exclusive jurisdiction to determine what 
mitigation will be required for future specific individual projects and will not be 
bound in any way to implement specific mitigation actions contained in the DEIR; 

(2) That SACOG has made no findings in the DEIR that its mitigation measures are 
feasible for the future specific individual land use projects a local land use agency is 
considering for approval; 

(3) That the descriptive text in the DEIR which follows the DEIR’s individual mitigation 
measures is not meant to specify the specific actions a local agency must implement 
to mitigate for an environmental impact; 
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(4) That the text in the DEIR following a mitigation measures is only included to provide 
potential illustrative examples, and that there has been no determination of feasibility 
or efficacy made for any of the examples. 

 
 
Alternatives Analysis in the DEIR 
 
 The DEIR does not contain a discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
MTP/SCS growth forecast scenario.  For example, there was no mention made in the DEIR of 
the future growth being proposed in the Cordova Hills area in eastern Sacramento County or the 
Natomas Joint Vision area north of the City of Sacramento.  Both of those significant new 
growth areas have been proposed for years, yet the DEIR completely ignores them.  
 
 Instead of looking at a reasonable range of alternatives for future growth areas, the DEIR 
simply looks at variations of growth in the same geographic location.  All the alternatives appear 
to be variations on the same theme, namely, growth at higher densities within a reduced area of 
SACOG’s Blueprint Vision Map and within a geographic area even smaller that the proposed 
SCS geographic growth area.  The CEQA Guidelines have long contained the requirement that 
an EIR contain a reasonable range of alternatives to the project or to the location of the project. 
See, CEQA Guideline 15126.6(a).  In matters involving land use decisions the courts have 
required that alternative locations be evaluated.  See, Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 243 Cal.Rptr. 339 (1988).  Consequently, the DEIR is 
deficient because it fails to look at alternative geographic locations for future growth.  It simply 
looks at higher densities within the same location or within a smaller footprint in that location. 
 
 A reasonable range of alternatives should also have included an analysis of alternative 
methods of meeting CARB’s 2020 and 2035 GHG emission reduction targets by setting 
performance standards for new growth areas, rather than simply using a subjective geographic 
constraint.  Those new performance standards could have included an analysis of whether the 
SACOG region could meet the GHG emissions goals without regard to the physical location of 
the new projects.  The DEIR contains no analysis of this as an alternative approach to meeting 
the CARB’s GHG emission reduction targets for the SACOG region. 
 
 Consequently, the DEIR should be revised to include an SCS alternative that is not solely 
based on geographic location, but one based on meeting GHG emission performance standards.   
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 14 – Region Builders, Joshua Wood  

14-1. This introductory comment is noted and requires no response.  Thank you for taking the 
time to comment on the DEIR. 
    

14-2. As stated in the DEIR, CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d) requires an EIR to discuss 
inconsistencies between a project and “applicable general plans.”  For a general plan to 
be applicable to a project, the project must be “subject to” the general plan. (Sierra Club 
v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 544; see also Chaparral Greens v. City of 
Chula Vista (1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1145, fn. 7 [explaining that to be applicable the 
plan must be “legally applicable, or enforceable, as to a particular project”].) The general 
plans of local municipalities within SACOG’s jurisdiction are not “legally applicable, or 
enforceable, as to the” MTP/SCS.  Specifically, SB 375 does not require “a city’s or 
county’s land use policies and regulations, including its general plan, to be consistent 
with the regional transportation plan or an alternative planning strategy.”  (Government 
Code § 65080(b)(2)(J).)  Such a consistency analysis is not required because the goals 
and purposes of the MTP/SCS and local governmental land use plans are intentionally 
and fundamentally distinct.  As explained in the DEIR, local government land use 
planning may be driven by a vision for a community that is not required to be constrained 
by specific economic or population forecasts, or by a mandated horizon date.  The 
MTP/SCS must be a fiscally and time-constrained plan, with a forecasted growth pattern 
that is consistent with—i.e., not exceeding—the amount of forecasted population, 
employment, and housing growth for the region by 2035.  As a result, SB 375 
contemplates that inconsistencies necessarily may exist between general plan and 
MTP/SCS policies, and recognizes that local municipalities may take future actions to 
revise their general plans “to accommodate the housing related policies of a sustainable 
communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy adopted pursuant to Section 
65080.” (Government Code § 65583(f)(3).) 
 
Although general plans do not constitute plans applicable to the MTP/SCS for the 
purposes of CEQA, the DEIR nevertheless includes substantial discussion concerning the 
general plans of the local municipalities within SACOG’s jurisdiction.  SB 375 requires 
that an SCS utilize the most recent planning assumptions in consideration of general 
plans for local municipalities within SACOG’s jurisdiction. (Government Code § 
65080(b)(2)(B).)  Within this context, Chapter 3, pages 3-4 to 3-8 describes the land use 
forecasting process, including analysis of local land use plans.  Appendix E-3 of the plan, 
which is cross-referenced several times in Chapter 3, provides additional detail on the 
jurisdictional 2035 growth allocation methodology that relies upon local land use plans 
(page 18-32) and a detailed summary, by jurisdiction, of the regional growth pattern 
(pages 33-69).  Each jurisdiction narrative describes the adopted and proposed land use 
plans considered in the MTP/SCS, including an accounting of each plan’s buildout 
capacity and the amount of growth the MTP/SCS forecasts for each plan area. When 
applicable, narratives describe local planning areas that were not included in the 
MTP/SCS growth forecast.  The Project Description of the DEIR (Chapter 2) also 
summarizes this land use forecasting process and references Appendix E-3.   
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14-3. “The level of specificity of an EIR is determined by the nature of the project and the ‘rule 

of reason’.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of University of California 
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 407.)  “[W]here an EIR covers several possible projects that are 
diverse and geographically dispersed, the agency has discretion to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the individual projects in general terms in the EIR, while 
deferring more detailed evaluation of the projects for future EIR’s.” (California Oak 
Foundation v. Regents of University of California (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 271, 
citing In re Bay-Delta etc. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1170-1171.)  Here, the MTP/SCS is a 
regional plan covering 22 cities and six counties, over 1,500 projects, and 27 years of 
investment. Accordingly, the DEIR analyzes the MTP/SCS at a programmatic level.   
 
“With respect to an EIR’s project description, only four items are mandatory: (1) a 
detailed map with the precise location and boundaries of the proposed project, (2) a 
statement of project objectives, (3) a general description of the project's technical, 
economic, and environmental characteristics, and (4) a statement briefly describing the 
intended uses of the EIR and listing the agencies involved with and the approvals 
required for implementation.” (California Oak Foundation v. Regents of University of 
California (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 227, 269-270, citing CEQA Guidelines § 15124.)  
The Project Description of the DEIR (Chapter 2) includes all of these required elements.  
Specifically,  the Project Description (1) includes a series of maps identifying project 
boundaries and the physical expansion of the transportation system include the roadway, 
bus and bicycle network from 2008 to 2035 (see Figures 2.1 through 2.9); (2) describes 
the project objectives; (3) summarizes the full scope of transportation investments of the 
MTP/SCS qualitatively and quantitatively including Table 2.15 , which provides an 
overview of select illustrative investments by category of investment and by primary 
transportation corridor, Table 2.14, which quantifies the transportation investments in 
terms of mileage and vehicle service hours, and a narrative description of each 
investment category, which provides the cost break-down by project type; and (4) 
discusses the intended uses of the program EIR. The level of detail included in the Project 
Description of the DEIR (Chapter 2) is appropriate based on the regional-scale of the 
project and the program-level analysis contained in the DEIR.  If a reader is interested in 
more detail, the project list in Appendix A-1, which is incorporated into the DEIR by 
reference, is searchable by jurisdiction and individual project description.   

 
14-4. The project for the purposes of CEQA is the MTP/SCS.  Due to the prohibition against 

piecemealing SACOG could not, consistent with CEQA, analyze the MTP as the sole 
project. Moreover, treating the project as the MTP as opposed to the MTP/SCS would not 
be consistent with SB 375.  In adopting SB 375, the Legislature declared that the SCS 
must be “coordinated and integrated” into the MTP. (Government Code § 
65584.04(i)(1).)  See also Response 14-3 above, for additional discussion concerning the 
adequacy of the Project Description of the DEIR (Chapter 2). 
 

14-5. The commenter is correct that CEQA permits a lead agency to carry out a project for 
which an EIR identifies one or more significant effects on the environment if the public 
agency adopts a statement of overriding considerations and issues a finding that changes 
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or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency and have 
been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.  CEQA, however, does not 
prohibit a lead agency from including within an EIR various mitigation measures that are 
not within its control to implement so long at the agency has the legal discretion to 
consider such mitigation measures.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21004, a 
lead agency may adopt mitigation measures based on “express or implied powers 
provided by law.”  SB 375 requires that a region’s “housing planning be coordinated and 
integrated with the regional transportation plan.” (Government Code § 65584.04(i)(1).)  
A regional transportation plan prepared by a transportation planning agency must in turn 
include considerations relating to “[e]nvironmental enhancements and mitigation.”  (See, 
e.g., Government Code § 65080(b)(4)(B)(viii).)  These and other pronouncements in the 
Transportation Planning and Programming statutes provide SACOG with “express or 
implied powers” to adopt mitigation measures to substantially lessen or avoid potentially 
significant environmental impacts of the MTP/SCS at the program level. 

 
For the purposes of CEQA, a mitigation measure is “feasible” if it is capable of being 
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
account economic, environmental, social and technological factors. (Public Resources 
Code § 21061.1.)  Based on the expertise of SACOG’s staff and consultants, as well as 
consultations with the agencies and local municipalities that would be responsible for 
implementing the various mitigation measures included within the DEIR, SACOG 
determined that all the mitigation measures included in the DEIR are potentially feasible 
as defined by CEQA and in many instances would be sufficient to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to a less than significant level if adopted.  However, SACOG 
recognizes that it cannot require implementing agencies to adopt mitigation measures 
included in the DEIR, and that it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency during 
future project-level EIRs to determine and adopt mitigation based on site specific 
feasibility analysis.  For this reason, where mitigation measures proposed to address 
potentially significant environmental impacts of the MTP/SCS are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency the DEIR concludes that the impact 
remains significant and unavoidable due to the limitations on SACOG’s authority to 
enforce the mitigation measures.  This approach is consistent with CEQA. 
 

14-6. See RTC 14-5.  As stated in City of San Diego v. Board of Trustees of California State 
University (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 1134, 1159, CEQA requires a lead agency to develop 
a reasonable plan for mitigation. A mitigation plan is not rendered infeasible because the 
lead agency must depend on another agency to adopt and implement mitigation based on 
project-specific considerations. (Ibid.)   
 
Additionally, the California Supreme Court has held it is improper for an agency to 
conclude mitigation is financially infeasible where funding may be available if pursued 
from the state.  (See, e.g., City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of California State 
University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 367; City of San Diego v. Board of Trustees of 
California State University, supra, 201 Cal.App.4th at 1164-1165.)   Here, funding made 
possible by SACOG through the MTC/SCS may be required to make some project-level 
mitigation feasible. Commenter’s position, if adopted by SACOG, would improperly 
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limit the ability of SACOG to ensure, to the greatest extent possible, that mitigation 
measures that may substantially lessen or avoid potentially significant impacts of the 
MTP/SCS are financially feasible for the lead agency to adopt during project-level 
environmental review where applicable. 
 
SACOG emphasizes that through the inclusion of detailed mitigation measures within the 
DEIR, SACOG has not usurped the power and jurisdiction of local agencies.  As stated 
throughout the DEIR it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency during future 
project-level EIRs to determine and adopt feasible mitigation.  Substantial evidence 
supports the conclusions contained in the DEIR that some of the potentially significant 
impacts of the MTP/SCS may be reduced to a less-than-significant level if, during future 
project-level environmental review, the lead agency implemented the mitigation 
measures identified in this DEIR.  However, the lead agency for such a future project is 
not legally compelled to adopt the mitigation measures set forth in the DEIR for the 
MTP/SCS if it determines that such measures are not feasible or inapplicable for site-
specific reasons.  Nothing in the DEIR for the MTP/SCS prohibits a lead agency 
conducting project-level environmental review for a project from adopting mitigation 
measures that are different from those identified in the EIR for the MTP/SCS.   
 
Additionally, the DEIR does not conclude that all transportation and land use projects 
within SACOG’s region will, on the project-level, result in the potentially significant 
environmental impacts identified at the programmatic level in the MTP/SCS DEIR.  
Where substantial evidence supports the conclusion that a future project will not result in 
one or more of the potentially significant environmental impacts identified in the DEIR 
for the MTP/SCS, no mitigation would be required pursuant to CEQA.  Similarly, in the 
event that currently unforeseen project-specific factors make infeasible mitigation 
measures proposed by SACOG in the DEIR for the MTP/SCS and no alternative 
measures can otherwise mitigate or avoid a significant effect of the project, then the lead 
agency may when supported by substantial evidence adopt the findings required by 
Public Resources Code section 21081 and approve the project notwithstanding any 
significant and unavoidable impacts.  Therefore, the DEIR for the MTP/SCS does not 
diminish in any way the jurisdiction and authority of any future lead agency for projects 
within the area covered by the MTP/SCS.   

 
14-7. Public Resources Code section 21002 requires agencies to adopt feasible mitigation 

measures in order to substantially lessen or avoid otherwise significant adverse impacts 
of a project. (Public Resources Code § 21002, 21081(a).)  To effectuate this requirement, 
EIRs must set forth mitigation measures that decisionmakers can adopt at the findings 
stage of the CEQA process.  (Public Resources Code § 21100(b)(3).)  The DEIR for the 
MTP/SCS complies with these requirements of CEQA by setting forth potentially 
feasible mitigation measures to address potentially significant environmental impacts of 
the MTP/SCS at the program level. 
 
The DEIR does not conclude that lead agencies conducting future project-level 
environmental analysis that tiers off the MTP/SCS EIR must find that each of the 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts that may occur at the program level 
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will also result at the project-level.  The MTP/SCS solely contemplates and evaluates the 
potential environmental impacts from the MTP/SCS within the five community types 
(Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities, Developing Communities, 
Rural Residential Communities, and Lands Not Identified for Development in the 
MTP/SCS Planning Period) and three transit priority areas (Placer Transit Priority Areas, 
Sacramento Transit Priority Areas, and Yolo Transit Priority Areas) on the programmatic 
regional level.  At the project level, the lead agency may find that substantial evidence 
demonstrates many of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the MTP/SCS 
DEIR will not occur.  See also RTC 14-5 and 14-6. 
 

14-8. A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance 
level of a particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect 
will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with which 
means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant. (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064.7(a).)  Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, SACOG 
developed, and the DEIR articulates, a threshold of significance used to determine 
potential environmental impacts of the MTP/SCS in each resource area addressed in the 
DEIR.    Substantial evidence supports the environmental impact conclusions set forth in 
the DEIR. The commenter provides no support or explanation for its conclusion that the 
impacts are speculative.  The DEIR demonstrates that at the regional level, based on a 
programmatic environmental analysis, certain environmental impacts will remain 
significant and unavoidable. The concerns expressed in the comment derive from the 
assumption that significant impacts identified on the programmatic regional level must 
necessarily be treated as significant impacts at the project level. This is incorrect.  See 
RTC 14-5 through 14-7.  

 
14-9. SACOG recognizes that it cannot require implementing agencies to adopt mitigation 

measures included in the DEIR, and that it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead 
agency during future project-level EIRs to determine and adopt feasible mitigation for 
individual projects.  For individual projects, feasibility will be determined by local 
agencies on a site-specific basis.  See RTC 14-5 through 14-8. 
 

14-10. The requirement to discuss project alternatives in an EIR is tied to CEQA’s substantive 
mandate that significant environmental damage be substantially lessened or avoided 
where feasible. (Public Resources Code §§ 21100(b)(4), 21002.)  To effectuate this 
substantive requirement, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives that 
“could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or 
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects [of the project].”  (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.6(c).)  Among the factors that may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, 
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 
control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.  (CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.6(f)(1).)  “The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of 
reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a 
reasoned choice.”  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(f).)  CEQA allows considerable 

MTP/SCS 2035 
Final Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Chapter 3 - Comments and Response to Comments - Page 3-80



 
 

flexibility in fashioning a range of alternatives, in that “[n]o ironclad rules can be 
imposed regarding the level of detail required in the consideration of alternatives.’”  (Al 
Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 
745.)   
 
The project contemplated by the MTP/SCS covers the entirety of SACOG’s jurisdiction. 
SACOG, therefore, cannot consider an alternative geographic location for the project; the 
MTP/SCS must cover SACOG jurisdictional boundaries.  The alternatives analysis 
should, and does, consider variations of the MTP/SCS within SACOG’s jurisdiction.  The 
MTP/SCS must be a fiscally and time-constrained plan, with a forecasted growth pattern 
that is consistent with—i.e., not exceeding—the amount of forecasted population, 
employment, and housing growth for the region by 2035.  The alternatives analyzed in 
the EIR include the No Project / Workshop Scenario 1, the Workshop Scenario 2, and the 
Workshop Scenario 3.  These alternatives represent a reasonable range of alternatives that 
may lessen or avoid one or more significant impacts of the proposed MTP/SCS.   
SACOG’s growth estimates are based on an examination of a wide range of factors 
including local general plans, state and federal policies and regulations, market 
conditions, the cost and timing of providing infrastructure, and future demographic 
trends.  The two areas mentioned as being ignored were determined to face a combination 
of issues related to federal regulatory approvals, infrastructure provision, flooding, and/or 
market demand.  (In October 2011, the Cordova Hills’ project proponents requested a 
written summary of the reasons the project was not included in the SCS.  A copy of that 
letter is attached.)  These two areas were not singled out for this consideration—the same 
standards and procedures were applied to all future growth areas.  It is also important to 
remember that the MTP/SCS is updated on a federally-regulated cycle of at least every 
four years. This means, for instance, that if new information about individual 
development projects, for instance, becomes available after an MTP/SCS is adopted, 
SACOG is obligated to address that information in the next MTP/SCS update cycle.  The 
comment is incorrect in asserting that there were no differences in the location of growth, 
but only its extent, in the alternatives.  Some planned areas in the alternatives considered 
growth in only one alternative, and not in the others.   
 
Similarly, an alternative based not on geographic constraints but rather on performance 
criteria for new growth in unidentified areas would not be consistent with SB 375.  
Pursuant to SB 375, a sustainable communities strategy must among other criteria (i) 
identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within 
the region; (ii) identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the 
region, including all economic segments of the population, over the course of the 
planning period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into 
the region, population growth, household formation and employment growth; (iii) 
identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the 
regional housing need for the region pursuant to Government Code Section 65584; (iv) 
identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region; and (v) 
set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the 
transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce the 
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a 
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feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the 
state board. (Government Code § 65080I(b)(2)(B).)  These requirements for a sustainable 
communities strategy cannot be achieved without developing a plan based on geographic 
restraints for transportation and land use developments. 
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Comment on MTP/SCS Draft EIR 

Mark Wilson  

Wilson Farms and Vineyards 

PO Box 307 

Clarksburg, CA  95612 

916‐761‐5155 

Wilson80@msn.com 

 

This proposal is to realign State Highway 84 on it’s north terminous from State 

Highway 50/Business 80 to Interstate Highway 5 at a new interchange that will be 

constructed at the present overcrossing just north of the town of Freeport.  

Continuing west from this new northern terminous, State Highway 84 would cross 

the Sacramento River on a new bridge following SCRSD’s easement to the old 

railroad right‐of‐way in Reclamation District 307 (Lisbon Island) in Yolo County.  At 

this point the new highway would turn south along the old railroad right‐of‐way 

until it intersected Clarksburg Road.  At that point it would proceed west 

approximately one mile until it intersects with the present State Highway 84 and 

continue south on it’s present route.  

 

Benefits –  

1. Reducing agricultural and other heavy commercial truck traffic using 

Jefferson Blvd. through the city of West Sacramento.   

A.  Reduce wear on West Sacramento city streets 

B.  Reduce West Sacramento traffic congestion 

C.  Reduce carbon footprint of West Sacramento 

D.  Better air quality for West Sacramento 

E. Pending other road improvements, it would provide an improved     

evacuation route for West Sacramento in the case of flooding 

F.  Improve accessibility for flood fighting and emergency services 

     2.  Many benefits would accrue to the Clarksburg Agricultural District as well as 
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the islands on the west side of the Sacramento River to the south in             

Sacramento County and Solano County.  

A. Improve ingress and egress for the Clarksburg Agricultural District for 

agricultural and commercial trucking  

B. Pull traffic off of narrow river roads 

C. Reduce wear and maintenance on the antiquated and narrow 

Freeport Bridge 

D. Reduce wear and maintenance on narrow levee roads 

E. An alternate, and in many cases better, route for agricultural and 

commercial trucking for the islands to the south of the Clarksburg 

District 

F. Allows most agricultural traffic, other commercial traffic, and much 

of the domestic and tourist traffic to go around the town of 

Clarksburg or enter it from the west side 

G. Allow the Old Sugar Mill industrial area to fully develop with only 

minimal traffic impacts on the community of Clarksburg.  

H. Improve evacuation in the case of flooding 

I. Improve accessibility for flood fighting and emergency services on 

the west side of the Sacramento River 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 15 – Mark Wilson, Wilson Farms and Vineyards 

15-1. SACOG works in coordination with the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) District 3 on all improvements to the State and Federal Highway system 
included in the MTP/SCS.  Caltrans District 3 is responsible for operating, maintaining, 
and improving the highway system in the SACOG region.  This comment has been 
forwarded to the Caltrans District 3 office.  For more information on District 3, go to 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/.   

For more information or to follow up on this comment, please contact Clint Holtzen at 
choltzen@sacog.org.  

15-2. The informational attachment has been reviewed and requires no response. 
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January 9, 2012 
 
 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
SACOG Board of Directors 
SACOG, MTP/SCS 2035 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814  
 
Subject:  Draft MTP/SCS 2035 and Draft EIR on MTP/SCS 2035 
 
Dear SACOG Board of Directors and Executive Director Mike McKeever:   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on both the Draft MTP/SCS 2035 
and its Draft EIR.  We applaud SACOG for the extraordinary effort that has 
gone into conducting the analyses underlying the MTP/SCS and in 
presenting extensive amounts of information to the public.  Particularly 
impressive was the advance in integrating land-use and transportation 
planning.  
 
We appreciate that per capita funding for bike/pedestrian projects has 
increased by 7% since the last MTP and that many of the roadway 
maintenance and rehabilitation projects are to include bike and pedestrian 
facilities.  However, we are concerned by the very small increase in 
bike/pedestrian mode share that is projected over the 27-yr life of the plan 
(e.g. non-commute bike/pedestrian mode-share increases only from 10.6% 
to 12.1%; see Table 5C.7).  Figure 5C.6 shows that the MTP/SCS 2035 does 
not accelerate the growth trend of historical “bike+walk” person trips between 
2008 and 2035.  
 
We understand that the MTP/SCS is a forecast, not a regulatory program.  
The MTP/SCS stands, however, as a valuable planning and implementation 
tool that can have great impact on actual conditions for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  Additionally, it guides the nature of projects that will be funded 
by SACOG.  We have 3 key recommendations for improving the MTP/SCS 
2035 for bicycling in the region:  
 
1. We suggest that the MTP/SCS 2035 state an ambitious goal for 

bike/pedestrian mode-share of 20% for non-commute trips by 2035 
to reflect the broad and direct importance of non-vehicular travel options 
for improving community health, travel safety, air quality, energy 
efficiency, and overall mobility of all transportation-system users.  In 
stating an ambitious goal for mode-share increase, the MTP/SCS 2035 
should focus on planning and investing in bicycle and pedestrian  

S A C R A M E N T O  A R E A  B I C Y C L E  A D V O C A T E S  
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infrastructure in those communities and with the types of facilities that will result in 
the biggest increases in mode-share.   
 
The following strategies will help achieve a 20% non-commute bike/pedestrian 
mode-share by 2035:   

 Invest in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure as soon as possible and 
during the planning period to begin reaping benefits in mode-share increase 
as soon as possible.  

 Set an equally aggressive goal for increasing the densities of urban land use 
to make bike and pedestrian travel more viable,  

 Focus funded projects on communities with high mode-shift potential 
such as mixed-use, high-density, and transit-priority areas. For example, 
Environmental Justice Areas have the highest existing mode share for 
bicycling and walking. EJA mode share is forecast to increase at 4 times the 
rate of the increase in bike/pedestrian mode-share in non EJAs (Table 8.9). 
Therefore, roadway and bike and pedestrian projects in EJA areas should 
receive much higher priority for early funding. 

 Prioritize bicycle infrastructure improvements on low-volume/low-speed 
roadways and streets that will be much more attractive for bicycling by a 
broader swath of our population than on high-speed/high-volume arterials. 
 

 
2. The MTP/SCS 2035 should strengthen the Policies and Supportive Strategies 

presented in Chapter 6 to better focus on assuring “Complete Streets” are 
implemented wherever possible throughout the region.  We believe that most 
MTP/SCS funded projects should have complete street elements and follow 
complete street principles. Nearly all transportation projects can have positive or 
negative impacts on travel by foot, bike, or transit and therefore should be planned 
with complete-street considerations, including all surface-street projects and all 
maintenance and rehabilitation of surface streets. Even freeway projects that create 
wide interchanges with high vehicle volumes and speeds should be required to 
install extraordinary protections for bicyclists and pedestrians in otherwise hostile 
environments (for example, the Hwy 50/Watt Avenue interchange project has 
required special bike and pedestrian infrastructure so that bicyclists and pedestrians 
can get safely travel through the interchange area).   
 
Expanding Complete Streets in the region is a critical way to address the Guiding 
Principles of the MTP/SCS. However, Complete Streets are not the subject of any of 
the 31 policies (and only a few of the strategies) presented in Chapter 6 of the 
MTP/SCS.   
 
We recommend that SACOG better define the extent and purpose of adopting a 
Complete Streets policy as mentioned in Strategy 9.1 (page 6-7). Strategy 9.1 
supports a policy to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The MTP/SCS 2035 
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should also recognize the many other benefits of Complete Streets such as 
improving community health and safety, energy efficiency, travel mobility, and air 
quality.  
 
We believe this is best accomplished through a stand-alone policy under the policy 
category of Land Use and Environmental Sustainability to address ways to greatly 
expand Complete Streets in the SACOG region.  An expanded policy should 
recognize the many co-benefits of making streets safe and desirable for all 
travel modes.  We recommend the Complete Streets policy include these 
specific strategies: 

 
 Establish a definition for what would qualify any street to be a complete 

street (using multi-modal level of service estimates),  

 Develop a goal for what proportion of a jurisdiction’s surface streets 
should ultimately qualify as Complete Streets (we believe this proportion 
should be near 100%), 

 Establish a timetable by when local jurisdictions and the region will 
achieve specified proportions of making all streets complete (perhaps 50% of 
potential streets complete by 2025 and 100% by 2035), 

 Develop and promote a template for local jurisdictions to use in 
considering how to make any surface street into a Complete Street, either 
during construction or as part of maintenance and rehabilitation, 

 Offer incentives, both technical and financial, to encourage local 
jurisdictions to upgrade their surface streets into Complete Streets, and 

 Review and comment on transportation project designs to enhance their 
complete-street qualifications.  

 
1. The MTP/SCS 2035 should invest in planning and implementing continuous 

and direct bike networks between key destinations to promote local circulation 
within Community Types that have greater land-use densities.  Because of higher 
densities, the Center, Corridor, and Established Community Types have the greatest 
potentials for substantial increases in bike mode share.   
 
Much of Policy 29 (in Chapter 6) encompasses strategies to invest in connectivity for 
local and regional circulation.  We recommend that an additional strategy be 
adopted to support Policy 29 that aims to define how a bike network for local 
circulation can qualify as safe, comfortable, continuous, and direct for 
potential bike riders of all ages and abilities.  
 
Bike networks are safe and desirable for riders of all ages and capabilities (from 
school children to grandparents) when they consist of bikeways that have low traffic 
volumes and speeds and are continuous and direct between key destinations. Such 
networks can be comprised of combinations of Class I paths, Class II lanes, and 
Class III routes but they also have special protection for bicyclists when crossing 
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high speed/high volume arterials or other barriers and have signage to direct riders 
to their intended destinations. Facilities such as protected/painted bike lanes, cycle 
tracks, bike boxes (for left turns and congested intersections), and special 
signalization may also be needed.  
 
Key destinations include residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping and dining 
areas, community centers and parks, as well as job concentrations.  Comfortably 
bike-able key destinations will typically be within distances easily traveled on a 30-
minute bike ride (about 3-5 miles) for most people.  
 
For example, continuous and direct bikeways do not currently exist between the 
inner “Park” neighborhoods of Sacramento and the downtown core of commercial 
and government offices, a distance of about 3 miles.  Although current bike facilities 
are a gradually expanding, they are typically a patchwork of bike lanes and Class 3 
routes and often these bikeways are interrupted by high volume/speed arterials 
without adequate protection for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross them.  Even 
arterials with bike lanes may not feel safe for bicyclists if a high speed differential 
exists between vehicles and bicyclists.  
 

 
In addition to our three key requests discussed above, we have these specific questions 
and comments: 
 
1) Draft MTP/SCS page 4-6, 1st paragraph:  
Please discuss why only 5 percent of “maintenance and rehabilitation” projects is spent 
on bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  We believe every roadway maintenance and 
rehabilitation project should consider what measures and features can make the 
roadway safer for bicyclists and pedestrians.    
 
2) Draft MTP/SCS page 4-7, 1st paragraph:  
Please state the criteria for defining Complete Streets and discuss why only 33% of 
MTP/SCS projects qualify as Complete Streets.  
 
3) Draft MTP/SCS page 5C-29, Table 5C.6:  
Please explain the lack of increase in commute mode share for carpools between 2008 
and 2035, even with the huge investments in carpool lanes shown in Table 4.2.  
 
4) Draft MTP/SCS page 10-17, 3rd paragraph: 
We request that the MTP/SCS 2035 provide more safety performance measures and 
information for bicyclists and pedestrians because vehicle collisions with such travelers 
have much higher risk of fatality.  Specifically, these collision, fatality, and injury data 
should be reported per capita and disaggregated by mode and type of street or roadway 
of occurrence (e.g. high speed arterial, local street).  
 
5) DEIR page 16-60 in Chapter 16 – Transportation, 1st paragraph: 
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The first paragraph lists ways that roadway projects may interfere with the bicycle or 
pedestrian system.  The first bullet should be modified to state (added text underlined): 
“Roadway improvement projects or land use changes which result in higher vehicle 
volumes or speeds adjacent to Class 1 paths or Class 2 lanes, or on Class 3 routes.”  
The second bullet should similarly be modified to mention Class 3 routes (which do not 
have painted lanes but sometimes signage, sharrows, or other markings on roadway).   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft MTP/SCS 2035. We look forward 
to further progress with this process and again commend SACOG, its officers, and staff 
for their attention and hard work in making the Sacramento region a safe and desirable 
place to live, work, and play.  
 
SABA works to ensure that bicycling is safe, convenient, and desirable for everyday 
transportation. Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy 
efficient, and least congesting form of transportation 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tricia Hedahl 
Executive Director 
 
 
 
CC: Kacey Lizon, SACOG Senior Planner 

Lacey Symons-Holtzen, SACOG Assistant Planner 
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Attachment:  Specific Comments about MTP/SCS 2035  
Chapter 6 “Policies and Supportive Strategies” 

 
Strategy 2.1:  Providing computer software and technical assistance should include 
tools for estimating and projecting Multi-Modal Level of Service for complete-street 
improvements.  
 
Strategy 2.3:  Monitoring and reporting commute patterns should cover all modes of 
transportation.  
 
Strategy 2.7:  Assessment of transportation projects should ensure full provision of 
Complete Streets features.   
 
Strategy 3.5:  Providing connections for bicyclists and pedestrians should address 
connections across freeways and high speed/high volume arterials in addition to gated 
communities, walls, and cul-de-sacs.   
 
Strategy 3.7:  Travel modeling studies should be shared with active transportation 
groups in addition to local governments and air districts.  
 
Policy 17:  “Preservation of the existing road and highway system as top priority for local 
public works agencies and Caltrans” must acknowledge that it is also high priority that 
that system be modified and enhanced to provide complete-street features to serve all 
transportation modes throughout the system.   
 
Strategy 19.2:  Supporting seamless trips should also address the “last mile problem” by 
providing bicycle improvements such as bike-share programs, directional signage, and 
bike storage facilities.  
 
Strategy 20.1:  Improving transit access should include providing designated bike routes 
and signage around transit stops.  
 
Policy 22:  Supporting “proactive and innovative education and transportation demand 
management” should include 1) a strategy to consider congestion pricing and parking 
management, and 2) a strategy to support active transportation groups in producing 
bicycle-route maps, delivering pedestrian and bicycling education, and in completing the 
bikeway network.  
 
Policy 24:   Outreach to low income and minority communities must include a strategy 
that sets a high priority on establishing continuous and direct bicycle networks to key 
destinations in Environmental Justice Areas because these communities currently use 
active transportation modes at a much higher rate than other communities and will 
respond with the greatest increases in bike mode share if adequate facilities exist.  
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Policy 26:  “Providing additional capacity for local and regional traffic on major arterials” 
must ensure that mobility for bicyclists and pedestrians on such arterials is enhanced 
and that barriers to biking and walking are not created. 
 
Strategy 29.2:  The word “eventual” modifying “creation of a regional bicycle and 
pedestrian network” must be replaced by the word “rapid” to demonstrate the high 
priority, front-loaded necessity of investing in this network, especially in Environmental 
Justice Areas, not just where good local circulation networks already exist.     
 
Policy 30:  Giving primary priority to “road expansion” violates the MTP/SCS Guiding 
Principle of Equity and Choice (i.e. provide real, viable travel choices for all people . . .).  
Instead this policy should state that selective road expansions will be considered if they 
enhance Complete Streets infrastructure and enhance mobility options for all 
transportation modes.  As stated, this policy encourages single-occupancy vehicle 
travel.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 16 – Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 

16-1. Thank you for your complimentary comment and participating in this process. 
 

16-2. This comment introduces comments 34-3 through 34-5 and is noted.  Thank you for 
taking the time to review and comment on the draft MTP/SCS.  Responses to these 
individual comments are provided below. 
 

16-3. While a 20 percent walk and bike mode share is an admirable goal, the MTP/SCS must 
plan a financially constrained transportation system to support the population and growth 
pattern most likely to occur by a future year. This makes the MTP/SCS unique from other 
plans, such as general plans, which are often aspirational and not limited by such 
requirements. Even within these requirements, the MTP/SCS does show significant 
increase in the rate of non-motorized trip-making.  Bike trip-making increases by 8 
percent on a per-capita basis, and walk trip-making by 17 percent.  The combined bike-
and-walk mode share for all trips increased from 9 percent to 10.3 percent of all 
household-generated trips. Given that the longer term historic trend has been a decline in 
non-motorized trip-making, this increase is significant. Achieving a non-motorized mode 
share as high as 20 percent would require major changes in the costs of transportation 
(e.g., through many-fold increases in fuel costs, aggressive VMT fees, etc.) or major 
changes in social values (i.e., attitudes about modes of travel or the environment). Such 
changes go well beyond SACOG’s ability to forecast, as well as the latitude for preparing 
forecasts allowed to SACOG by state and federal regulations pertaining to long range 
transportation planning.  Regarding accelerating funding for bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 

Comments also suggest setting an equally aggressive goal for increasing urban land use 
densities.  Unlike city and county general plans which can be visionary with aspirational 
goals and objectives, the MTP/SCS must be a fiscally and time-constrained plan, with a 
forecasted growth pattern that is consistent with,  but does not exceed, the amount of 
forecasted population, employment, and housing growth for the region by 2035.  In 
developing the MTP/SCS 2035 land use forecast, SACOG worked with each of the local 
jurisdictions to develop a growth forecast and accompanying land use allocation that 
reflects each of their Blueprint implementation efforts. At the same time, the MTP/SCS 
2035 land use  assumptions must reflect the growth pattern that is most likely to occur, 
based on the best information available (23 U.S.C. § 134; 42 U.S.C. § 7506; 23 C.F.R. pt. 
450; 40 C.F.R. pt. 93). The resulting growth patterns are a combination of local policies, 
many of which reflect or are influenced by Blueprint principles, and market forces 
leavened by issues such as flooding and habitat conservation.  The goals, policies, and 
strategies in the plan do support increased densities in activity centers and generally 
result in a more compact regional growth pattern.  However, a more aggressive goal for 
increasing densities would not be consistent with state and federal regulations for 
developing the MTP/SCS. 

 
The MTP/SCS does seek to focus investments in all modes where they make the most 
difference.  SACOG’s regional funding programs include criteria for applicants to 
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demonstrate that projects meet the goals and objectives of the MTP, including shifting 
trips from auto to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes.   
 
The MTP/SCS focuses bicycle and pedestrian improvements where they are most needed, 
based on existing and potential demand, network gaps, and safety concerns.  SACOG’s 
Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) serves as the basis for 
the regional bicycle and pedestrian system included in the MTP/SCS. Recently, the 
SACOG Board directed staff to develop regional policies for the Master Plan, and staff 
will be conducting this effort in 2012. The policies, once approved by the SACOG Board, 
will inform the Master Plan update and the project selection process during SACOG’s 
next Regional Funding Program round in 2013, for the purposes of guiding the region 
towards creating a truly regional bicycle and pedestrian system.   
 

16-4. Thank you for these strategy recommendations. Please see Master Response F: Complete 
Streets. 
 

16-5. SACOG agrees that continued planning and improvement of the region’s bicycle 
networks is important and beneficial.  Policy 29 addresses bicycle safety and connectivity 
in strategies 29.1 thru 29.4. Strategy 29.4 specifically mentions the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Funding Program, the primary mechanism by which SACOG funds bicycle 
and pedestrian infrastructure improvements in the region, which includes specific funding 
criteria relating to the safety and connectivity of the bicycle network. The Regional 
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) includes specific goals and 
objectives to create a safe, convenient, and accessible bicycle and pedestrian network. 
SACOG will consider the additional language suggested in this comment as part of the 
2013 update of the Master Plan.  

 
16-6. The MTP/SCS assumes a five percent share of the maintenance and rehabilitation budget 

can be anticipated for bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements.  The five percent 
share is an estimate incorporating sidewalks and bike lanes into road maintenance and 
rehabilitation activities. The estimate is a reflection of the fact that the investment needed 
varies greatly by the project and across the region. 
 
It should be noted that the five percent share is not a target or ceiling for bicycle and 
pedestrian funding as part of maintenance and rehabilitation projects. In fact, the new 
strategy 17.5 makes it clear that SACOG supports the further consideration of 
opportunities to improve the maintenance of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
coordination with traditional road rehabilitation projects.  
 
 

16-7. The 33% is a conservative estimate of projects including complete streets elements that 
increase a street's accessibility to more than a single mode of transportation, such as 
adding bike lanes, sidewalks, buffers, transit facilities, etc. Some projects are too far into 
the future to have identified a full scope, including all components that would facilitate 
better bicycle, pedestrian, or transit access.  SACOG includes its definition of complete 
streets on its website as "roadways that provide for the effective movement of all public 
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right-of-way users. Complete streets do more than just provide facilities for pedestrians, 
bicycles, transit, and cars. They include consideration of ADA accessibility, comfort and 
safety of all users, quality of life, regional and local transportation demand, and goods 
movement."  The discussion of complete streets in Chapter 4 of the MTP/SCS is 
modified to include this definition and provide more clarity on the incorporation of 
complete streets in the MTP/SCS. 
 

16-8. Commute carpooling as a share of total commuting has been flat or declining slightly in 
Sacramento, as it has in many other areas around the United States.  There is no 
consensus yet as to the reason for this. The best single source documenting the national 
trend is “Commuting in America III” published by the Transportation Research Board.  
In the MTP/SCS, the forecasted share is flat (14.7%), but the absolute number of carpool 
commuters increases by 33 percent.  Factors not accounted for in the basic travel demand 
forecasts (e.g., incentives to carpooling provided at workplaces) may result in marginally 
higher commute carpooling than forecasted for the MTP/SCS. 
 

16-9. See Master Response C: Safety 
 

16-10. The recommended text change has been made to the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
The first and second bullets on page 16-61 now read:  
 
 Roadway improvement projects or land use changes which result in higher vehicle 

volumes or speeds adjacent to Class 1,or Class 2, or Class 3 bike routes; 

 Roadway improvement projects that eliminate Class 1,or Class 2, or Class 3 bike 
routes 

 

16-11. This comment is noted. You are welcome and thank you again for your comments and 
continued participation in this process.  
 

16-12. SACOG agrees with many of your comments and suggestions.  While many of your 
comments did not require changes to specific policies or strategies, we did update a 
number of policies and strategies based on your input. Please see the following responses, 
by policy/strategy for each comment and suggestion.   

 
 Strategy 2.1: At this time SACOG does not have tools for estimating and 

projecting Multi-Modal Level of Service. Please also see Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. 

 
 Strategy 2.3: SACOG has, over time, increased both its monitoring and 

forecasting efforts with regard to commute patterns. In monitoring activities, 
SACOG tracks commute trends (see the “Regional Transportation Monitoring 
Report” published by SACOG in 2010), including commute by all modes of 
transportation. An update of this report is under way now, and commuter patterns 
will be reported out by mode.  
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 Strategy 2.7: SACOG agrees that complete streets should be considered when 
assessing transportation projects. Inclusion of complete streets or complete 
corridors is a criterion in SACOG’s Regional Funding Programs. However, a 
regional understanding of the application of complete streets in different 
community types is necessary before ensuring “full provision” of complete street 
features. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets for more information on 
SACOG’s future efforts. 

 
 Strategy 3.5: SACOG agrees that these barriers should be added to the strategy. 

The strategy now references connections across creeks, freeways and high 
speed/high volume arterials.  

 
 Strategy 3.7: SACOG shares all travel modeling studies with all appropriate 

SACOG Advisory Committees (including those related to active transportation, 
such as Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee and Transit Coordinating Committee) 
in addition to local governments and air districts. 

 
 Policy 17: The policy is intended to be broadly defined and acknowledge the 

priorities of local public works agencies and Caltrans. Complete streets would be 
one of many reasons this is a top priority for local agencies. Chapter 10 of the 
MTP/SCS discusses in more detail road maintenance challenges and why this is a 
top priority for local agencies, including the relationship to complete streets 
projects.  

    
 Strategy 19.2: Staff believes this comment fits best under Policy 20, Strategy 

20.1. Directional signage and bike storage were added to Strategy 20.1. 
 

 Strategy 20.1: Designated bike routes and directional signage were added to 
Strategy 20.1. 

 
 Policy 22: This policy focuses on TDM strategies that offer alternatives to driving 

alone. The comment suggests adding a strategy to study congestion pricing and 
parking management, which are TDM strategies that influence behavior as 
opposed to offering choices. While these strategies are worth studying, their 
inclusion under this policy would be inconsistent with the policy’s focus. 
However, the study of these TDM strategies is included under Policy 9, as a 
greenhouse gas reduction strategy. For the second strategy proposed, Strategy 
22.2 describes expanding TMAs and outreach partners to provide education and 
advocacy programs across the region’s six-county area. We believe this strategy, 
as currently stated, addresses the suggestion to support active transportation 
groups, whom SACOG considers among its outreach partners in carrying out 
Policy 22.  

 
 Policy 24: While the policy addressed in the comment is about outreach, SACOG 

recognizes that residents of EJ areas use active transportation modes at a higher 
rate than residents of Non-EJ areas. Activities included in SACOG’s recent 
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Strategic Growth Council grant application are designed to help with assessment 
and prioritization of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure investments that fill 
gaps and are most likely to increase residents’ walking, bicycling and transit use.  

 
 Policy 26: SACOG agrees with this. Please see Master Response F: Complete 

Streets on strategies to support local governments in ensuring bicycle and 
pedestrian mobility.  

 
 Strategy 29.2: The word eventual is stricken from the text.  As described in the 

Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis, a number of limiting 
factors influence the rate at which the investments in any budget category can be 
implemented in the MTP/SCS.  However, SACOG includes complete streets, 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit considerations throughout the policies and 
strategies included in Chapter 6 to ensure that these elements are considered 
whenever possible in investment decisions. 

 
 Policy 30: SACOG has added “bicycle and pedestrian investments” to Strategy 

30.2.  The remainder of the policy and strategies remain the same.  SACOG does 
not agree that this policy conflicts with the guiding principles of the MTP/SCS.  
In fact, the policy is aimed at prioritizing road expansion projects that support 
infill development and relieve key congestion areas, both of which support 
principles of smart land use, access and mobility, economic vitality, and equity 
and choice. As with bicycle and pedestrian improvements, infill development and 
congestion bottleneck relief are part of creating an integrated land use and 
transportation plan. 
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PO Box 1526  Sacramento, CA  95812        (916) 444-0022    

       

  

January 9, 2012 
 
 
Board of Directors         
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
1415 L Street Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

Re: Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and 

corresponding DEIR 

 
Honorable Board Members and Executive Director Mike McKeever: 
 

The Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS), Habitat 2020, and the California Heartland 
Project are unified in our support of SACOG's first joint Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan / 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The plan is a visionary approach to the SB 375 
objective to link regional land use and transportation planning to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. We applaud the direction of the SACOG Board and the efforts of SACOG staff to 
produce a scenario that, if adhered to, will certainly make significant steps towards regional 
sustainability.  
 
Considering the financial constraints of this planning cycle, we are impressed with SACOG's 
ability to do "more with less" by directing investment to areas that maximize impact by the cost 
effectiveness of smart growth and active transportation.  Some of the impressive anticipated 
outcomes we support include: 
 

o Meeting the CARB GHG reduction targets (10% by 2020, 16% by 2035) 
o Declines in congested VMT (6.9%) 
o Increases in transit service hours, system productivity, and access overall, and 

more so for Environmental Justice Areas 
o More homes, jobs, and amenities near high-frequency transit 
o 8% proportion of funding to active transportation, with additional bike/ped 

improvements integrated into road maintenance funds 
 
While we strongly commend the modeling outcomes the MTP/SCS presents, there is also room 
for strengthening the plan to help ensure these outcomes are achieved. We fully support the many 
suggestions offered in the letters of ClimatePlan, Human Impact Partners, and the Coalition On 
Regional Equity. But, for the purposes of this letter, we are obliged to highlight some key areas of 
weakness that we feel could, in the long-term, be a detriment to the successful implementation of 
this valuable plan. We recognize that the following, in some cases, deals with processes that 
require further coordination with local jurisdictions, and are not necessarily in the sole control of 
SACOG. Given that, we offer these observations for your ongoing consideration in future work.  
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Transportation: 

 

It has long been a concern of ECOS and others that, too often, housing and commercial 
development takes place without adequate transit, and that when and if transit is put in place, it is 
then difficult to change car-oriented behavior. It is understood that SB375 only requires quality 
transit to be planned within the time horizon of the MTP for residential projects to meet the 
criteria for CEQA benefits, and we are pleased with SACOG's approach to targeting 
transportation projects that will maximize effects of investment. Yet we feel that more specific 
strategies are needed to ensure appropriate phasing of transit and active transportation 
improvements with residential development. 
 
We hope to see SACOG review transportation project phasing in relationship to current densities 
and the timing of future development, working with other agencies and local jurisdictions to 
establish protocols which: identify and accelerate transit for high-density arterial corridors and 
existing urban areas that currently lack adequate service: flag and defer or cancel any costly 
transit capital projects that would begin construction before the densities would justify the cost 
(as suggested by Strategy 28.9): Flag, defer or cancel road and transit construction that would 
trigger premature peripheral growth. 
 
Land Use: 

 
The land use forecast in the MTP/SCS represents an improvement over previous regional 
planning efforts.  The MTP/SCS anticipates accommodating expected growth with a vision 
toward more efficient land use and a smaller expansion of the regional development footprint.  
There are a variety of factors that help to make this MTP update a promising step toward a 
sustainable future for the Sacramento region, including the first-time incorporation of SB 375 
requirements, SACOG’s advanced modeling tools, and extensive public outreach to help define 
the MTP/SCS preferred scenario for land use and transportation.   
 
Despite these improvements, the MTP/SCS includes key assumptions that, if adopted, could 
hinder the region’s ability to achieve important land use and transportation objectives.   
 
The single most important assumption in the MTP/SCS land use forecast that should be reviewed 
is the overestimation of demand for single-family large-lot housing.  Although this type of 
housing has dominated residential development throughout the region for the past several 
decades, independent studies consistently show that demographic changes are reducing the 
demand for this type of housing.  The MTP/SCS acknowledges that  “…there will be significant 
demand, especially by the large, retirement age baby boomer generation and the even larger 
Generation Y echo-boomer cohort (those born between 1978 and 1994), for new housing, 
including rentals and small lot homes…”1.  Despite this, Table 3.9 of the MTP/SCS shows that 28 
percent of new housing in 2035 is single-family large-lot.   
 
This contrasts sharply with at least one recent study concluding that the Sacramento region 
already has enough single-family large-lot residential supply to meet demand through 2035.2  
                                                        
1 SACOG, Draft MTP/SCS 2035, November 10, 2011, p. 3-13. 

2 Nelson, Arthur C. The New California Dream: How Demographic and Economic Trends May 

Shape the Housing Market. Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 2011, Table 4.4, p. 43.  
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This study by the Urban Land Institute estimated that over half of the residential demand between 
2010 and 2020 will be for attached units; and by 2035, about 60% of demand will be for attached 
units.  The MTP/SCS predicts a lower share of attached units. 
 
This result of this overemphasis on single-family large-lot development is significantly more 
developed acreage than necessary to meet demand, and the less-compact land use form results in 
greater vehicle trip lengths and greenhouse gas emissions.  Table 3.11 of the MTP/SCS shows 
that 45 percent of additional developed acres between 2008 and 2035 are in Developing 
Communities – where much of the single-family large-lot development would occur. 
 
The fundamental cause of this problem is the MTP/SCS assumption that 42 percent of forecasted 
housing demand and 18 percent of employment demand will be in Developing Communities.3  
Not surprisingly, the largest increase in housing units by community type between 2008 and 2035 
is in Developing Communities, where the share of housing units increases from three percent in 
2008 to 13 percent in 2035. 
 
To remedy this problem, we recommend that SACOG work with individual jurisdictions to refine 
the demand analysis and land use distribution to reduce the 2035 forecasted housing unit 
allocation for Developing Communities by at least 50% (to a total of not more than 75,000 units) 
and reallocate the remainder to Center and Corridor Communities. 
 
In addition, we encourage SACOG to develop a guidebook that provides clear examples of the 
key characteristics of the various development types in the MTP/SCS.  The Guidebook could be 
developed similar to the Title 24 guidebook that was published shortly after the Title 24 standards 
were adopted in 1978. 
 
Finally, SACOG’s 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction targets are difficult to consider at the Plan or 
Project level because there is currently no method/model that could evaluate plan or project 
performance at meeting the targets.  We encourage SACOG to work with ARB, local air districts, 
educational institutions, and others to develop technical tools (similar to CalEEMod) that would 
provide the ability to evaluate individual projects and their contribution to regional targets.  
 
CEQA Streamlining Determination Process:  
 

SB 375 gives the local jurisdiction the discretion for making the determination for what level of 
CEQA exemptions a project is qualified for within the SCS, but, while it is suggested, there is no 
mandate for a public notice, hearing or review process for this determination (PRC 21155.1). In 
most cases, the usual required CEQA process would ensue after the determination, but of course; 
the determination affects what will be reviewable in that process. Further, after that 
determination, the ability to challenge findings is made more difficult, being raised to the 
"substantial evidence" standard. And with no precedence, it remains unclear if it is possible to 
challenge the determination itself. And, in the event that a project is dubbed to be a "sustainable 
communities" project, qualifying for a full CEQA exemption, then there will be no ensuing 
process. 
 

Page 3-36 of the plan states, “To determine a project’s consistency with the SCS, a jurisdiction 
must find it consistent with the general land use, density, intensity, and any applicable land use 

                                                                                                                                                                     
 
3 SACOG, p. 3-15. 

MTP/SCS 2035 
Final Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Chapter 3 - Comments and Response to Comments - Page 3-106

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-5Cont.

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-6

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-7

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-8

GGreene
Typewritten Text

GGreene
Typewritten Text



policies of the SCS. Additional information by jurisdiction and community type is provided in 
Appendix E-3.” 
 

The jurisdictional narratives of anticipated growth in Appendix E-3, in conjunction with the 
primary map of the plan by community type (Figure 3-2, MTP/SCS, p. 3-11) and the breakdown 
of qualifications for the levels of CEQA benefits in Table 2-16 (DEIR, p. 2-60) offer a very broad 
net for jurisdictions to make the interpretation of "consistency" with the SCS, or judge the 
impacts that have been addressed by the programmatic SCS EIR. We understand that SACOG 
does not have the capacity to provide oversight for all regional project-level determinations, but 
lacking this oversight or a more specific guide for land-use designations, it is extremely important 
that there be a public process before these determinations are made.  At the very least, an 
opportunity for public input should be established in coordination with the local jurisdictions to 
ensure that equity, health, and environmental interests are adequately addressed.  
 
Natural Resources:  

 

We are greatly concerned about the continued trend of greenfield development in the region. We 
support the reduced growth footprint of this MTP/SCS, yet there remains a substantial amount of 
greenfield development within the footprint (that will now receive CEQA exemptions). And 
further, there are currently many thousands of acres of proposed development outside of the plan 
that will endanger the plan's future success. Growth outside of the plan in one area will need to be 
absorbed by the rest of the region and inhibit the growth of other jurisdictions, in subsequent 
MTPs.  And it is feared that much more than the CEQA benefits provided by the SCS will be 
needed to incentivize smart growth and adherence to the plan.  
 
The centerpiece of the plan's natural resource element is the Rural Urban Connection Strategy. 
We cannot understate our praise for the work of the RUCS program since the last MTP in 
analyzing the broad range of factors that affect viability of the region's rural communities. And 
we commend RUCS's demonstration of the economic imperatives to preserve the regions 
agricultural base.  
 
SACOG highlights performance in this area with the projection that, by 2035, 37,000 acres of 
agricultural land will be converted to urban development--compared to 200,000 acres converted 
since 1988, (despite a greater projected population increase by 2035).  This is certainly a great 
departure from the past that we support. Clearly, RUCS is an innovative and impressive program, 
yet it is essentially an economic viability study for agriculture alone, and the sophisticated 
analysis does not extend equally to habitat impacts, or other ecosystem services (i.e. carbon 
sequestration, groundwater recharge). 
 
For plant and wildlife habitat viability, the SCS relies mostly on the presumed completion of the 
region's Habitat Conservation Plans. But these plans, alone, do not address critical regional 
connectivity, and, in some cases, do not at this point show certainty of successful completion.     
 
The total acreage of newly developed land in the SCS is generally represented to be 53,266-
53,914 (EIR 2-25; 19-20). Within the newly developed areas, 36,392 acres of agriculture 
(MTP/SCS, 7-6), 5,602 acres of designated forest (EIR,4-44), and 37,681 acres of habitat are 
impacted (Table 7-5, MTP/SCS 7-17). Obviously, there are overlaps of these 79,675 acres of 
agriculture, forest, and habitat to add up to the ~53,500 figures. Table 6-6 (EIR, 6-35) adds up the 
impacts to 53,914 - showing only 16,233 acres of agriculture beyond the 37,000 of habitat. But 
how or where the other 24,000 acres overlap is not clearly indicated or shown spatially to be able 
to adequately analyze impacts. 

MTP/SCS 2035 
Final Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Chapter 3 - Comments and Response to Comments - Page 3-107

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-8Cont.

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-9

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-10

GGreene
Typewritten Text
17-11



 
Further, while SACOG has used the best data currently available, it is roundly recognized that 
comprehensive, accurate, up-to-date natural resource data does not exist for the region to do 
sufficient analysis of these impacts. 
 
The lack of data is demonstrated by the plan's simple justification that the 37,500 acres of habitat 
impacted represents only "one percent of the 2,543,519 acres of habitat and land cover in the 
region today," (MTP/SCS, 7-16). However, the vast majority of this regional habitat resides in the 
National Forest in the mountains, while the vast majority of the impacts are in the valley and 
foothills where viable habitat differs greatly and is much more sparse. In the future, a 
proportionate analysis of habitat impacts on the valley must be undergone, at a regional level, to 
adequately assess environmental sustainability of the MTP/SCS. 
 
We believe that the interests of equity, public heath, and economic prosperity in compact transit-
oriented urban planning are best served by complimentary planning for natural resource and 
open-space conservation. Improved natural resource data, analysis and conservation strategies 
need to be developed to compliment the SCS, to further incentivize adherence to the valuable 
urban plan that SACOG has developed.  
 
In the future, this data could be used:  

 As a public decision-support tool for targeting responsible and efficient investment for 
development and conservation. 

 To enable participation in/development of a Regional Advanced Mitigation Program 
 To demonstrate co-benefits for ecology, public health, recreation and education, as well 

as the economic imperatives for habitat/open-space conservation 
 To demonstrate co-benefits and economic imperatives to preserve ecosystem services, 

(ie. carbon sequestration, flood management and groundwater recharge)  
 
Conclusion: 

 
To reiterate, we applaud SACOG's first joint SCS/MTP, and we hope the above comments are 
constructive to implementation of the plan. We also commend the extensive efforts of SACOG 
staff to engage the public throughout the MTP process. We greatly appreciate the time and 
attention that has been provided us in addressing our concerns and suggestions in development of 
this plan, and we look forward to our continued work with SACOG moving forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jonathan Ellison, President 
ECOS Board of Directors 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 17 – Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS), 
Habitat 2020, and the California Heartland Project, Jonathan Ellison, ECOS Board 
of Directors 

17-1. Thank you for supporting the anticipated outcomes of the MTP/SCS.   
 
17-2. These introductory comments are noted.   
 
17-3. The transportation investments in the MTP/SCS were tailored to the land use forecast for 

two years: 2020 and 2035.  Phasing assumptions related to the amount and density of 
development were considered in the timing of transportation projects.  In addition, the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation process and the plan’s federal air quality conformity 
determination are directly tied to these land use and transportation phasing assumptions.  
Because of the many planning implications of these three plans, SACOG and our member 
and partner agencies worked very hard to estimate as accurately as possible the short-
term (2020) and long-term (2035) growth patterns and transportation investments.  Please 
also see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis.   

 
However, SACOG agrees with the notion of improving coordination among agencies 
responsible for land use entitlements, transportation planning, and transportation service 
provision.  To demonstrate this, a new strategy has been added to the MTP/SCS: 
Strategy 29.5: Help facilitate improved coordination between transit agencies, public 
works departments and local land use authorities in planning new developments that are 
transit-,  bicycle-, and pedestrian-supportive and timed so that new facilities and transit 
services are available at the time the new growth occurs. 

 
17-4. This is an introduction to Comments 17-5 through 17-7 and no response is required. 
 
17-5. The ULI report presents compelling information about the market demand in California’s 

largest metropolitan areas.  The report also acknowledges that it “does not address 
whether and how the land use regulations of the state’s largest metropolitan areas can be 
restructured to facilitate planning and development processes that would allow absorption 
of this market demand.”1 The report acknowledges that additional supply-side challenges 
must be overcome for the market demand it forecasts to be fully served, including local 
land use regulations and infrastructure constraints. Chapter 3, particularly pages 3-13 
through 3-15 and 3-32, discusses a number of the challenges facing development in the 
region’s Centers and Corridors and Established Communities. These challenges include 
local regulations (e.g. zoning codes and parking standards) and insufficient infrastructure 
capacity, as well as other challenges such as transit funding, the dissolution of 
redevelopment, and financing.  The confluence of these competing supply and demand 
factors is the MTP/SCS land use pattern, which by law must be based on a reasonable 
estimate of the amount, type, and location of growth in the region, taking into account 
market demand, regulatory conditions (local, state and federal), economic conditions, and 
infrastructure constraints.  

                                                 
1 Nelson, Arthur C., p. 11. 
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The challenges described above should not be taken to mean that the SACOG region’s 
housing market is not moving at all in the direction suggested in the ULI report. As many 
general plans and specific plans in the region have been updated recently, or are currently 
being updated, we are seeing a shift towards planning for more small-lot and attached 
housing and the MTP/SCS land use forecast reflects this change as well as the change in 
market demand that supports an increase in these housing types.  Additionally, the 
forecast contained in this Draft MTP/SCS of 28% of new homes being large-lot single-
family is lower than the 30% assumed in the visionary assumptions in Blueprint Project.   
 
It is also important to note that the Developing Communities included in the MTP/SCS 
generally are quite different from the large-scale master planned communities typical of 
the last few decades. Consistent with Blueprint principles, many of them provide a wider 
range of housing choices, are often located adjacent to existing large job centers whose 
workers will benefit from nearby housing options, provide a local resident-serving mix of 
uses such as schools, parks, and retail, and typically have a pedestrian and bicycle 
network and at least options reserved for future transit.  The plan also points out that 
Developing Communities face their share of challenges, including how much overall 
demand there will be in this Community Type and for the portion of housing that is more 
traditional, larger-lot single family stock.   
 
As part of its ongoing monitoring activities and in preparation for the next MTP/SCS 
update, SACOG will track and document actual development activity to assess whether 
or not the housing mix and growth pattern of the MTP/SCS should be adjusted.  This will 
be done both because federal and state regulations require it, and in order to determine 
how the trends identified in the ULI report are playing out in Sacramento region.   
 

17-6. We agree with the principle that educational materials about various development types 
are important.  While we do not currently have a guidebook, we do have several tools 
available to help with education and visualization of development types.  The land use 
types used in the Blueprint Project are the basis for all SACOG land use modeling.  
Information about those land uses is available on our website at: 
http://www.sacregionblueprint.org.  Additionally, we have a number of civic 
engagement tools available on our website, including educational videos, power points, 
photo simulations, and a photo database where thousands of photos of hundreds of types 
of development can be found.   This is on our website at: 
http://sacog.org/CivicEngagement. In addition, we will be working with local agencies 
to implement the MTP/SCS and will be considering refining tools for that effort. We 
appreciate the suggestion and will consider how this could fit into MTP/SCS 
implementation.  

 
17-7. We agree that these regional targets are difficult to consider at the project level. SACOG 

has a set of tools and methods that can evaluate land use, travel and GHG emissions at 
the plan or project level. We agree that we should engage the suggested stakeholders and 
other interested parties as we improve upon existing tools and develop new ones.    
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17-8. For CEQA exemptions, Public Resource Code Section 21155.1 requires a legislative 

body to conduct a public hearing to find that a transit priority project meets all of the 
environmental criteria of subdivision (a), all of the land use criteria of subdivision (b), 
and at least one of the three criteria in subdivision (c) of that section. This means a 
thorough analysis of a proposed project needs to be conducted and then considered at a 
public hearing before a transit priority project can be declared a sustainable communities 
project.  For Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs), which are 
applicable to transit priority projects, Public Resource Code Section 21155.2(b) describes 
public comment periods for a draft SCEA, with notice provided in the same manner as 
required for an EIR pursuant to Section 21092. For EIRs applicable to transit priority 
projects and residential or mixed-use residential projects, the standard EIR noticing and 
public review periods would apply (CEQA Guidelines 15082(c), 15087, 15105(a), PRC 
21092, CEQA Guidelines 15092). 

  
17-9. Thank you for supporting the growth footprint of the MTP/SCS. Only transit priority 

projects have the potential to receive CEQA exemption and then only if those projects are 
found consistent with the SCS and meet the criteria of PRC Section 21155.1 subdivisions 
(a), (b) and (c). Staff acknowledges the author’s concern that there are many thousand 
acres of growth outside of the MTP/SCS growth footprint and the author’s concern that 
such growth potential may undermine the performance of subsequent MTP/SCS. Such 
development trends are reviewed every four years when the MTP/SCS is updated. Staff 
also acknowledges the author’s fear that more than SB 375 CEQA benefits will be 
needed to incentivize smart growth and adherence to the plan. SB 375 is one of several 
means to incentivize smart growth development patterns. The MTP/SCS includes several 
land use and environmental sustainability policies and strategies that describe SACOG’s 
efforts to support, encourage, and provide incentives to smart growth through several 
means, including pursuing regulatory reform, continuing the Community Design Funding 
program, supporting other incentive programs, developing and sharing data and tools, and 
otherwise supporting local agencies in fostering successful smart growth development.  

 
17-10. Thank you for your comments supporting the RUCS project. The RUCS project is 

intended to be an economic and environmental sustainability strategy for rural areas. 
Given that agriculture is the main rural land use and economic activity in the SACOG 
region, the RUCS started with a focus on agricultural viability as its key objective and 
means to support the environmental benefits provided by open land.   
 
In terms of habitat, open space and other ecosystem services (hereafter referred to as 
open space), SACOG has identified these topics for future work. While some open space 
research has been included in RUCS research to date (see Appendix E-2 of the 
MTP/SCS), SACOG intends to work with stakeholders to accomplish two goals related 
habitat and open space: 1) develop a richer understanding of the parks and open space 
challenges and opportunities in the region and 2) build data and modeling tools that help 
the region use better information for better decision making. Among the data 
development opportunities is an inventory of existing data on recreational and open space 
lands, which could be assembled and analyzed for gaps. Other important outcomes of the 
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open space research will be the identification of ecosystem services provided by open 
lands.  Examples of these services include flood control, groundwater recharge, and 
carbon sequestration.  However, development of new tools and analyses will require 
additional revenues beyond SACOG’s existing budget. SACOG is actively seeking funds 
to pay for a number of activities related to broadening the work of the RUCS project, 
including scoping a regional open space plan, but the extent of this work is, in part, 
dependent on the level of additional funding SACOG is able to secure. 

   
17-11. The SCS does aim to support the region’s HCP planning efforts but it does not rely on the 

completion of those HCPs to mitigate for environmental impacts. Federal and state laws 
require every land development and transportation project to mitigate the effects on 
sensitive habitat and open space, regardless of whether or not an HCP is in effect. The 
land use forecast of the MTP/SCs considered the uncertainties associated with these HCP 
planning efforts and the DEIR mitigation measures for biological impacts are designed to 
mitigate impact with or without the presence of an adopted HCP.  

 
 SACOG agrees that the data sources appear to overlap. As a result the DEIR may 

overestimate the impacts of the proposed project in some areas.  As suggested by the 
commenter it is likely there will be additional new and more detailed biological resource 
data available for the next MTP/SCS update and SACOG will use the best available data 
at that time for subsequent impact assessments. 

  
17-12. These concluding comments are noted.  SACOG appreciates, and thanks you for, your 

support of and participation in the MTP/SCS and DEIR process. 
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January 9, 2012 
 
 
The Honorable Susan Peters 
Chair, SACOG 
1415 l Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
RE: DEIR SCS/MTP 2035 
 
Dear Chair Peters: 
 
The following comments are on behalf of the North State Building Industry 
Association (NSBIA) on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(2035 MTP/SCS). 
 
The NSBIA was chartered in 1947 with a focus on representing homebuilders, 
land developers and light commercial builders before local and regional 
governments.  For over sixty-years, we have worked with our local government 
partners in addressing issues of concern to our member companies.  Of particular 
concern to our members are additional costs imposed by governmental 
legislative actions. 
 
While we recognize that certain costs are needed, we strongly advocate for 
restraint in the imposition of new or expanded regulations or policies that will 
create additional costs to both residential and commercial development.  Our 
concern is for the emerging areas labeled as "in infill" as well as the more 
traditional "suburban development." 
 
The economics of development have changed in our region.  Lease and sale rates 
for commercial properties have dropped considerably.  Sales prices for new 
homes have dropped dramatically.  Personal/family income and business 
incomes in most cases have declined. 
 
In contrast, new and expanded governmental imposed costs (in aggregate at the 
federal, state, regional and local levels) have increased.  The Federal and State 
governments to date do not know how to do anything but increase costs.  Locally 
or in this case, regionally, imposed costs add further to the lack of financial 
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feasibility.  Given our region's economic malaise, we would strongly suggest that 
the imposition of new and increased costs be restrained to the further extent 
possible. 
 
Regards, 

 
Dennis M. Rogers 
Senior Vice President, Governmental and Public Affairs 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 18 – North State Building Industry Association, Dennis 
M. Rogers, Senior Vice President, Governmental and Public Affairs 

18-1. SACOG appreciates, and thanks you for, your participation in the MTP/SCS and DEIR 
process. 

18-2. This introductory comment is noted and expanded upon in the following comment. 
 

18-3. SACOG agrees that costs associated with additional regulation can be a barrier to infill 
and economic development, particularly in this economic climate. SACOG supports and 
pursues regulatory reform at the national, state and local levels to support Blueprint and 
MTP/SCS implementation, as well as the overall economic health and vitality of the 
region.  SACOG’s advocacy position on these matters is also documented in its state and 
federal advocacy principles (http://www.sacog.org/about/advocacy/).  
 
In support of this advocacy, SACOG also monitors actual development activity as part of 
MTP/SCS implementation and monitoring. Soon after the MTP/SCS is adopted, the next 
plan cycle begins, following the same update process.  Actual development activity is 
tracked and documented, data sources are refreshed, and new and better analytical tools 
are constructed, as the region collectively works to continually improve at understanding 
all of the complex dynamics that influence growth patterns and how to maximize the 
positive, and minimize the negative, consequences of growth.  Information collected and 
analyzed from this process helps to inform what is working or not working to support 
infill and greenfield development in terms of governmental imposed costs and 
regulations.  
 
With regard to infill development, or the areas the plan identifies as Centers and 
Corridors and Established Communities, we know that barriers to growth include limited 
public and private sector financing, especially in the short term given current lending 
practices and the uncertainty surrounding redevelopment caused by the most recent state 
legislation and pending litigation. In some cases, existing infrastructure capacity is not 
sufficient, and financing improvements can be challenging due to the multiple owners 
typically found in finer-grained urban lot patterns. Remediating contaminated soils and 
groundwater is another barrier on some of these lands.  Additionally, many 
neighborhoods have arterials and local streets that experience significant traffic and 
congestion, need maintenance and rehabilitation, and lack attractive transit, pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities.  Opportunities to incentivize housing and mixed use development 
near transit are offered in California under SB 375. With funding through the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) from the Federal Partnership for 
Sustainable Communities, SACOG is conducting five case studies of transit-oriented 
development (TOD) to examine the barriers and opportunities for TOD in the region.  
The work is bottom-up, informed by the grant advisory group, the Regional Consortium 
for Sustainable Communities, including its four working groups on Equity, Housing & 
Health; Natural Resources; Infrastructure; and Economic Development.  The Urban Land 
Institute Sacramento Chapter is a partner in this work and is providing case study reports 
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of each area, with recommendations for how the process can be replicated in similar 
types of communities in the region, state, and nation.     

 
With regard to greenfield development, or the areas the plan identifies as Developing 
Communities, we know that there are different, but equally significant barriers to growth.   
A substantial question is just how much market demand there will be for the portion of 
housing that is more traditional, larger-lot single family stock. In the near term, a nine 
percent residential vacancy rate and large numbers of foreclosures provides significant 
competition for whatever demand there is for these traditional products. High 
infrastructure and service costs for roads, transit, water, sewer, drainage and schools, as 
well as costs for police, fire and other services, are a significant barrier to starting large-
scale developments. Local government financial conditions create understandable 
pressures to set development fees at levels that cover the government’s total upfront and 
ongoing costs, sometimes affecting the profitability and economic viability of the 
projects. This can be particularly challenging for the smart growth products in the lower 
price ranges, e.g., small-lot single family, row houses and townhomes. Additionally, the 
outcome of new flood mapping currently being conducted by FEMA in Yolo and Sutter 
counties could affect development in the early years of this plan within these two 
counties in particular.  There are also significant issues related to the federal Endangered 
Species and Clean Water Acts, administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
U.S. Army of Corps of Engineers, especially in and around the two largest suburban 
employment centers of the region in southwest Placer County and southeast Sacramento 
County along the U.S. 50 corridor. Substantial, multi-year efforts to develop Habitat 
Conservation Plans (HCPs) in these two areas designed to resolve the environmental 
protection and development pressure trade-off issues are ongoing, but not yet 
successfully completed.  
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909 12th Street, Suite #122   •   Sacramento, CA 95814    •   916-446-9255   •   fax 916-443-9255 
www.walksacramento.org 

 

January 9, 2012         VIA EMAIL 

Matt Carpenter  
Sacramento Area Council of Governments  
1415 L Street, Suite 300  
Sacramento, CA   95814 
 
RE:  Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 

Draft EIR (SCH 2011012081) 

 

Dear Mr. Carpenter: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035 Draft Environmental Impact Report.  
SACOG has produced an impressive MTP/SCS that includes increased investments in 
pedestrian and bicycle projects and programs even though overall funding is lower.  The 
following comments pertain to impacts and mitigation measures in Chapter 16 
Transportation. 

 
Impact TRN-1: Cause an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita that 
exceeds the applicable baseline average. 
The conclusion of the analysis is the VMT per capita impacts are less than significant and no 
mitigation is required.  The declines in VMT per capita are attributed to six land use and 
transportation changes in the MTP/SCS.  Four of those – compact land use, mixed-use 
development, concentrating development in high-quality transit corridors, and an emphasis 
on transit service and complete streets – reduce the VMT per capita by increasing transit, 
walk, and bike modes of travel and shorter-length vehicle trips. 
VMT per capita may not accurately indicate transportation system efficiency.  There is a 
significant percentage of the population that cannot drive or chooses not to drive.  For 
example, the regional projections in Appendix D-1 of the MTP/SCS indicate that 45% of the 
population growth between 2008 and 2035 will be those 65 years of age and older.  The 
rates of driving and automobile ownership rates for that age group will be lower than the 
regional average for all ages.  Those people will not drive regardless of the transportation 
system.  Including those people in the calculation of VMT per capita will skew the result 
toward a lower number.  Will that effect be significant? 
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909 12th Street, Suite #122   •   Sacramento, CA 95814    •   916-446-9255   •   fax 916-443-9255 

www.walksacramento.org 

Mitigation Measure TRN –1: Implement transportation demand management and 
investment strategies to reduce congested vehicle miles traveled (C-VMT) 
This mitigation measure makes suggestions for transportation demand management and 
investment strategies to reduce the congested vehicle miles traveled in Developing 
Communities that is 13% above the baseline regional average.  Complete Streets can 
reduce congestion by allowing more people to travel on the street as more modes are 
utilized.  Neighborhood schools can reduce local and arterial traffic by allowing more travel 
to schools without a car. 
Add Complete Streets and neighborhood schools to Mitigation Measure TRN-1. 
 
Impact TRN-3: Cause combined bicycle, walk, and transit person trips per capita 
to be lower than the applicable baseline average, and cause a decline in the 
bicycle, walk, and transit person trips per capita that exceeds the baseline 
regional average. 
The MTP/SCS includes goals that generally consider each transportation mode 
independently, while the investments and performance indicators consider either transit, 
bicycle, or transit, walk, and bike.  The DEIR combines walk, bike, and transit modes as a 
performance measure for non-private-vehicle modes, but doesn’t consider the modes 
individually. 
Appendix G, section XVI. Transportation/Traffic in the SB97 amendments to the CEQA 
guidelines checklist asks “Would the project: … f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities?” [emphasis added]  Combining bicycle, walk, and 
transit into a single criterion obscures the positive or negative performance of each mode.  
Impact TRN-3 should be expanded to analyze walk, bicycle, and transit modes separately 
for trips-per-capita performance. 
The DEIR also does not analyze the performance of walk and bike plans in terms of health.  
Incorporating walking and biking into daily activity is critical to the health of people in the 
region.  Benefits include decreased obesity, heart disease, and type 2 diabetes.  More walk 
and bike trips mean fewer private vehicle trips, which means less air pollution and 
decreased lung-related health problems. 
Impact TRN-3 should be expanded to analyze walk, bicycle, and transit mode performance 
for public health. 
 
 
Impact TRN-5: Cause interference with existing or planned bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. 
By looking at only interference, this criterion for impacts doesn’t fully address how bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities might be affected.  The SB97 amendments to the CEQA guidelines 
checklist include performance and safety in addition to interference.  Appendix G, section 
XVI. Transportation/Traffic asks “Would the project: … f) Conflict with adopted policies, 
plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
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909 12th Street, Suite #122   •   Sacramento, CA 95814    •   916-446-9255   •   fax 916-443-9255 

www.walksacramento.org 

decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?” [emphasis added] Impact TRN-3 
attempts, inadequately, to assess the impact to performance, but neither TRN-3 nor TRN-5 
assess the impact to the safety of the facilities. 
Chapter 5 of the MTP/SCS, page 5C-6, calls attention to a study that found that people 
without safe places to walk within 10 minutes of home were about 40% less likely to meet 
recommended activity levels compared to people with safe places.  On page 5C-7, the 
discussion of pedestrian and bicycle access to transit concludes that “Creating Safe Routes 
to Transit is a priority of the region” and safe access routes can enhance the appeal of 
walking, biking, and transit.  One of the goals of the MTP/SCS, stated in the DEIR on page 
16-33, is to “enhance the region’s bike, walk and transit systems, and to promote growth and 
land uses that maximize the potential for shorter trips, which are more likely to be made by 
walking, biking or transit.”  
How do we know if the safety of the pedestrians and bicyclists will be not be negatively 
affected by changes to the transportation system, whether those changes are to the 
motorized or non-motorized components of the system?  While the region-wide mode share 
for walking is 6.6% (Table 5C.2), pedestrians accounted for 23% of traffic fatalities in 
Sacramento County from 2000-2009 (Dangerous by Design 2011 report by Transportation 
for America).  We know that even though the bicycle mode share for all travel is 1.8% (Table 
5C.2), bicyclist fatalities accounted for 4.2% of the SACOG region traffic fatalities compared 
to 3.2% statewide (page 10-17).   
Impact TRN-5 should analyze the impact of the MTP/SCS to the safety of pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities. 
 

WALKSacramento encourages people to walk and bicycle in their communities.  The 
benefits include improved physical fitness, less motor vehicle traffic congestion, better air 
quality, and a stronger sense of cohesion and safety in local neighborhoods.  
WALKSacramento is working to support increased physical activity such as walking and 
bicycling in local neighborhoods as well as helping to create community environments that 
support walking and bicycling. 
 

Sincerely, 

Chris Holm 
Project Analyst 

 
WALKSacramento 
909 12th Street, Suite #122 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 19 – WalkSacramento, Chris Holm  

19-1. Thank you for your comments supporting the MTP/SCS and for your continued 
participation in this important process.  

19-2. It is true that age is a factor in the amount of vehicle travel a person generates, on 
average, and that older persons travel less compared to younger adults.  It is also true that 
the proportion of older persons increases in the demographic forecasts utilized for 
development of the MTP/SCS.  However, the effects of higher proportions of older 
persons accounts for a very small proportion of the overall reduction in VMT per capita. 

Persons below driving age and in school generate less vehicle travel (even counting a 
share of auto passenger trips) because higher shares of trips are made by walk or bike, 
and most trips are very close to home.  Older persons participate in less out-of-home 
activities than younger persons overall, and they generate less vehicle travel for that 
reason.  The table below provides a tabulation of the household generated VMT reported 
in TRN-1, broken out by three age groupings (25 years or less, 26-65 years, and greater 
than 65 years).  VMT rates for the youngest group is the lowest (about 9 miles per person 
per day), in part because this grouping includes school age children as well as young 
adults.  The highest group is 26-65 years, with 27.9 in 2008 and 25.4 in 2035.  The oldest 
group is generates about 14 miles per person per day, about one-half the mileage 
generated by those 26-65 years.   

By applying the population proportions from the base year (i.e. lower portion of the 
population in the >65 years age category) to the per capita rates of 2035, and computing a 
weighted average, the “age effects” in the VMT reduction can be separated from the land 
use, transportation and other effects (i.e the overall decline for all categories).  Using this 
synthetic calculation, the 2035 VMT per capita would be 17.8 miles, or 0.2 miles greater 
than the 2035 VMT per capita with the higher proportion of older persons.  So, 0.2 miles 
of the overall 1.7 miles of per capita VMT reduction could be accounted for by “age 
effects”.  The remaining 1.5 miles of per capita VMT reduction is accounted for by land 
use, transportation project, and other effects. 
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Vehicle Miles Traveled Per Capita by Age, 2008 and 2035 (Re: Comment 19-2) 

   Population     Household Generated VMT     VMT Per Capita     Share of Pop     Share of VMT 

Age 
Group  2008  2035     2008  2035     2008  2035 

Change 
from '08     2008  2035     2008  2035 

<=25  841,179  1,022,599  7,694,700  8,862,900  9.1  8.7  ‐5.3%  38%  33%  18%  16% 

26‐65  1,133,211  1,456,373  31,644,500  37,043,800  27.9  25.4  ‐8.9%  51%  47%  74%  68% 

>65  240,654  607,241  3,305,500  8,311,200  13.7  13.7  ‐0.4%  11%  20%  8%  15% 

Total  2,215,044  3,086,213     42,644,700  54,217,900     19.3  17.6  ‐8.7%     100%  100%     100%  100% 

Source:  SACOG, January 2012.  All estimates of travel from SACSIM11 regional travel demand model. 
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19-3.  The requested references to complete streets and neighborhood schools have been added 
to Mitigation TRN-1.  However, the conclusion that implementation of the mitigation 
measure cannot be required by SACOG is unchanged, and the impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

 

19-4.  The commenter requests that bike and walk trips be split out from the combined bike, 
walk and transit person trips currently used for evaluation of this potential impact.  The 
table below provides the requested information.  Per capita bike and walk trips increase 
in each community area type, and for the region as a whole.  If the impact threshold for 
combined bike, walk and transit person trips were applied to bike and walk trips alone, 
the determination of no significant impact would not change. 

The table also provides bike and walk trips per capita for the three Transit Priority Areas 
by county.  Two of the three TPAs decline in per capita bike and walk trips, compared to 
2008.   

 In the Yolo County TPA, the decline is related to the unusually high per capita 
rate of biking and walking in Davis, but most of the 2008 to 2035 growth in Yolo 
County TPAs occurring in West Sacramento, where the rate of bike and walk trips 
is higher than regional average, but lower than Davis.  This results in a computed 
decline, since very little growth occurs in the portion of the Yolo TPA in Davis.  
Even with this computed decline, the 2035 per capita rate (1.10) is nearly three 
times regional average in 2035 (0.41), and this would not be a significant impact 
even if only bike and walk trips were included in the impact threshold. 

 In the Placer County TPA is located along Douglas Boulevard in the City of 
Roseville.  It is the lowest density TPA of the three county-level TPAs and has the 
lowest rate of biking and walking in the base year.  The overall increase in 
combined bike, walk and transit is driven by an increase in transit trip-making.  
However, the 2035 per capita rate (0.42) is still marginally higher than the 
regional average in 2035 (0.41), and this would not be a significant impact even if 
only bike and walk trips were included in the impact threshold. 

19-5. The commenter cites examples of the health benefits of active transportation modes like 
biking and walking.  SACOG acknowledges that these benefits occur and provides 
various health-related information in the Draft MTP/SCS on pages 7-20 through 7-41.  
Overall, the region will be generating less air pollution emissions per capita in the future 
than under current conditions, in part, because more people are walking and bicycling, 
which also affects their direct physical health.  In future MTP/SCS updates, SACOG will 
seek means to further quantify these benefits.  Please also see Response 3-2. 
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19-6.  The commenter notes that interference with existing or planned bike or pedestrian 
facilities is not sufficient to fully evaluate impacts of the plan on walking and bicycling in 
the region, and suggests adding another impact evaluation related to safety of pedestrians 
and bicyclists.  

The commenter specifically cites portions of Appendix G from the CEQA Guidelines.  
As noted on the first page of Appendix G, this is just a sample form.  Lead agencies are 
allowed to establish their own criteria and thresholds for impact analysis.  For a regional 
plan such as the MTP/SCS, SACOG has established impact criteria and thresholds that 
reflect the goals and objectives of the MTP and the regional nature of the plan.  While 
bicycle and pedestrian safety is important to SACOG, the agency is not directly 
responsible for the construction or implementation of individual transportation 
improvements.  Overall, implementation of the MTP/SCS will result in a transportation 
network that is projected to have more walking and bicycling per capita as a direct 
outcome of the choices in the plan about land use development and transportation 
improvements.  While detailed analysis of each individual transportation improvement is 
not included in the plan or program EIR, these projects will each be subject to project 
level CEQA review and will be constructed according to the applicable design standards 
of the agency responsible for construction.  An essential role of design standards is to 
consider safety and operations for all users of the transportation network.  Hence, no 
evidence is provided in the comment or is available in any other form to suggest that 
bicycle and pedestrian safety will be compromised by implementing the MTP/SCS.  
SACOG will re-evaluate the ability to prepare future year, regional impacts of the 
MTP/SCS on pedestrian and bicyclist safety in the next update of the MTP/SCS. 

19-7. This comment is noted. SACOG appreciates WalkSacramento’s efforts to encourage 
walking and bicycling in the region. 
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CHAPTER 4 – REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
 
 
This chapter includes the revisions to the Draft EIR.  These revisions have been made in 
response to comments or are corrections identified by staff.  Staff corrections include 
grammatical corrections and clarifications. None of the revisions have an impact on the analysis 
included in the EIR.  The revisions appear in the order they appear in the Draft EIR.  Text 
additions are noted in underline and text deletions appear in strikeout. 
 
CHAPTER 2 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Table 2.15 on Page 2-40 has been revised as follows: 

Table 2.15 
Table of Illustrative Projects 

NEW RAIL 

 Rail   Blue Line extension from Meadowview to Cosumnes River College 

 Capitol Corridor connecting Placer County, Sacramento, and Yolo Counties to the 
Bay Area 

 Green Line extension from Downtown Sacramento to Natomas Town Center 
Sacramento International Airport 

 Downtown Sacramento to West Sacramento streetcar starter, with Midtown loop 
extensions 

 Rancho Cordova Town Center Loop Streetcar 

 High Speed Rail – Altamont connection to points south, terminating at Sacramento 
Valley station 

 NEW BUS   

Local & Express 
Buses, Neighborhood 
Shuttles 

 Increase bus service with 15 minute or better service from 14% in 2008 to 45%  

Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT)/ Hi Bus 

 Nine BRT lines with 15‐30‐minute service connecting Roseville, eastern Sac County, 
Citrus Heights, northern Sac County, Natomas, Rancho Cordova, South Sac, Elk 
Grove, Downtown 

 Various street & operational improvements coordinated with complete streets 
corridor enhancements to enhance bus transit 

NEW BIKE/PEDESTRIAN 

Bike Lanes, Complete 
Streets & 
Recreational Trails 

 Increase of 7% per capita in travel mode expenditure from 2008 MTP. Emphasis 
on complete street connections within and between cities and to transit and school 
facilities 
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NEW ROADS 

US 50 El Dorado   Carpool lane extension, Bass Lake Rd to Cameron Park Dr. 

 Carpool lane extension, Cameron Park Dr to Greenstone Rd. 

 New auxiliary lanes on US50 with connected parallel roads between El Dorado Hills 
and Shingle Springs 

 4‐lane Green Valley Road, Folsom to El Dorado Hills 

US 50 Sacramento   New carpool lanes, Sunrise Boulevard to Watt Ave 

 New carpool lanes, Watt Ave to downtown Sacramento 

 Modified interchange operational improvements at US50 & SR99, US50 & I‐5 

 New auxiliary lanes, various locations in Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, and Folsom 

 

Figures 2.4 and 2.5 on pages 2-45 and 2-46 have been revised as follows: 
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CHAPTER 4 - AGRILCULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 on page 4-24 is revised to read as follows: 

The implementing agency should mitigate for loss of farmland where appropriate and feasible by 
requiring permanent protection of in-kind farmland at a 1:1 ratio, in the form of easements, fees, 
or elimination of development rights/potential. This may include participation in an adopted 
HCP that protects equivalent farmland and does not preclude credit for “stacked” mitigation.   
 
Mitigation Measure AG-3 on page 4-35 is revised to read as follows: 

The implementing agency should mitigate for loss of forest land or timberland where appropriate 
and feasible by requiring permanent protection of in-kind land at a 1:1 ratio, in the form of 
easements, fees, or elimination of development rights/potential. This may include participation in 
an adopted HCP that protects equivalent farmland and does not preclude credit for “stacked” 
mitigation. 
 
CHAPTER 5 - AIR QUALITY 
 
Section “PM2.5” on page 5-8 is revised as follows: 
 
There are two nonattainment designations within the AQMA for PM2.5. EPA changed the 24-
hour standard for PM2.5 from 65μg/m3 to 35μg/m3 in 2006. The areas failed were designated 
nonattainment because they either exceeded to meet the new standards and or were consequently 
determined designated PM2.5 as nonattainment areas in 2009 by the EPA to contribute to 
exceedances of the standard. 
 



MTP/SCS 2035 Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Final Environmental Impact Report Chapter 4 – Revisions to the Draft EIR – Page 4-6 

Table 5.2 on page 5-9 is revised as follows: 
 

Table 5.2 

Existing Air Quality Monitoring Sites 

Monitoring Sites  Operating Agency  Address 

El Dorado County     

Big Hill Lookout Road  ARB  N/A; 2.6 miles west of Jones Place 

Cool‐Highway 193  ARB  1400 American River Trail 

Echo Summit  ARB  U.S. 50 Echo Summit 

Placerville‐Gold Nugget Way  ARB  3111 Gold Nugget Way 

Placer County       

Auburn‐Dewitt‐C Avenue  PCAPCD  11484 B Ave DeWitt Cen. 

Colfax‐City Hall  PCAPCD  10 West Church Street 

Rocklin‐Rocklin Road  PCAPCD  5000 Rocklin Rd 

Roseville‐N Sunrise Blvd  ARB  151 North Sunrise 

Sacramento County       

Elk Grove‐Bruceville Road  SMAQMD  12490 Bruceville Road 

Folsom‐Natoma Street  SMAQMD  1300 Liedesdorff 

North Highlands‐Blackfoot Way  SMAQMD  Navajo Street 

Sacramento‐2221 Stockton Boulevard  SMAQMD  2221 Stockton Blvd. 

Sacramento‐ 3847 Branch Center Road  SMAQMD  3847 Branch Center Rd. 

Sacramento ‐ Del Paso Manor  SMAQMD  2701 Avalon Street 

Sacramento‐Goldenland Court  SMAQMD  68 Goldenland Ct 

Sacramento‐T Street  ARB  1309 T Street 

Sloughhouse  SMAQMD  7520 Sloughhouse Road 

Solano County       

Vacaville‐Elmira Road  YSAQMD  Elmira Road 

Vacaville‐Ulatis Drive  YSAQMD  Ulatis Drive 

Sutter County       

Pleasant Grove‐4 miles SW  ARB  7310 Pacific Avenue 

Sutter Buttes‐S Butte  ARB  Top of South Butte 

Yuba City‐Almond Street  ARB  773 Almond St 

Yolo County       

Davis‐UCD Campus  YSAQMD  U.C. Davis Ag. Station 

West Sacramento‐15th Street  YSAQMD  132 W. 15th Street 

Woodland‐Gibson Road  YSAQMD  17 W. Main Street 

Source: ARB 2010 
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Table 5.3 on page 5-12 is revised as follows: 

Table 5.3 
Number of Days Per Year Ozone Levels Exceeded State 8‐Hour Standard 

Monitoring Sites  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010 

El Dorado County                   

Big Hill Lookout Road  *  45  0  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Cool‐Highway 193  97  63  50  56  75  44  40  35  18 

Echo Summit  24  8  13  2  12  9  9  1  3 

Placerville‐Gold Nugget Way  63  59  38  48  63  20  52  32  19 

Placer County                   

Auburn‐Dewitt‐C Avenue  54  42  56  42  67  21  36  27  19 

Colfax‐City Hall  54  46  42  45  64  24  29  12  11 

Rocklin‐Rocklin Road  51  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Roseville‐N Sunrise Blvd  35  25  13  27  38  20  38  32  21 

Sacramento County                   

Elk Grove‐Bruceville Road  3  27  10  22  32  13  13  12  6 

Folsom‐Natoma Street  60  58  41  41  62  34  65  47  26 

North Highlands‐Blackfoot Way  39  23  14  11  42  4  4  18  10 

Sacramento‐3801 Airport Road  13  7  2  8  13  8  15  *  * 

Sacramento ‐ Del Paso Manor  46  31  14  19  24  10  18  15  7 

Sacramento‐Goldenland Court  *  *  *  *  *  *  0  11  2 

Sacramento‐T Street  12  7  3  5  14  7  18  13  1 

Sloughhouse  46  55  38  29  46  17  37  34  13 

Solano County                   

Vacaville‐Elmira Road  6  2  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Vacaville‐Ulatis Drive  *  5  3  5  10  4  7  2  3 

Sutter County                   

Pleasant Grove‐4 miles SW  17  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sutter Buttes‐S Butte  35  32  24  19  43  19  27  7  3 

Yuba City‐Almond Street  9  18  5  7  13  6  2  1  1 

Yolo County                   

Davis‐UCD Campus  7  8  6  6  9  4  10  7  3 

Woodland‐Gibson Road  21  20  3  13  23  5  12  11  0 

Note: *There was insufficient (or no) data available for use to determine the value.   
Source: ARB 2011b   
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Table 5.4 on page 5-13 is revised as follows: 

Table 5.4 
Number of Days Above National 8‐Hour Standard for Ozone 

Monitoring Sites  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010 

El Dorado County                   

Big Hill Lookout Road  *  25  0  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Cool‐Highway 193  77  44  27  39  55  29  29  21  6 

Echo Summit  8  3  1  0  3  3  5  0  0 

Placerville‐Gold Nugget Way  41  40  24  31  45  9  36  20  8 

Placer County                   

Auburn‐Dewitt‐C Avenue  36  27  31  29  56  9  21  14  10 

Colfax‐City Hall  37  32  26  31  39  10  16  3  3 

Rocklin‐Rocklin Road  29  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Roseville‐N Sunrise Blvd  25  16  8  18  25  8  22  19  15 

Sacramento County                   

Elk Grove‐Bruceville Road  2  14  6  12  17  5  7  5  2 

Folsom‐Natoma Street  40  42  23  30  42  21  50  35  19 

North Highlands‐Blackfoot Way  24  11  5  6  24  2  2  7  3 

Sacramento‐3801 Airport Road  6  3  0  3  5  4  9  *  * 

Sacramento ‐ Del Paso Manor  46  31  14  19  24  10  18  15  5 

Sacramento‐Goldenland Court  *  *  *  *  *  *  0  5  1 

Sacramento‐T Street  7  5  0  4  6  2  9  4  0 

Sloughhouse  30  34  21  19  32  10  19  24  8 

Solano County                   

Vacaville‐Elmira Road  2  0  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Vacaville‐Ulatis Drive  *  2  1  2  6  2  4  2  1 

Sutter County                   

Pleasant Grove‐4 miles SW  12  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sutter Buttes‐S Butte  19  22  12  5  23  7  12  2  0 

Yuba City‐Almond Street  9  18  5  7  13  6  2  1  0 

Yolo County                   

Davis‐UCD Campus  4  5  0  3  4  3  5  1  0 

Woodland‐Gibson Road  13  10  0  6  14  2  4  3  0 

Note: *There was insufficient (or no) data available for use to determine the value.   
Source: ARB 2011b   
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Tables 5.5  and 5.6 on page 5-14 are revised as follows: 

Table 5.5  
Number of Days Above National 8‐Hour Standard for PM2.5 

Monitoring Sites  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010 

El Dorado County                   

Big Hill Lookout Road  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Echo Summit  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Placer County                   

Roseville‐N Sunrise Blvd  19.7  0  0  6.1  11.5  0  6.5  0  0 

Sacramento County                   

Elk Grove‐Bruceville Road  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Folsom‐Natoma Street  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Sacramento ‐ Del Paso Manor  *  13.9  13.1  18.3  19.3  26.1  24.1  8.9  0 

Sacramento‐Health Dept.‐ Stockton Blvd.  *  7.8  6.2  11.8  11.2  23.1  21.5  3.1  0 

Sacramento‐T Street  28.9  *  *  10.7  *  27.6  15.4  3  0 

Sutter County                   

Yuba City‐Almond Street  6.1  0  12.2  11.5  16.2  8.1  9.7  2.1  1.1 

Yolo County                   

Davis‐UCD Campus  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Woodland‐Gibson Road  3.4  0  3.4  0  12.3  15.1  *  0  0 

Note: *There was insufficient (or no) data available for use to determine the value. Estimated days mathematically estimates 

how many days concentrations would have been greater than the level of the standard had each day been monitored, which 

can result in fractions of a day. 

Source: ARB 2011b   
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Table 5.6  
Estimated Number of Days Above the State 24‐Hour Standard for PM10 

Monitoring Sites  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010 

El Dorado County                   

Big Hill Lookout Road  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Echo Summit  0  0  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Placerville‐Gold Nugget Way  0  0  0  0  0  0  6.1  *  * 

Placer County                   

Rocklin‐Rocklin Road  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Roseville‐N Sunrise Blvd  6.1  6.1  0  5.7  5.7  0  6.0  0  0 

Sacramento County                   

North Highlands‐Blackfoot Way  *  *  0  42.3  17.9  13  *  0  0 

Sacramento‐3801 Airport Road  24.5  *  0  6.4  *  36.4  *  *  * 

Sacramento‐Branch Center Rd  *  24.5  0  23.6  *  *  *  *  * 

Sacramento‐Branch Center Rd #2  *  *  *  *  *  30.2  68.7  12.2  12.2 

Sacramento‐Del Paso Manor  29.5  12.2  6.1  29.4  40.2  30.2  12.1  0  0 

Sacramento‐Goldenland Court  *  12.1  0  *  *  25.1  13  0  0 

Sacramento‐ T Street  18.4  6.1  *  24.4  *  30.2  17.8  6  6.1 

Sacramento‐ Health Dept.‐Stockton Blvd.   *  12.1  0  *  *  25.1  13.0  0  0 

Solano County                   

Vacaville‐Merchant Street  6.1  0  0  0  6.1  0  6  0  * 

Sutter County                   

Yuba City‐Almond Street  24.5  30.6  *  31  *  *  *  0  0 

Yolo County                   

West Sacramento‐15th Street  18.8  *  6.1  29.9  53.3  32.4  31.6  12.1  6.1 

Woodland‐Gibson Road  36.8  *  79.5  6.1  36.8  18.7  48.9  12.2  6.5 

Note: *There was insufficient (or no) data available for use to determine the value. Estimated days mathematically estimates 
how many days concentrations would have been greater than the level of the standard had each day been monitored, which 
can result in fractions of a day. 
Source: ARB 2011b   

 



MTP/SCS 2035 Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Final Environmental Impact Report Chapter 4 – Revisions to the Draft EIR – Page 4-11 

Table 5.7 on page 5-15 is revised as follows: 

Table 5.7  
Estimated Number of Days Above the National 24‐Hour Standard for PM10 

Monitoring Sites  2002  2003  2004  2005  2006  2007  2008  2009  2010 

El Dorado County                   

Big Hill Lookout Road  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
Echo Summit  0  0  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
Placerville‐Gold Nugget Way  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  *  *
Placer County                   

Rocklin‐Rocklin Road  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Roseville‐N Sunrise Blvd  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  * 

Sacramento County                   

North Highlands‐Blackfoot Way  *  0  0  0  0  0  *  0  0 

Sacramento‐3801 Airport Road  0  *  0  0  0  0  *  *  * 

Sacramento‐Branch Center Rd  0  0  0  0  *  *  *  *  * 

Sacramento‐Branch Center Rd #2  *  *  *  *  *  0  0  0  0 

Sacramento ‐ Del Paso Manor  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Sacramento‐Goldenland Court  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  0  0 

Sacramento‐Health Dept.‐ Stockton Blvd.  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Sacramento‐T Street  0  *  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Solano County                   

Vacaville‐Merchant Street  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Sutter County                   

Yuba City‐Almond Street  0  0  *  0  *  0  0  0  0 

Yolo County                   

West Sacramento‐15th Street  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Woodland‐Gibson Road  0  0  6.1  0  0  0  6.1  0  0 

Note: *There was insufficient (or no) data available for use to determine the value. Estimated days mathematically estimates 
how many days concentrations would have been greater than the level of the standard had each day been monitored, which 
can result in fractions of a day. 
Source: ARB 2011b   

 

Paragraph 2 on page 5-28 is revised as follows: 

Aside from facilities easily identified as pollution sources, a facility can be deemed a public 
nuisance if it has a certain number of confirmed complaints regarding a specific incident over a 
given amount of time. The number of complaints and spans of time vary from district to district, 
with YSAQMD stipulating that five confirmed complaints from different households per 
incident constitutes a public nuisance not having a set quantitative threshold, and SMAQMD 
requiring one confirmed complaint per year averaged over a 3-year period or three unconfirmed 
complaints per year averaged over a 3-year period. Facilities/sources also can be considered a 
private nuisance, which does not call for interference from any of the air districts, even if they do 
not receive the minimum number of confirmed complaints. Rules and processes (e.g., permit 
requirements) vary by district. Additionally, individual districts can, and have, implemented 
recommended protocols for addressing TACs within their regions.  
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CHAPTER 6 - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Paragraph 3 on page 6-1 has been revised as follows: 

One comment regarding biological resources, submitted by Placer County Community 
Development/Resource Agency was received during circulation of the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP), requesting that the EIR for the proposed MTP/SCS recognize the work of the Placer 
County Conservation Plan in regards to natural resource conservation and land use planning in 
Placer County. This plan is discussed below when discussing HCPs and NCCPs. 
 
Figure 6.1 on page 6-3 has been revised as follows: 
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Figure 6.1 General Land Cover in Plan Area

*Data compiled by ICF Internationall from mapping data from the sources listed below:
Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP (in progress)
South Sacramento HCP/NCCP (in progress)
Placer County Conservation Plan (in progress)
Yolo County HCP/HCCP (in progress) 
California Vegetation Maps (CALVEG ) for the North Sierran and Central Valley ecological zones (available: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/rsl/clearinghouse/gettiles.shtml)

City Boundaries

Agriculture

Developed/Disturbed

Wildlands

Water Features

County Boundaries

General Land Cover*

*Land cover data for the area south of SR 16 between Florin 
Perkins and Excelsior Roads categorizes some lands as 
"agricultural" or "wildland" that should be categorized as 
"disturbed."  This error does not have an impact on the analysis 
included in the EIR and would result in fewer acres of impact 
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Page 6-27 has been revised to add: 
 
Metro Air Park HCP 
 
The Metro Air Park HCP was approved in 2002 and is administered by The Natomas Basin 
Conservancy (TNBC), TNBC is a nonprofit entity responsible for administering and 
implementing the Metro Air Park HCP, and reports directly to the permit holder. The Metro Air 
Park HCP covers a 2,015-acre area and has one permit holder, the Metro Air Park Property 
Owners Association. The HCP covers 14 sensitive species, which are included in Appendix BIO-
1. 
 
CHAPTER 7- CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Table 7.2 on page 7-12 has been revised as follows: 

Table 7.2 
Historic Districts Located in the MTP/SCS Plan Area 

City/Location  District Name 

Listed in: 
Determined 
Eligible for: 

Recommended 
Eligible for 

NRHP or CRHR 

Recognized 
as 

Historically 
Significant 
by Local 

Government NRHP  CRHR  NRHP  CRHR 

El Dorado County 

Echo Lake  El Dorado Wall 
Discontinuos District 

X X  

EldDorado 
National Forest 

West Wright's Lake Tract 
Historic District 

X X  

Gold Hill  Wakamatsu Tea & Silk 
Farm Colony District 

X X  

 

Paragraph 3 on page 7-44 has been revised as follows: 

For cultural resources, the HRI, and the DOE and NAHC (as described in the Setting section) are 
the primary sources used to gather information on known significant archaeological and 
architectural/built environment properties in the MTP/SCS plan area. In general this these data 
was were gathered at the county and city level. The exact locations of significant cultural 
resources in or near specific proposed project areas related to the proposed MTP/SCS are not 
known at this time. Consequently, impacts below have been assessed at the program-level and 
take into consideration possible impacts that may occur to known and unknown cultural 
resources in the MTP/SCS plan area as a result of future ground-disturbing activities related to 
proposed transportation improvements, including new roads, interchanges, widenings, and rail 
transit alignments, and proposed land use changes, including residential and commercial 
construction.  
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The third bullet of Mitigation Measure CR-2 on page 7-55 has been revised as follows: 
 

 contact with Native American representatives including: a) consultation directly with 
the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer in lieu of the State Historic Preservation 
Officer for undertakings occurring on tribal lands or undertakings directly or 
indirectly affecting cultural resources on tribal lands; b) consultation with relevant 
tribal elders and preservation staff regarding any known ethnographic resources or 
traditional cultural properties including follow-up consultation as necessary; c) 
conduct additional tribal consultation for individual project sites identified as positive 
for cultural resources or where impacts are unavoidable;  

 
Paragraph 3 of Mitigation Measure CR-2 on page 7-56 has been revised as follows: 
 
If the archaeological survey and/or the records search indicate that unique archaeological 
resources, as defined (Pub. Resources Code, § 21083.2(g).), are located in the specific project 
area, mitigation measures shall be identified including one or more of the following:  

 Aavoidance through project redesign, data recovery excavation, and/or public 
interpretation of the resource;  

 Incorporate known cultural sites into open space or other protected areas; 

 Establish conservation easements for culturally significant prehistoric sites; 

 Provide tribal representatives opportunity to monitor projects if excavation and data 
recovery are required for prehistoric cultural areas or in cases where ground 
disturbance is proposed at or near sensitive cultural resources.  

 
CHAPTER 9 - GEOLOGY, SEISMICITY, SOILS AND MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
The third bullet on page 9-11 has been revised as follows: 

 EldDorado National Forest Area (1984); 
 

CHAPTER 10 - HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Paragraph 5 on page 10-31 has been revised as follows: 

The U.S. Forest Service is responsible for fire prevention and suppression in the EldDorado 
National Forest, Tahoe National Forest and those privately-owned lands within the forest 
boundaries.  
 
CHAPTER 11 - HYROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
Figure 11.3 on Page 11-10 has been revised as follows:  
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Figure 11.3 100‐Year and 200‐Year Flood Plains

 * Source‐ FEMA Effective Flood Plains
**Source‐ USACE Comprehensive Study ‐Floodplains
    developed from 2002 Sacramento and San Joaquin 
    River Basins Comprehensive Study

*Yuba County completed levee improvements in 2011 that are 
designed to provide 200‐year level protection in various areas of 
South Yuba County and have been accredited by FEMA for 100‐
year flood protection. However, new floodplain maps that reflect 
these levee improvements were not available at the time of 
publication of this EIR.
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Table 11.5 on Page 11-79 has been revised as follows: 

Table 11.5  

Proposed MTP/SCS Transportation Projects With Structures in a Floodplain 

Floodplain 

Improvement  Project Type 

1
0
0
‐Y
e
ar 

2
0
0
‐Y
e
ar 

X  X 
New Southern Bridge: from Sacramento to West Sacramento across the Sacramento 
River. Includes: Auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Bridge Project 

X  X 
East Commerce Way extension from planned Natomas Crossing Drive to San Juan Rd. 
as a 4 lane road. 

Road Extension 

X  X 
El Centro Rd. new overcrossing  Highway 

Over/Undercrossing 

X  X 
Highway 99 Meister Way new overcrossing  Highway 

Over/Undercrossing 

X  X  Extend Cosumnes River Boulevard from Franklin to Freeport with an interchange at I‐5  Road Extension 

X  X 

New all‐modal bridge: between downtown Sacramento and South Natomas across the 
Lower American River. Includes: Auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilties. Scale 
and features to be determined through need and purpose study anticipated to begin in 
2012. 

Bridge Project 

X  X  Main Ave. extension: 2 lanes from Rio Linda Blvd. to Marysville Blvd.  Road Extension 

X  X 
Natomas Crossing Dr. new overcrossing  Highway 

Over/Undercrossing 

X  X  Natomas Crossing Drive: new 2 lane road from Duckhorn Drive to El Centro Rd.  Road New 

X  X 
Snowey Egret Wy.: new overcrossing for planned road that will run east‐west from El 
Centro Rd. to Commerce Wy. crossing over I‐5. 

Highway 
Over/Undercrossing 

X  X 

Sutter's Landing Parkway: New Road: 1.6 mile 4‐lane arterial on new alignment 
between Hwy. 160 and Hwy. 51. Includes: sidewalks and bike lanes in both directions, a 
grade separation with the railroad, and a full interchange at the connection with Hwy. 
51. 

Road New 

X  X  Elkhorn Blvd.: new 2 lane road from Airport Blvd. / Crossfield Dr. to Power Line Rd.  Road New 

X  X  Meister Way Rd.: new 4 lane road from Metro Air Pkwy. to Lone Tree Rd.  Road New 

X  X  Meister Way Rd: 4 lane road from Lone Tree Rd. to Hwy. 99.  Road New 

X  X 
Metro Air Parkway: from north of I‐5 to Elverta Road: Construct and widen roadway 
from 2 to 4 lanes 

Road Widening 

X  X 

Metro Air Parkway Interchange at I‐5 Phase I: partial clover interchange; three lane 
overcrossing facility with a median, bike lanes and a sidewalk on the west side. Metro 
Air Parkway will connect on the north of the interchange and terminate south of I‐5 
with a cul‐de‐sac. South Bayou Rd will realigned to provide the r/w for partial 
completion of two‐quadrant partial cloverleaf interchange.  

Highway Interchange 
New/Improved 

X  X 
SR 99 Elverta Road new interchange: bridge structure to accommodate 10 lanes, with 
sidewalks and bike lanes on both sides 

Highway Interchange 
New/Improved 

X  X 
SR‐99 / Riego Road Type L‐9 Interchange (partial cloverleaf) in Sacramento and Sutter 
Counties 

Highway Interchange 
New/Improved 

X  X 
SR‐99/113 Interchange (Sutter County)  Highway Interchange 

New/Improved 

X  X 
Goldfields Parkway: 2 lane extension of regional arterial from Orchards Subdivision to 
North Beale Road 

Road Extension 

X  X  Plumas Arboga Rd.: Widen 2 to 3 lane collector from Feather River Blvd. to Arboga Rd.  Road Widening 

X  X 
River Oaks Blvd: new 4‐lane modified arterial from Algodon Rd to Draper Ranch South 
development. 

Road New 



MTP/SCS 2035 Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Final Environmental Impact Report Chapter 4 – Revisions to the Draft EIR – Page 4-18 

Floodplain 

Improvement  Project Type 

1
0
0
‐Y
e
ar 

2
0
0
‐Y
e
ar 

X  X 
River Oaks Blvd.: extension: 2 inner lanes of 4‐lane arterial from Feather River Blvd. to 
Lateral 16. 

Road Extension 

X 
 

I‐5 / 113 Connector Phase 2 (NB I‐5 to SB SR 113 freeway to freeway connection)  Highway Interchange 
New/Improved 

X 
 

Dominguez Road extend with 2 lanes from Granite Drive to Sierra College Boulevard, 
including new bridge over I‐80 in Rocklin 

Road Extension 

X  Valley View Parkway: Construct 2 lanes from Park Drive to Sierra College Blvd.  Road New 

X 
 

Whitney Ranch Parkway, construct new 4‐lane facility from east of Wildcat Blvd. to 
Whitney Oaks Dr. 

Road New 

X  N. Watt Avenue Extend four lanes from Baseline Road to Blue Oaks Avenue (Roseville)  Road Extension 

X  Foothills Blvd.: Construct as a 2 lane road from the City of Roseville to Sunset Blvd.  Road New 

X 
 

Widen Sunset Boulevard from State Route 65 to Cincinnati Avenue from two to four 
lanes. Project includes widening Industrial Blvd / UPRR overcrossing from two to four 
lanes. 

Road Widening 

X 
 

Placer Parkway Phase 1: new 4‐lane divided facility with I/C at SR 65 "Whitney Ranch" 
and at grade crossings at Fiddyment and Foothills from SR 65 to Watt Ave. 

Road New 

X 
 

Route 65 Lincoln Bypass Phase 1: Construct Lincoln Bypass Phase 1: a 4‐lane 
expressway on a new alignment from Industrial Avenue to north of North Ingram 
Slough and continue north with 2 lanes to Sheridan. Also design and construct a Park 
and Ride facility at SR 65 Bypass and Industrial Avenue. 

Road Realignment / 
Bypass 

X 
 

East Natoma Street Widening: from Fargo Way to Folsom Lake Crossing: widen from 2 
to 4 lanes and construct bicycle trail undercrossing in Folsom 

Road Widening 

X  Amador Ave. extension: 2 lanes from Carol Dr. to Cedar Flat Ave.  Road Extension 

X 
 

University Avenue ‐ Phase 1: new four lane roadway from the intersection of Whitney 
Ranch Parkway north to the extension of West Oaks Drive. 

Road New 

X 
 

Waterman Road Widening existing roadway to 4 lanes and extend roadway from 
Gerber Road to Florin Road with an at‐grade rail road crossing. 

Road Widening 

X 
 

Waterman Road Widening: Between Florin Rd. to Jackson Rd.; construct roadway to 4 
lanes 

Road Widening 

X 
 

Zinfandel Drive Extension: new two‐lane road extension with the installation of a new 
traffic signal at the intersection of Zinfandel Drive/Eagles Nest Road and Douglas Road 
and reconstruct/realign Eagles Nest Road approximately 1,000 feet south from the new 
Zinfandel Drive and Douglas Road intersection. 

Road Extension 

X 
 

Feather River Parkway: new alignment for SR‐70 and SR‐20 through the City of 
Marysville, creating a new alignment from 3rd Street westward towards the levee just 
north of Binney Junction, reconnecting to SR‐20 and continuing to reconnect with SR‐
70 north of town 

Road Realignment / 
Bypass 

X 
 

New Northern Bridge: from Sacramento to West Sacramento across the Sacramento 
River. Includes: Auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Bridge Project 

 
Paragraph 1 on page 11-81 has been revised as follows: 
 
Like Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities are already urbanized, but at a 
lower average density. Housing units will increase by approximately 79,000, but will decrease in 
proportional share from 77 percent to 64 percent. Established Communities in Sacramento 
County will add 16,599 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yolo County will add 
791 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yuba County will add 1,702 housing units 
in the 200-year flood hazard area, although this number may be considerably lower, due to recent 
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levee improvements in a portion of the county that are not yet available in the official state data 
source used for this analysis. Specifically, the communities of Linda and Olivehurst may now 
have 200-year level protection and as such would not experience growth delays due to flood 
control issues. This growth pattern is consistent with the policies of the 2008 MTP and Blueprint, 
which call for a more compact regional growth footprint.  
 

Paragraph 2 under “Developing Communities” on page 11-82 has been revised as follows: 
 
Developing Communities in Sacramento County will add 5,350 housing units in the 200-year 
flood hazard area. Sutter County will add 3,475 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. 
Yolo County will add 954 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yuba County will add 
5,926 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area, although this number may be considerably 
lower, due to recent levee improvements in a portion of the county that are not yet available in 
the official state data source used for this analysis. Specifically, the communities of Plumas 
Lakes and areas north of Wheatland in the Highway 65 corridor may now have 200-year level 
protection and as such would not experience growth delays due to flood control issues.  
 
Paragraph 2 under “Developing Communities” on page 11-93 has been revised as follows: 
Developing Communities in Sacramento County will add 5,350 housing units and 2,175 jobs in 
the 200-year flood hazard area. Sutter County will add 200-year flood hazard area. Yolo County 
will add 954 housing units and 47 jobs in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yuba County will add 
a maximum of 5,926 housing units and 3,478 jobs in the 200-year flood hazard area. Recent 
levee improvements in southern Yuba County are designed to provide 200-year flood protection 
and may result in less or no exposure to flood hazards. 
 
Table 11.6 on Page 11-108 has been revised as follows: 

Table 11.6 
Proposed MTP/SCS Transportation Projects Crossing Impaired Bodies of Water 

Improvement  Type  Impaired Water Body 

Latrobe Rd/White Rock Rd Connector (New 

Road) 

Road New  Carson Creek (from wastewater treatment plant to 

Deer Creek) 

I‐5 and I‐80 HOV Connectors and Lanes to 

Downtown 

Highway HOV Lanes  American River, Lower  

I‐80 HOV Across the Top (Longview Drive to 

Sacramento River) 

Highway HOV Lanes  Sacramento River (Knights Landing to the Delta)  

SR 51 Transition Lane (American River Bridge to 

Exposition Boulevard) 

Highway Auxiliary 

Lanes 

American River, Lower  

SR 51 Transition Lane (Exposition Boulevard to 

E Street) 

Highway Auxiliary 

Lanes 

American River, Lower  

Wilton Rd (Grant Line Road to City limit)  Road Widening  Deer Creek (Sacramento County)  
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Improvement  Type  Impaired Water Body 

Lower American River Crossing  Bridge Project  American River, Lower  

Main Ave. (Sacramento City limit to Norwood 

Avenue) 

Road Widening  Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (Steelhead 

Creek, downstream of confluence with Arcade Cr.)  

Sutter's Landing Bridge  Bridge Project  American River, Lower  

Elkhorn Blvd. (Sacramento City limit to Watt 

Avenue) 

Road Widening  Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (Steelhead 

Creek, downstream of confluence with Arcade Cr.) 

Elverta Road (Rio Linda Boulevard to 

Sacramento International Airport) 

Road Widening  Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (aka Steelhead 

Creek, downstream of confluence with Arcade Cr.) 

Hazel Ave Widening, Phase 1 (US 50 

Interchange to Curragh Downs Drive) 

Road Widening  American River, Lower  

Sunrise Blvd. (Madison Avenue to Gold Country 

Boulevard) 

Road Widening  American River, Lower  

Winding Way (Auburn Boulevard to Garfield 

Avenue) 

Road Widening  Arcade Creek 

I‐80 / U.S. 50 Bus/Carpool Lanes (Mace 

Boulevard in Davis to Downtown Sacramento) 

Highway HOV Lanes  Tule Canal; Sacramento River (Knights Landing to 

the Delta)  

Sacramento River Crossing (Sacramento to 

West Sacramento) 

Bridge Project  Sacramento River (Knights Landig to the Delta)  

Sacramento River Crossing (Sacramento to 

West Sacramento) 

Bridge Project  Sacramento River (Knights Landig to the Delta)  

Sutter SR‐99 Corridor Widening (Nicholas 

Avenue/Garden Highway to Sacramento Ave.) 

Highway Capacity  Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to 

Confluence with Sacramento River)  

Pease Rd. (North Township Road to SR 99)  Road Widening  Live Oak Slough  

Riego Rd Widening (SR 99 to Placer County)  Road Widening  Main Drainage Canal  

SR 20 10th St. Bridge Improvements   Bridge Project  Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to 

Confluence with Sacramento River)  

Feather River Bridge at 5th St (SR 99 to SR 

65/70) 

Bridge Project  Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to 

Confluence with Sacramento River)  

Lake Washington Blvd. (Jefferson Boulevard to 

Palamidessi Bridge) 

Road Widening  Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel  

South River Rd. (US 50 on‐ramp to Stonegate 

Drive) 

Road Widening  Sacramento River (Knights Landing to the Delta); 

Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel  

Feather River Parkway (3rd Street to SR 70)  Road Realignment /  Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to 
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Improvement  Type  Impaired Water Body 

Bypass  Confluence with Sacramento River)  

Wheatland Pkwy. (Future north terminus of SR 

65 to SR 65 near South Beal Road) 

Road Realignment / 

Bypass 

Bear River, Lower (below Camp Far West Reservoir) 

Route 70 at Feather River Blvd. (SR 70 / Feather 

River Boulevard interchange) 

Highway Safety, 

Operations & ITS 

Bear River, Lower (below Camp Far West Reservoir) 

 

CHAPTER 12 - LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
Section “U.S. Forest Service (USFS) on page 12-13 has been revised as follows: 

The USFS is responsible for the management of large areas of national forest land. National 
forests are primarily managed for outdoor recreational uses and for resource preservation by the 
USFS. The EldDorado National Forest in Placer and El Dorado Counties is and Tahoe National 
Forest are under USFS jurisdiction.  
 
CHAPTER 15 - PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 
 
Section “U.S. Forest Service” on page 15-12 is revised as follows: 

USFS is responsible for fire prevention and suppression in the EldDorado National Forest, Tahoe 
National Forest and those privately-owned lands within the forest boundaries.  
 
Last Paragraph on page 15-17 is revised as follows: 
 
There are three wilderness areas within the two National Forests: Granite Chief Wilderness 
(Tahoe National Forest), Desolation Wilderness (EldDorado National Forest), and Mokelumne 
Wilderness (EldDorado National Forest). All three of these wilderness areas are outside the 
MTP/SCS plan area. There are no national parks in the MTP/SCS plan area.  
 
CHAPTER 16 - TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
 
Mitigation Measure TRN-1 on page 16-48 has been revised as follows: 
 
In order to reduce the impact of congested vehicle miles traveled (C-VMT) in Developing 
Communities, one or more of the following transportation demand management and investment 
strategies should be considered for implementation in these areas.  
 

 Promote ride sharing programs by methods that may include designating a certain 
percentage of parking spaces for ride sharing vehicles, designating adequate 
passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for ride sharing vehicles; 

 Provide public transit incentives such as free or low-cost monthly transit passes; 
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 Incorporate bicycle lanes and routes into street systems, new 
subdivisions, and large developments; 

 Provide adequate infrastructure for all modes of transportation, including 
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, by incorporating complete streets 
principles into roadway design;  

 Incorporate Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) lanes and supportive 
design features into street systems, new subdivisions, and large 
developments; 

 Incorporate bicycle-friendly intersections into street design; 

 For commercial projects, provide adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to 
promote cyclist safety, security, and convenience. For large employers, provide 
facilities that encourage bicycle commuting, including, for example, locked bicycle 
storage or covered or indoor bicycle parking; 

 Create walking paths in the location of schools, parks and other destination 
points; 

 Work with the school district to provide neighborhood schools that facilitate walking 
and biking to school from nearby neighborhoods;  

 Work with the school district to create and expand school bus services; 

 Institute a telecommute work program. Provide information, training, and 
incentives to encourage participation; 

 Create unique transportation incentives such as free bikes or carpool concierge 
services; 
 

 Provide shuttle service and/or funding for a shuttle for residents that are outside of 
walking distance from a transit line; 

 
 Incorporate Complete Streets features into street design; and/or 
 
 Provide sites for and encourage the siting of neighborhood schools. 

 
First and second bullets in paragraph 1 on page 16-61 have been revised as follows: 
 
In terms of transportation investments, the proposed MTP/SCS invests in a number of 
improvements to the transportation system in the plan area.  These investments include $4.0 
billion (escalated) in exclusively bicycle and pedestrian investments and additional bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure as part of roadway projects in the MTP/SCS.  An estimated 20-30 
percent of roadway projects in the MTP/SCS include bicycle and pedestrian improvements and 
all projects awarded funds managed by SACOG are anticipated to maintain or improve bicycle 
and pedestrian travel.  Despite this policy support for bicycle and pedestrian travel, some of these 
roadway projects in the MTP/SCS may interfere with the existing or planned bicycle or 
pedestrian system. Interferences may include: 
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 Roadway improvement projects or land use changes which result in higher vehicle 
volumes or speeds adjacent to Class 1, or Class 2, or Class 3 bike routes; 

 Roadway improvement projects that eliminate Class 1, or Class 2, or Class 3 bike 
routes; 

 Projects that make pedestrian or bicycle traffic crossing roadways more difficult by 
increasing roadway width or resulting in  higher volumes of vehicles;  

 Projects that interfere with the right-of-way or construction of future planned bike or 
pedestrian facilities, including Class 1 bike routes; and 

 Other projects which may interfere with or interrupt bike routes or pedestrian 
facilities. 

 
Paragraph 1 on page 16-63 has been revised as follows: 
 
Strategies in support of proposed MTP/SCS policies 13, 27, and 29 emphasize the importance of 
bicycle and pedestrian travel for local, regional, state and federal investment priorities. 
MTP/SCS policy 31 ensures that SACOG’s Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Funding Program 
continues to provide funding for bicycle and pedestrian travel. Individual projects should be 
reviewed carefully as any hindrance to pedestrian travel that may block or cause a detour of a 
direct path may cause significant ramifications for a neighborhood.  
 
Mitigation Measure TRN-3 on page 16-70 and 16-71 has been revised as follows: 
 
The implementing agency should implement some or all of the following strategies in order to 
reduce the localized transportation system impacts from construction activities.   
 

 Apply special construction techniques (e.g., directional drilling or night construction) 
to minimize impacts to traffic flow and provide adequate access to important 
destinations in the area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 Provide a shuttle to detour travelers around road blocks. 
 
 Conduct a public information campaign about how to use transit and other methods to 

reduce single-occupant vehicle use. 
 
CHAPTER 17 - UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 
Page 17-3, “Grizzly Flats Community Services District” section has been revised as follows: 
 
The Grizzly Flats Community Services District is located in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada 
Range, southeast of Placerville, CA. The District has the responsibility of providing treated water 
for domestic use and fire protection to the residents within its service area. The District obtains 
its water supply by direct diversion of steam flows from North Canyon and Big Canyon Creeks, 
which are tributaries to the North Fork Consumnes River. The service area abuts the EldDorado 
National Forest. Approximately 1,228 parcels exist in the service area. The district has about 600 
residential customers (Grizzly Flats Community Services District, 2011).  
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Draft MTP/SCS Project Listings 
 
Column Descriptions - 
 
County – Name of the county in which project takes place.  If a project crosses county lines or takes 
place in multiple counties, it is identified as “Multiple Counties” 
 
Lead Agency – Name of lead or sponsor agency responsible for implementing the project.  If a project 
has multiple sponsors, each sponsor is listed or it is identified as “Multiple Sponsors” 
 
Title – Name of the project 
 
Project Description – Short description of the project scope and boundaries 
 
Total Cost (2010 Dollars) – Total cost of the project listed in current year or 2010 dollars.  The total cost 
reflects the total cost of implementing the project.  For some projects that only receive project analysis 
funding (see below), the total cost reflects the cost of completing project analysis work only.  Note: 
Projects programmed in the 11/14 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) are 
provided in year of expenditure costs only to reflect actual cost of programmed project. 
 
Total Cost (Year of Expenditure Dollars) – Total cost of the project listed in Year of Expenditure 
(YOE) dollars.  YOE dollars reflect the cost of the project in the year it is anticipated to be completed, 
accounting for increased costs due to inflation.  The total cost reflects the total cost of implementing the 
project.  For some projects that only receive project analysis funding (see below), the total cost reflects 
the cost of completing project analysis work only. 
 
Draft MTP/SCS Status – Identifies whether the project is occurring by 2020 or 2035, is phased 
throughout the plan, or is listed as project analysis only.  See below for definition of terms used in this 
column. 
 
Definition of Terms from column “Draft MTP/SCS Status”- 
 
Project Analysis- These projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project 
design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  Due to limited 
revenues in the financially constrained MTP/SCS, these projects are not anticipated to have sufficient 
funding to complete construction during the planning period.  These projects remain eligible to seek 
federal and state funding.  If sufficient funding is secured for a project prior to the next major update to 
the MTP/SCS, the project will be reviewed for potential amendments into the MTP/SCS to reflect full 
construction costs. 
 
Completion Phased throughout plan- These projects have multiple components that are anticipated to 
be completed incrementally throughout the planning period of the MTP/SCS. 
  
Project Complete by 2020- These projects are anticipated to have secured full funding and completed all 
phases of work between 2011 and 2020.  
  
Project Complete by 2035- These projects are anticipated to have secured full funding and completed all 
phases of work between 2021 and 2035. Some funding for these projects may be captured prior to 2020, 
however, work is not anticipated to conclude until after 2020.  If sufficient funding is secured for a project 
to advance to full construction prior to 2020 before the next major update of the MTP/SCS, it may be 
amended in the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction in the pre-2020 time frame. 
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
Bullion Bend/Ice House Roadway 
Rehab

In El Dorado County, Bullion Bend/Ice House Rd, from 0.1 mile 
west of Sawmill Road undercrossing in Pollock Pines to the 
South Fork American River Bridge - Rehabilitate roadway (PM 
28.8/39.6)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     14,728,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
Caltrans District 3 Traffic 
Management Center (TMC)

Upgrade Caltrans District 3 TMC to manage US 50, I-80 and 
other ITS Deployments 1,500,000$                   $                       1,872,873 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
Coloma St. POC and Smith Flat UC 
Seismic Retrofit

In Placerville, at the Coloma Street Pedestrian Overcrossing 
(#25-0050) and at the Smith Flat Road Undercrossing (#25-
0064) - Seismic retrofit [PM 17.8/19.6] (SHOPP) [CTIPS ID 107-
0000-0850; EFIS ID 0300000077]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,577,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
Coloma Street Pedestrian 
Overcrossing

Seismic Retrofit for Coloma Street/US 50 Pedestrian 
Overcrossing 754,382$                      $                       1,264,463 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado Caltrans District 3 ED-193 Superelevation Correction

Near Spanish Flat, on Route 193, from 0.4 mile south of 
Chicken Flat Road to 0.1 mile north of Chicken Flat Road - 
Modify roadway superelevation (PM 18.6/18.8) [CTIPS ID 107-
0000-0860] [EFIS ID 0300001113]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,560,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3 ED-49 Log Town Safety
Near El Dorado - From Ore Court Road to China Hill Road - 
Widen shoulders.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,012,760 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3 ED-49 Superelevation Correction

In El Dorado County on SR 49, near Nashville, from 0.4 mile 
north of Union Mine Road to Mica Street - Realign curve and 
modify superelevation (PM 3.7/3.9) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0859] 
[EFIS ID 0300000711]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,601,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
ED-50 El Dorado Hills Pavement 
Rehab

Near El Dorado Hills, from 0.3 mile east of Bass Lake Road to 
Route 49 junction in Placerville - Rehabilitate pavement (AC 
overlay and PCC repair) [PM 4.1/16.5] (CTIPS ID 107-0000-
0852 [EFIS ID 0300020443]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     19,795,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3 Placerville U.S. 50 Culvert Rehab
East of Placerville, at various locations along Route 50 - 
Rehabilitate culverts (SHOPP).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,296,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3 Sly Park Road UC Replacement

Near Pollock Pines, 11 miles east of Placerville at Sly Park 
Road Undercrossing #25-42 - Replace bridge (PM R31.3) 
[CTIPS ID 107-0000-0864, EFIS ID 03-0000-0072)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,563,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
SR 193  Embankment 
Reconstruction

El Dorado County, SR 193, p.m. 23.4: Reconstruct 
embankment.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,113,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
U.S. 50 - Camino Operational / 
Safety Improvements

Construct an undercrossing, median barrier, modify local road 
connections and/or associated operational and safety 
improvements on and adjacent to U.S. 50 (previously EA 36740 
/ PPNo 0060A). This project will be the preferred alternative that 
will be determined during the PA&ED phase(see ELD19210). 
EDCTC is the Lead Agency for the study and PSR/PDS.  El 
Dorado County DOT is a participating agency.  $               33,900,000  $                     42,326,919 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado Caltrans District 3 US 50 Highway Maintenance
From Ice House Road to Strawberry: Perform highway 
maintenance.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,427,000 

Project complete by 
2020

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado Caltrans District 3 US 50 Wildlife Crossing

In El Dorado County, US 50: Construct Wildlife Crossing near 
Shingle Springs, from 1.1 miles east of Greenstone Road UC to 
0.3 mile west of El Dorado Road OC (PM 13.3/13.7) [CTIPS ID 
107-0000-0660] [EFIS ID 0300000317]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,630,002 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

ARRA Road Rehab - Hocking & 
Morrene

Rehabilitate Hocking Street from Mosquito Road to Morrene 
Drive, and Morrene Drive from Hocking Street to Giovanni Drive 

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          256,180 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Blairs Ln / Hangtown Creek Bridge

Blairs Ln, over Hangtown Creek, 150' south of Broadway: 
Replace 1 lane bridge with 2 lane bridge. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,175,202 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Broadway Bike Lanes Add bike lanes: Main Street to Schnell School Road 300,000$                      $                          502,847 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Broadway Traffic Signals

Install traffic signals on Broadway at Mosquito Road and Blairs 
Lane.  $                 1,032,650  $                       1,730,884 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Bush Court/Roddan Court Bush Court/Roddan Court  $                    705,482  $                          880,852 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Clay St / Hangtown Creek Bridge

Clay St over Hangtown Creek, 150' north of Main St: Replace 1 
lane bridge with 2 lane bridge. (Toll Credits for ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,068,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Clay Street at Cedar Ravine

In Placerville, Clay Street at Main/Cedar Ravine: realign to a 
four-way roundabout and replace Ivy House parking lot. (To be 
constructed in conjunction with Clay Street Bridge 
Replacement, ELD19257. Bridge construction, will be funded 
through Highway Bridge Program, shown in HBP Grouped 
Listing). (Emission Reduction in kg/day: 3 ROG, 2.6 NOx, 0.3 
PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,416,613 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Cold Springs Road Connector

Construct a new 2-lane road connecting Cold Springs to 
Placerville Drive for future Fair Lane Road Extension.  $                 3,865,000  $                       4,825,768 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Coleman Street Extension

Construct 150-foot 2-lane roadway with sidewalk and gutter on 
both sides to extend Coleman Street from Bedford Avenue to 
Spring Street  $                 1,762,000  $                       2,200,001 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Combellack Road Extension Road Extension: Combellack Road  $                 3,466,000  $                       4,327,584 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

El Dorado Trail Bike Path - Clay St. 
to Bedford Ave.

Design and construct a Class I bike path along the El Dorado 
Trail between Clay Street and the Bedford Ave. Bike and 
Pedestrian Overcrossing. (Toll Credits for PE)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          165,001 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Emigrant Ravine Road Extension

Construct a new 4,200-foot 2-lane roadway with sidewalk to 
extend Emigrant Ravine Road from the Carson Road to the 
proposed Clay Street Extension  $               15,422,000  $                     19,255,627 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Gateway Drive/Broadway 
Roundabout Build roundabout at Gateway Drive and Broadway.  $                 1,286,000  $                       2,155,539 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Main Street Bicycle Improvements

Install bicycle lanes and route signage on Main Street from 
Spring Street to Clay Street. 7,500$                          $                            12,571 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Main Street Realignment

Construct 700-foot of new 2-lane road. Includes sidewalks to 
City collector street standards between Broadway and Main 
Street.  New road will extend Main Street down Spanish Ravine 
Road. $8,121,768  $                     10,140,691 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Main Street/Cedar Ravine/Clay Street 
Roundabout

Build roundabout at intersection of Main Street, Cedar Ravine, 
and Clay Street  $                 4,555,997  $                       4,754,010 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Mallard Lane Extension

Build a new 2-lane roadway connecting Mallard Lane to 
Placerville Drive.  $                 3,756,000  $                       4,689,673 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Mallard Lane/Green Valley Road Bike 
Lanes

Install bicycle lanes on Mallard Lane from the City limit to Green 
Valley Road, and on Green Valley Road from Mallard Lane to 
Placerville Drive. 150,000$                      $                          251,424 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Mallard Lane/Ray Lawyer Drive 
Extension

Construct a new 2-lane roadway connecting Ray Lawyer Drive 
Extension to Mallard Lane.  $               10,785,362  $                     18,077,969 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Middletown Road Bike Lanes

Install bike lanes on Middletown Road from Canal Street to Cold 
Springs Road. 300,000$                      $                          502,847 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Mosquito Rd./ Clay St. Park & Bus

Phase II - Construct an additional 50-car parking lot with lighting 
landscaping, install public restrooms, and install the El Dorado 
Trail facility

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,450,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Mosquito Road Interchange New Interchange: Mosquito Road and US50 Interchange  $               60,000,000  $                   100,569,473 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Placerville Dr Bridge Widening

Hangtown Creek Bridge at Placerville Drive, 0.3 mi west of Cold 
Springs Rd: Widen bridge to 5 lanes, 2 through lanes in each 
direction and a median turn lane. Widening will include bike 
lanes and sidewalks.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,370,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Placerville Drive Bike Lanes

Install bike lanes on Placerville Drive from Green Valley Road to 
Forni Road / US 50. 150,000$                      $                          251,424 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Placerville Drive Widening - Cold 
Springs Road to US 50

Widen Placerville Drive from Cold Springs Road to US 50 to 
accomodate 4 lanes of traffic, a dual left turn lane, sidewalks, 
and bike lanes on both sides.  $                 6,515,000  $                       8,134,510 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Placerville Drive Widening - Fair 
Lane to Ray Lawyer Drive

Widen Placerville Drive from Fair Lane to Ray Lawyer Drive to 
accomodate 4 lanes of traffic, a dual left turn lane, sidewalks, 
and bike lanes on both sides.  $                 3,169,000  $                       3,956,755 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Placerville Drive Widening - Ray 
Lawyer Drive to Cold Springs Road

Widen Placerville Drive from Ray Lawyer Drive to Cold Springs 
Road to accomodate 4 lanes of traffic, a dual left turn lane, 
sidewalks, and bike lanes on both sides.  $               10,352,000  $                     12,925,318 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Point View Drive

In the City of Placerville, Point View Drive from Broadway to 
Smith Flat Road: extend two-lane road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,160,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Ray Lawyer Drive Extension East

Ray Lawyer Drive Extension East - Construct a new 2,500 ft. 2-
lane road to City collector street standards form Forni Road 
southeast to the City Limit (US 50 to Main Street)  $                 8,122,000  $                     10,140,980 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Ray Lawyer Drive Extention West

Ray Lawyer Drive Extention West - Construct a new 2,500 ft. 2-
lane road to City collector street standards form Forni Road 
southeast to the City Limit (Forni Road to the City Limit)  $               16,046,000  $                     20,034,742 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Road Rehabilitation in Placerville Various road rehabilitation projects throughout Placerville.  $                 5,156,398  $                       6,438,184 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Schnell School Road Traffic Signal Install traffic signal at Schnell School Road.  $                    550,000  $                          686,720 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Seismic Retrofit for Smith Flat Road 
Undercrossing Seismic Retrofit: Smith Flat Road Undercrossing  $               58,221,618  $                     72,694,446 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Upper Broadway Bike Lanes

Install bike lanes on Upper Broadway from Schnell School Road 
to Point View Drive. 300,000$                      $                          502,847 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

US 50 Broadway Eastbound Exit 
(#47) - Signalization and ramp 
lengthening

Lengthen eastboud exit ramp of US 50 at Broadway (#47) and 
install traffic signal.  $                 2,000,000  $                       3,352,316 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

US 50 Western Placerville 
Interchanges Phase 1A/1B

Construct westbound access ramp from Ray Lawyer Drive onto 
US 50 and auxiliary lane between westbound access ramp and 
the existing westbound off-ramp at Placerville Drive. Realign 
Fair Lane to accommodate new improvements, 
bicycle/pedestrian improvements, widened shoulders, retaining 
walls. (HPP #3280) (Phase 2 is ELD19347) (Emissions Benefits 
in kg/day: 0.03 ROG, 0.02 NOx, 0.01 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,570,232 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Washington Street and Turner Street 
Widening

Widen Washington Street and Turner Street to City collector 
standards from Main Street to Cedar Ravine Road to create a 
parallel route to Cedar Ravine Road.  $                 9,458,060  $                     11,809,160 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works

Western Placerville Interchanges 
Phase 2

Replacement and widening of the Forni Road/Placerville Drive 
US 50 Overcrossing, improved operations at the Forni 
Road/Placerville Drive/US 50 interchange, new ramps at the 
existing Ray Lawyer Drive overcrossing, and auxiliary lanes 
between the Forni Road/Placerville Drive/ US 50 interchange 
and the Ray Lawyer Drive interchange. (Phase 1A/1B is 
ELD16060)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     30,079,081 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works Wiltse Road Wiltse Road (Alt 1) (I am looking into this)  $                 4,728,000  $                       5,903,294 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado

City of Placerville Dept 
of Public Works, 
Caltrans District 3

El Dorado Trail in Placerville – Main 
Street to Ray Lawyer Drive

Construct El Dorado Trail  from Main Street to Ray Lawyer 
Drive in Placerville. 400,000$                      $                          670,463 

Project complete by 
2035
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DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Alder Dr/E.I.D. Canal Bridge 
Replacement

Alder Dr, over E.I.D. Canal, at Pony Exp Trail. Replace existing 
functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. Toll 
credits programmed for PE, R/W, & CON. (CIP 77123)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,160,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Bass Lake Road Frontage 
Improvements

Perform roadway operational improvements on Bass Lake 
Road constructed by Silver Springs development.  $                 1,576,000  $                       1,610,672 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Bass Lake Road Improvements - 
Phase 1A

Widen and reconstruct Bass Lake Road from US 50 to Hollow 
Oak Road to 2-lane divided road with 4-foot shoulders and 
bicycle/pedestrian paths. Includes an 8-foot median, sidewalk 
and bike lane from Hollow Oak Road to US 50; median 
improvements only from Hollow Oak Road to Serrano Parkway; 
improvements of park-and-ride lot with frontage road 
improvement to Old Bass Lake Road and Tierra de Dios. (See 
ELD19225/CIP#GP166 for Phase 1B). CIP66109  $               11,623,100  $                     19,482,151 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Bass Lake Road Widening

Widen Bass Lake Road from US 50 to Silver Springs Pkwy to 
accomodate 4 lanes of traffic (divided), curb, gutter, and 
sidewalk. (See ELD19224 for Phase 1A)  $               19,030,000  $                     23,760,509 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Bassi Rd/Granite Creek Bridge 
Replacement

Bassi Rd, over Granite Creek, 0.3 mi N/W of Lotus Rd.  
Replace this structurally deficient one lane bridge with a new 2 
lane bridge. Toll credits programmed for PE, R/W, & CON. (CIP 
77128)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,600,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Blair Rd/EID Canal Bridge 
Replacement

Blair Rd, over EID Canal, 0.7 mi N/O Pony Express Trail. 
Replace the existing 1 lane functionally obsolete bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge. Toll credits programmed for PE, ROW, & 
CON. (CIP 77119)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,160,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Bridge Preventive Maintenance 
Program

In El Dorado County, various locations: preventive maintenance 
of various bridges including Mosquito Rd at South Fork 
American River (Bridge No. 5925-064, 5925-066). CIP77120

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,766,421 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Bucks Bar Rd/North Fork Cosumnes 
River - Bridge Replacement

Replace existing 2 lane bridge with new 2 lane bridge over 
North Fork of Cosumnes River, 1.2 miles north of Mount Aukum 
Rd, widen and minor realignment of Bucks Bar Rd at bridge 
approaches. CIP77116

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,007,244 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Cameron Park Drive Bike Lanes Install bike lanes on entire length of Cameron Park Drive. 525,000$                      $                          879,983 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Cameron Park Drive Widening - 
Durock to Coach

Widen Cameron Park Drive from Durock Road to Coach Lane 
to 5-lanes: 2 northbound through lanes (with right and left turn 
pockets) and 3 southbound through lanes (with dual right turn 
lanes at Robin Lane). Project also includes median and signal 
modification at Coach Lane intersection, realignment of Robin 
Lane intersection for future extension to Rodeo Drive and 
construction of a new traffic signal. (Needs coordination with US 
50/Cameron Park Drive Interchange (ELD19177/CIP72361). 
CIP72367  $                 9,092,000  $                     15,239,627 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Cameron Park Drive Widening - 
Palmer Drive to Meder Road

Widen Cameron Park Drive to 4 lanes (divided) from Palmer 
Drive to Meder Road Includes a curb, gutter, and sidewalk.  $               15,370,000  $                     19,190,700 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Carson Road Bike Lanes

Install bike lanes on Carson Road from Jacquier Road to 
Larsen Drive (on climbing shoulder). 787,500$                      $                       1,319,974 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Coach Lane Bike Lanes Install bike lanes on entire length of Coach Lane. 131,250$                      $                          219,996 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Cold Springs Rd at Mt. Shasta Ln - 
Realignment

Cold Springs Rd at Mt. Shasta Ln-Realign/superelevate curve 
between MP 3.4 and MP 3.55, widen roadway, add shoulders, 
drainage improvements, and add flashing beacon warning 
signs. CIP73360 HSIP3-03-034

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,024,400 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Cold Springs Rd Safety 
Improvements

Cold Springs Rd from Fox Print Ct to Skyview Ln: Modify super-
elevation, widen southbound right shoulder, install traffic 
warning signage and re-stripe roadway. HSIP4-03-008

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          503,219 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Commerce Way Bike Route

Install bicycle route signs and markings on entire length of 
Commerce Way. 1,000$                          $                              1,676 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Country Club Dr - Silva Valley Pkwy 
to ''Old Lincoln Hwy''

Construct new 2-lane road north of existing Tong Rd from Silva 
Valley Pkwy to the "Old Lincoln Hwy". This project is the first 
half of the ultimate project to connect Silva Valley Pkwy to Bass 
Lake Rd and provide parallel capacity to US50. CIP71335

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,038,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Country Club Drive Bike Lanes

Phase 1: Install bike lanes on Country Club Drive from Bass 
Lake Road to Cambridge Road 350,000$                      $                          586,655 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Country Club Drive Extension - Bass 
Lake Road to Silver Dove Road

Construct 2-lane extension of Country Club Drive from Bass 
Lake Road to Silver Dove Road. Roadway includes 6-foot 
paved shoulders and new intersection at Bass Lake Road. 
(Curb, gutter and sidewalk may be included.) CIP#GP124  $                 1,467,300  $                       2,459,426 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Country Club Drive Extension - Silver 
Dove to west end Bass Lake Hills

Construct new 2-lane extension of Country Club Drive from 
Silver Dove Road to the west end of Bass Lake Hills Specific 
Plan boundary for future connection to Silva Valley Parkway. 
Project includes 6-foot paved shoulders. (Curb, gutter and 
sidewalk may be included). CIP#GP125  $                 7,019,000  $                     11,764,952 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Country Club Drive Realignment - 
Bass Lake Road to east end Bass 
Lake Hills

Realign Country Club Drive from Bass Lake Road to the east 
end of Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan boundary. Includes 
constructing a 2-lane road with 6-foot paved shoulders. (Curb, 
gutter and sidewalk may be included.) CIP#GP126  $                 6,745,000  $                     11,305,685 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Diamond Springs Parkway - Phase 2

Widen Diamond Springs Parkway to 4 lanes (divided) from 
Missouri Flat Road to Highway 49. (See ELD15990 for Phase 1)  $                 3,400,000  $                       4,245,178 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Diamond Springs Pkwy - Phase 1

Construct new 2-lane divided arterial roadway from Missouri 
Flat Rd east of Golden Center Dr to a new T-intersection with 
SR-49 south of Bradley Dr; includes planning, environmental 
clearance, grading and right of way for the ultimate 4-lane road, 
required improvements to SR-49 and three new signals. (See 
ELD19348 for Phase 1A and ELD19203/CIP72368 for Phase 
2). CIP72334

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     27,453,000 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Diamond Springs Pkwy - Phase 1A

Realign SR-49/Diamond Rd from Pleasant Valley Rd to north of 
Lime Kiln Rd; SR-49/Diamond Rd will be improved with two 12-
ft lanes and 8-ft shoulders; includes signal modification at 
Pleasant Valley Rd/SR-49 intersection and potential 
underground utility district.  Phase 1A split from Phase 1 
(CIP72334/ELD15990) to advance this new roadway project.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,996,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Durock Rd/Business Center Dr - 
Signal

Signalize intersection and add turn pockets on Durock Rd. 
CIP73354

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,140,300 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Durock Road Bike Lanes Install bike lanes on entire length of Durock Road. 350,000$                      $                          586,655 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation El Dorado Hills Boulevard

Widen El Dorado Hills Boulevard to 4 lanes (divided) from 
Governors Drive / St.Andrews Drive to Francisco Drive  $               10,000,000  $                     13,688,865 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

El Dorado Hills Boulevard / Francisco 
Drive - Realignment

Realign existing El Dorado Hills Boulevard / Francisco Drive / 
Brittany Way intersection and approach roadways to result in a 
new 4-way intersection with extensions and signal installation. 
Northern portion of El Dorado Hills Boulevard (at this 
intersection) will become new minor traffic way, and current 
Francisco Drive between El Dorado Hills Boulevard and Green 
Valley Road will become new major traffic way. CIP72332  $               11,695,000  $                     19,602,666 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

El Dorado Hills Boulevard Widening - 
Lassen Lane to Park Drive

Widen El Dorado Hills Boulevard from Lassen Lane to Park 
Drive from 4 to 5 lanes (divided) by adding a third southbound 
lane. Project includes curb, gutter and sidewalk. CIP#GP183  $                 1,316,000  $                       2,205,824 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

El Dorado Hills Class I Bike Path - 
SMUD Corridor

Design and construct a Class I bike path between El Dorado 
Hills Blvd and Silva Valley Pkwy within the powerline easement 
operated by the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD); 
project includes an 8-foot wide Class I bike path with a 2-foot 
wide shoulder on one side and a 4-foot wide shoulder on the 
other side; total length is approximately 3,000 feet. CIP97005

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          694,300 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation El Dorado Trail

Construct a Class I bike path from Los Trampas Drive to Halcon 
Road. 500,000$                      $                          838,079 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Enterprise Drive Bike Route

Install bicycle route signs and markings on entire length of 
Enterprise Drive. 1,000$                          $                              1,676 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Gold Hill Road Bike Route

Install bicycle route signs and markings on Gold Hill Road from 
State Route 49 to Lotus Road. 4,000$                          $                              6,705 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Rd Widening - 
Francisco to Salmon Falls

Widen Green Valley Rd from Francisco Dr to Salmon Falls Rd 
to 4-lanes divided with curb, gutter and sidewalk. CIP#GP178  $                 2,443,000  $                       4,094,854 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Green Valley Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Salmon Falls Rd. east to Deer Valley Rd.  $               15,000,000  $                     20,533,298 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Rd/Indian Creek - 
Bridge Replacement

Green Valley Rd, over Indian Creek, 0.9 mi N Greenstone Rd. 
Replace the existing 2 lane functionally obsolete bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,160,002 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Rd/N. Shingle Rd - 
Realignment

Realign curve on east leg, add 8-ft shoulders, add left and right 
turn lanes, and signalize intersection; project in conjunction with 
Tennessee Creek Bridge Replacement (CIP77109/ELD19323).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,528,142 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Rd/Tennessee Creek - 
Bridge Replacement

Replace functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with new 2 lane 
bridge over Tennessee Creek, 0.2 miles north of North Shingle 
Rd. CIP77109

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,363,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Rd/Weber Creek - 
Bridge Replacement

Replace existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with new 2 
lane bridge over Weber Creek, 0.7 miles west of Placerville Dr., 
widen and realign Green Valley Rd at bridge approaches, and 
drainage improvements. CIP77114 (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, 
& CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,338,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Road Widening - 
County Line to Francisco Drive

Construct a second eastbound through lane from the 
commercial area near Sophia Parkway intersection to Francisco 
Drive with traffic signal installation at the Green Valley 
Road/Browns Ravine/Miller Road intersection. Also add a 
second westbound lane from Francisco Drive to the commercial 
area near the Sophia Parkway intersection.  $                 9,200,941  $                       9,600,832 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Road Widening - Deer 
Valley Road to Lotus Road

Widen Green Valley Road from Deer Valley Road to Lotus 
Road to two 12-foot lanes with paved shoulders. Project 
includes adding six left-turn pockets. CIP#GP179  $                 5,900,000  $                       9,889,331 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Green Valley Road/Deer Valley 
Intersection Improvements Green Valley Road/Deer Valley Intersection Improvements  $                 1,067,387  $                       1,090,870 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Hazel Valley Rd/PG&E Canal Bridge 
Replacement

Hazel Valley Rd, over PG&E Canal, 0.8 mi SE of SR 50. 
Replace the functionally obsolete 1 lane bridge with a new 2 
lane bridge. (Toll credits programmed for PE, ROW, & CON.) 
CIP77125

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,160,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Headington Rd Ext - Missouri Flat to 
El Dorado

Construct new 2-lane arterial with median extension of 
Headington Rd from Missouri Flat Rd to El Dorado Rd. (Does 
not include curb, gutter or sidewalk.) CIP71375  $               12,721,900  $                     15,884,331 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Intelligent Transportation System 
(ITS) Improvements (Phase 2)

Minor ITS Improvement: Deployment of various ITS 
improvements along U.S. 50 and regionally significant corridors 
in the County. Includes: implementation of ITS projects listed 
and prioritized in El Dorado County. (See ELD19239 for Phase 
1)  $                 5,000,000  $                       6,242,908 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation ITS Improvements - Phase 1

Identification of various Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 
improvements along US 50 and regionally significant corridors 
in the County; projects may include upgrading all controllers, 
building the communications infrastructure, adding CCTVs, 
adding DMS, connecting all the signals. (See 
ELD19240/CIP#GP168 for Phase 2) CIP31202  $                 5,833,200  $                       9,777,364 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Jacquier Road Bike Lanes Placerville City limit to Carson Road 175,000$                      $                          293,328 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Latrobe Rd Realignment - north of 
Ryan Ranch Rd

Realign and widen 0.35 mile of Latrobe Rd north of Ryan Ranch 
Rd (MP 7.0 to 7.35); includes widening shoulders, upgraded 
drainage, installing metal beam guard rail, and pavement rehab 
asphalt overlay between MP 6.6 +/- and MP 7.0 +/-.  The 
overlay work between MP 6.6 +/- and MP 7.0 +/- is not part of 
the HR3 fed funded project, and will be delivered with State 
Prop 1B and local funding. However, the overlay work will be 
included in the Latrobe Rd/Ryan Ranch construction pkg to be 
competitively bid. CIP73359

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,910,478 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Latrobe Rd Widening - Golden 
Foothill to Investment

Widen Latrobe Rd from Golden Foothill Pkwy (south end) to 
Investment Blvd from 2-lanes undivided to 4-lanes divided with 
curb, gutter, and Class II bike lanes; modify signal at Investment 
Blvd. CIP72350  $                 4,310,500  $                       7,225,079 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Latrobe Rd.

Widen: 6 lanes (divided with 4-foot shoulders) from White Rock 
Rd. to Carson Creek (Suncast Ln.)  $               11,080,000  $                     15,167,263 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Latrobe Rd/White Rock Rd 
Connector (New Road)

New connector road from the El Dorado Hills Business Park to 
White Rock Rd west of Four Seasons/Stonebriar intersection; 
Phase 1 to perform route alignment study and prepare PSR; 
Phase 2 will include environmental, design and construction; 
may require coordination with Sacramento County, City of 
Folsom, Southeast Connector JPA and area developers. 
CIP66116

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     23,991,000 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Latrobe Road Bike Lanes Investment Boulevard to Deer Creek/SPTC 525,000$                      $                          879,983 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Lotus Road Bike Lanes Phase 1: Gold Hill Road to SR 49 525,000$                      $                          879,983 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Marshall Road Bike Lanes

Class II bike lanes from the top of Prospectors Road to Black 
Oak Mine Road 525,000$                      $                          879,983 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Marshall Road Bike Route

Class III Bike Route on Marshall Road from Black Oak Mine 
Road to SR 193 20,000$                        $                            33,523 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Meder Road Bike Lanes Phase 1: Cameron Park Drive to Paloran Court 175,000$                      $                          293,328 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Metal Beam Guardrail Installation - 
Various Locations

Roadway Safety Improvements: Construction/reconstruction of 
metal beam guardrail at various locations throughout the 
County.  Federally funded (HSIP & RSTP) programs.  $                 1,672,000  $                       1,708,784 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Missouri Flat Rd - Turn Lane, El 
Dorado to Headington

Add two-way left-turn lane on Missouri Flat Rd from El Dorado 
Rd to Headington Rd. No curb, gutter or sidewalk. CIP#GP163  $                 1,482,000  $                       2,484,066 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Missouri Flat Road Bike Lanes

Phase 1: Campus Drive to existing Class II on the south side of 
US 50 350,000$                      $                          586,655 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Missouri Flat Road Bike Lanes

Phase 2: Golden Center Drive near Wal-Mart to Pleasant Valley 
Road 175,000$                      $                          293,328 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Mosquito Rd/South Fork American 
River Bridge Replacement

Mosquito Rd, over South Fork American River, 5.7 mi north of 
US 50. Replace the existing structurally deficient 1 lane bridge 
with a new 2 lane bridge. (Toll credits programmed for PE, 
ROW, & CON.) CIP77126

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     32,400,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Mosquito Road Bridge Mosquito Road Bridge at South Fork of American River  $                    316,373  $                          323,333 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Mother Lode Dr Turn Lane, 
Greenstone to Pleasant Valley

Mother Lode Dr, Greenstone to Pleasant Valley: Add two-way 
left-turn lane and widen road to accommodate the turn lane. No 
curb, gutter or sidewalk.  CIP#GP155  $                 6,590,000  $                       8,228,153 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Mother Lode Dr/Pleasant Valley Rd - 
Signalization

Reconfigure existing "Y" all-way stop to a signalized "T" 
intersection including turn pockets and shoulder improvements. 
CIP73307  $                 7,782,300  $                     13,044,363 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Mother Lode Drive Bike Lanes Phase 1: Missouri Flat Road to Lindberg Ave 175,000$                      $                          293,328 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Mt. Murphy Rd/South Fork American 
River Bridge Replacement

Mt Murphy Rd, over South Fork American River, 0.1 mi east of 
SR 49. Replace the existing one lane truss bridge with a new 2 
lane bridge. (Toll credits programmed for PE, ROW, and CON.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,080,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Newtown Rd/South Fork Weber 
Creek - Bridge Replacement

Replace existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with new 2 
lane bridge over South Fork of Weber Creek, 0.7 miles west of 
Snows Rd, widen and realign Newtown Rd at bridge 
approaches, drainage improvements, and retaining walls at 
bridge. CIP77122

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,191,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

North Shingle Rd and Newtown Rd - 
Road Rehab

Asphalt concrete overlays on North Shingle Rd from 
US50/Ponderosa Rd to Green Valley Rd (4.0 miles) and on 
Newtown Rd from Mining Brook Rd to Pleasant Valley Rd (5.0 
miles). CIP72179

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,980,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Northside School Class I Bike Path - 
Phase 1 & 2

Within Community of Cool: Phase 1: Construct Class I bike path 
along north side of SR-193 from SR-49 to Auburn Lake Trails 
subdivision for 0.82 mile. Phase 2: Construct Class I bike path 
along west side of SR-49 from SR-193 to cave Valley Rd 
(Northside School) for approx. 1 mile. CIP72304/72306

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,420,079 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Old Bass Lake Rd – EDH to Bass 
Lake Connection

Phase 1: EDH to Bass Lake Connection.  Between gates, using 
existing roadway as Class I path from Tong Road to Old Bass 
Lake Road. 200,000$                      $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Palmer Dr/Wild Chaparral Dr - New 
Connector Rd

Construct new 2-lane undivided road connecting Palmer Dr to 
Wild Chaparral Dr. Future CIP project.  $                 9,700,000  $                     16,258,731 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Palmer Drive Bike Lanes Add bike lanes along full length of Palmer Drive 87,500$                        $                          146,664 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Palmer Drive Bike Path Connection From Wild Chaparral Drive to Palmer Drive 200,000$                      $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Pleasant Valley Rd (SR-
49)/Patterson Dr - Signal

Signalize intersection including channelization and construction 
of associated improvements; CIP73320

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,850,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Pleasant Valley Rd Widening -  Big 
Cut to Cedar Ravine

Widen Pleasant Valley Rd from Big Cut Rd to Cedar Ravine Rd 
to accommodate seven left-turn pockets. CIP#GP174  $                 2,804,000  $                       4,699,947 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Pleasant Valley Rd Widening -  El 
Dorado to SR 49

Widen Pleasant Valley Rd from El Dorado Rd to SR 49 to 
accommodate 0.25 mile two-way left-turn lane at west end and 
widen shoulders. CIP#GP160  $                 1,279,000  $                       2,143,806 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Pleasant Valley Rd Widening -  Pearl 
to Big Cut

Widen Pleasant Valley Rd from Pearl Pl (east of SR 49) to Big 
Cut Rd in Diamond Springs to accommodate three left-turn 
pockets, 0.5 miles of 2-way left-turn lane, and shoulder 
widening. CIP#GP173  $                 3,440,000  $                       5,765,983 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Pleasant Valley Rd/Oak Hill Rd - 
Intersection Improvements

Intersection and roadway alignment improvements, widen 
shoulders on north side and additional turn lanes. CIP73358

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,054,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Pleasant Valley Road Bike Lanes Big Cut Road to Sly Park Road 1,575,000$                   $                       2,639,949 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Pleasant Valley Road Bike Lanes Phase 2: Missouri Flat Road to Mother Lode Drive 525,000$                      $                          879,983 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Pleasant Valley Road Bike Lanes Phase 1: Big Cut Road to Missouri Flat Road 350,000$                      $                          586,655 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Ponderosa Rd Widening -  N. Shingle 
to Meder

Widen Ponderosa Rd from N. Shingle Rd to Meder Rd to 
accommodate four left-turn pockets and 0.3 miles of dual left-
turn lane; shoulder repair and widening. CIP#GP175  $                 3,440,000  $                       5,765,983 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Ponderosa Road Bike Lanes US 50 to Meder Road 131,250$                      $                          219,996 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Prospectors Road Class III Bike 
Route Class III bike route on the entire length of Prospectors Road 12,500$                        $                            20,952 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Road Rehabilitation in El Dorado 
County El Dorado County  $               26,630,544  $                     36,499,705 

Completion phased 
throughout plan
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Rubicon Trail/Ellis Creek - Bridge 
Replacement

Construct new 2-lane bridge over existing Low Water Crossing 
over Ellis Creek, 0.3 miles north of Loon Lake, realign Rubicon 
Trail at bridge approaches, erosion control along the trail, and 
restoration work at the low water crossing. (Toll Credits for 
ROW & CON) CIP77117

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          998,200 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Salmon Falls Rd South of Glenesk Ln 
Realignment

Realign curves between MP 7.79 and 7.89 (south of private 
road Glenesk Ln), widen roadway, add shoulders, superelevate 
curve, drainage improvements, add flashing beacon warning 
signs and rumble strips. CIP73362

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,133,400 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Saratoga Way Extension – Class II 
Bike Lanes

Class II Bike Lanes included in extension of Saratoga Way from 
Finders Way to County Line.  (alternatively construct a Class I 
bike path prior to consturction of extension of Saratoga Way to 
Iron Point Road) 75,000$                        $                          125,712 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Saratoga Wy Ext - Phase 1

Construct new 2-lane arterial to extend Saratoga Wy from 
current terminus near Finders Wy to Sacramento County Line; 
includes median, 6-ft shoulders, right-turn pocket onto Finders 
Way, asphalt path, drainage system, environmental clearance 
and secure ROW for future 4-lane road from County Line to El 
Dorado Hills Blvd. CIP71324 (Phase 2 CIP#GP147 - See 
ELD19234 in MTP.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     15,279,500 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Saratoga Wy. (Phase 2)

Widen: 4 lanes from the Sacramento/El Dorado County line to 
El Dorado Hills Blvd. Includes: full curb, gutter, and sidewalk. 
(See ELD16010 for Phase 1)  $                 4,640,000  $                       5,793,419 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Silva Valley Pkwy Widening from 
Entrada

Widen Silva Valley Pkwy (2 to 4 lanes) from Entrada Dr to 1000 
feet south of Oak Meadow Elem School; includes sidewalk, bike 
lanes and left-turn storage for school entrance. CIP72370

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,292,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Silva Valley Pkwy/Golden Eagle Ln - 
Signalization

Signalize intersection at Silva Valley Pkwy and Golden Eagle Ln 
(Silva Valley Elem School). CIP#GP182  $                    768,000  $                       1,287,289 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Silver Fork Rd/South Fork American 
River Bridge Replacement

Silver Fork Rd over South Fork American River , 0.1 mi SE of 
SR 50. Replace existing 2 lane bridge with 2 lane bridge. (Toll 
credits programmed for PE, R/W, & CON.) CIP 77124

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,260,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Silver Springs Parkway to Bass Lake 
Road

It is anticipated that Silver Springs Parkway will be built as a two-
lane standard divided roadway with shoulders. It is planned to 
realign Bass Lake Road south of Green Valley Road through 
the proposed Silver Springs subdivision, which is west of the 
existing Bass Lake Road. The new road is named Silver 
Springs Parkway. That development is responsible for building 
Silver Springs Parkway through their development. There is a 
portion of the new alignment that falls to the south of the Silver 
Springs development that must also be built to connect the new 
road to the existing Bass Lake Road to the south.  $                 6,373,773  $                       6,844,926 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Silver Springs Parkway to Green 
Valley Road 

Construct new Silver Springs Parkway through the Silver 
Springs Development from Bass Lake Road to Green Valley 
Road and install signal at Silver Springs Parkway and Green 
Valley Road intersection. Connect to realigned Bass Lake Road 
north of Bass Lake  $                 7,200,000  $                       7,732,229 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Sly Park Rd/Clear Creek - Bridge 
Replacement

Replace existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with new 2 
lane bridge over Clear Creek, 1.1 miles east of Pleasant Valley 
Rd, widen and realign Sly Park Rd at bridge approaches and at 
entrance to Clear Creek Rd, and drainage improvements along 
Sly Park Rd. CIP77115

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,088,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation Sophia Pkwy.

Widen: 4 lanes (divided) from Alexandria Rd. to Empire Rancho 
Rd. at the County Line.  $                 5,000,000  $                       6,242,908 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation SPTC/El Dorado Trail 

Class I Bike Path from Missouri Flat Road to Mother Lode Drive 
in El Dorado 2,400,000$                   $                       4,022,779 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation SR 49 Realignment SR 49 Realignment  $               28,800,000  $                     48,273,347 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation U.S. 50 / Bass Lake Rd. (Phase 2)

Add Auxiliary Lane: WB on US 50 between Bass Lake Rd. and 
Cambridge Rd. interchanges. Includes: additional ramp, road 
widening. (Phase 2) (See ELD19182 for Phase 1)  $               23,640,000  $                     29,516,471 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation U.S. 50 / Cambridge Rd. (Phase 2) 

Add Auxiliary Lane: on US 50 EB between Cambridge Rd. and 
Cameron Park Dr. interchanges and WB between Cameron 
Park Dr. and Bass Lake Rd. interchanges. Includes: bridge 
widening to add two lanes and ramp widening. (Phase 2) (See 
ELD19181 for Phase 1)  $               15,500,000  $                     21,217,742 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50 Aux Lane WB - El Dorado 
Hills to Empire Ranch

Widen US 50 and add auxiliary lane to westbound US 50 
connecting the El Dorado Hills Blvd/Latrobe Rd Interchange to 
the future Empire Ranch Rd Interchange located in the City of 
Folsom; (City of Folsom will construct the EB aux lane.) Timing 
of construction to be concurrent with or after the El Dorado Hills 
Blvd Interchange (ELD15630/CIP71323) or Empire Ranch 
Interchange. CEQA/NEPA cleared through the Empire Ranch 
Interchange environmental document. CIP53115  $                 3,688,300  $                       6,182,173 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50 Auxiliary Lane Eastbound - 
Cambridge to Ponderosa

Construct eastbound auxiliary lane on US50 between 
Cambridge Rd and Ponderosa Rd interchanges. CIPGP150.  $               14,550,000  $                     24,388,097 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation US 50 Bus/Carpool Lanes

Bus/Carpool Lanes - Phase 3:  US 50-Ponderosa Road to 
Greenstone Road  $               34,730,208  $                     43,363,502 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50 Camino Area Parallel 
Capacity/Safety Study

Study to identify and analyze alternatives to improve access and 
reduce accidents at US 50 and Camino Rd. EDCTC is lead 
agency on study. This project is EDCDOT's contribution to the 
study. Preferred alternative to be implemented in project 
CAL18190. CIP71319  $                 4,332,500  $                       7,261,954 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation US 50 HOV Lanes - Phase 1

Phase 1 (El Dorado Hills to Bass Lake Grade) - Add HOV lanes 
in median of US 50 between El Dorado Hills Blvd/Latrobe Rd 
and Bass Lake Rd interchanges (PM 0.5 to PM 4.2 eastbound 
and PM 0.9 to PM 2.9 westbound); includes extension of EB 
truck climbing lane from Latrobe Rd to base of Bass Lake 
Grade, median widenings of Clarksville Rd and Bass Lake Rd 
undercrossings, and replacement of EDH Blvd undercrossings 
including EB off-ramp. (See ELD19287 for Phase 2A, 
ELD19290 for Phase 2B and ELD19289 for future unfunded 
Phase 3 in the MTP). Emission Benefits in kg/day: ROG 27, 
NOx: 28, PM10 15, CO 303. CIP53110

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     43,573,483 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation US 50 HOV Lanes - Phase 2A

Phase 2A (Bass Lake Rd to Cameron Park Dr) - Add HOV 
lanes in median of US50 between Bass Lake Rd and Cameron 
Park Dr Interchanges. PA&ED completed by Caltrans. Caltrans 
advancing project design through Cooperative Agreement with 
the County. Intergovernmental Agreement between County and 
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians for funding (coded as 
Local Agency Funds). (Emission Benefits in kg/day: 19 ROG, 
20 NOx, 12 PM10.) (See ELD19211/CIP53113 for Phase 1, 
ELD19290/CIP53122 for Phase 2B and ELD19289/CIP53116 
for future unfunded Phase 3 in the MTP). CIP53113

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     24,874,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation US 50 HOV Lanes - Phase 2B

Phase 2B (Cameron Park Dr to Ponderosa Rd) - Add HOV 
lanes in median of US50 between Cameron Park Dr and 
Ponderosa Rd Interchanges. PA&ED completed by Caltrans. 
Caltrans advancing project design through Cooperative 
Agreement with the County. Intergovernmental Agreement 
between the County and Shingle Springs Band of Miwok 
Indians for funding (coded as Local Agency Funds). (See 
ELD19211/CIP53110 for Phase 1, ELD19287/CIP53113 for 
Phase 2A and ELD19289/CIP53116 for future unfunded Phase 
3 in MTP). CIP53122  $               22,637,000  $                     37,943,186 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50 Mainline Widening at El 
Dorado Hills

Construct new westbound aux lane within median of US 50 
between Silva Valley Pkwy and Empire Ranch Rd future new 
interchanges; requires coordination with Silva Valley I/C 
(ELD15610/CIP71328), El Dorado Hills I/C 
(ELD15630/CIP71323) and Empire Ranch I/C (City of Folsom 
project). CIP53120  $                 2,500,000  $                       3,121,454 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Bass Lake Rd Interchange - 
Phase 1

Interchange Improvements: this phase includes detailed study 
to determine complete improvements needed; Phase 1 may 
include ramp widening, road widening, signals, and WB 
auxiliary lane between Bass Lake and Silva Valley 
interchanges; Phase 1 assumes bridge replacement. (See 
ELD19217 for Phase 2) CIP71330  $               20,829,200  $                     34,913,028 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Cambridge Rd Interchange - 
Phase 1

Interchange Improvements: this phase includes widening 
existing EB and WB on-/off-ramps; addition of new WB on-
ramp; reconstruction of local intersections; and installation of 
traffic signals at EB and WB ramp terminal intersections; 
preliminary engineering for Phase 2 to be performed under 
Phase 1. (See ELD19218 for Phase 2) CIP#71332  $               10,644,800  $                     17,842,365 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Cameron Park Dr Interchange 
Improvements

Interchange Improvements: this project includes detailed study 
to identify capacity improvements alternatives and selection of 
preferred alternative; assumes reconstruction of existing US50 
bridges to widen Cameron Park Dr to 8 lanes under the 
overcrossing; road and ramp widenings. CIP72361

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     58,737,000 

Project Complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/El Dorado Hills Blvd 
Interchange - Final Phase

Interchange Improvements: this final phase constructs new WB 
off-ramp undercrossing, improves WB on-/off-ramps and 
widens El Dorado Hills Blvd. (Coordinates with 
ELD19215/CIP53120, ELD19273/CIP53115, 
ELD19173/CIP71340, and ELD19345.) CIP71323 

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     22,481,000 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/El Dorado Hills Blvd 
Interchange Eastbound Ramps

Reconstruct eastbound diagonal on-ramp and eastbound loop 
off-ramp for the ultimate configuration; add a lane to northbound 
El Dorado Hills Blvd under the overpass (eliminates merge lane 
and improves traffic flow from the eastbound loop off-ramp); 
eastbound diagonal on-ramp will be metered and have an HOV 
bypass.  Project split from ELD15630(CIP71323).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,860,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/El Dorado Hills Blvd 
Pedestrian Overcrossing

Construct ped/bike overcrossing over US 50 just east of El 
Dorado Hills Blvd Interchange; includes a Class 3 mixed-use 
path; Construction and ROW acquisition for 10-ft wide sidewalk 
and adjacent retaining walls, barriers, railings and landscape 
replacement included with CIP71323 (see ELD15630). 
CIP71340

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,782,800 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/El Dorado Rd Interchange - 
Phase 1

Interchange Improvements: includes signalization and widening 
of existing ramps. (See ELD19272 for Phase 2). CIP71347  $                 3,538,500  $                       5,931,085 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/El Dorado Rd Interchange - 
Phase 2

Interchange Improvements: this phase involves construction of 
left and right turn lanes and additional through traffic lanes in all 
approaches to the interchange. (See ELD19178/CIP71347 for 
Phase 1). CIP71376  $                 7,265,000  $                     12,177,287 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Missouri Flat Rd Interchange - 
Phase 1B

Interchange Improvements: This is the 2nd of three phases; 
includes reconfiguration of interchange to 4-lane tight diamond, 
construction of aux lanes between the interchange and Forni 
Rd/Western Placerville Dr Interchange; bike/ped facility from 
Missouri Flat Rd to Placerville Dr/Forni Rd along eastbound 
portion of US 50; widening and seismic retrofitting of the Weber 
Creek Bridge #25-0005R/L (a portion of this bridge work refer to 
EA# 03-2E170); construction of new support piers and widening 
the bridge deck to accommodate widening existing travel lanes, 
and the addition of shoulders and auxiliary lanes in the EB and 
WB directions. (See ELD15690/CIP71317 for Phase 1A and 
ELD19295/CIP71346 for Phase 1C. CIP71336)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     36,052,850 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Missouri Flat Rd Interchange - 
Phase 1C

Phase 1C (Riparian Restoration) is 3rd/final phase to construct 
Phase 1 option addressed in FEIR for "US 50/Missouri Flat 
Road Interchange" project; include design, specs, 
implementation plan, maintenance plan, maintenance 
requirements and monitoring program for restoration of native 
riparian vegetation and trees that are or have been removed as 
part of the overall Phase 1 project construction (see 
ELD15690/CIP671317 for Phase 1A and ELD19193/CIP71336 
for Phase 1B). CIP71346

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,617,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Ponderosa Rd Interchange - 
Durock Rd Realignment

Realign approx. 1/4 mile of Durock Rd to Sunset Ln and 
signalize new intersection. Durock Rd will be two through lanes 
with turn pockets at the intersection and center turn lane. PE for 
this phase included in ELD19180/CIP7133. Coordinates with 
ELD19170/CIP71339 and ELD19180/CIP71333. CIP71338

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,141,000 

Project Complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Ponderosa Rd Interchange - 
N. Shingle Rd Realignment

Realign approx. 1/4 mile of N. Shingle Rd about 600 ft north at 
Ponderosa Rd; realign WB off-ramp to align with Wild 
Chaparral Dr; and signalize the new intersection. Realigned N. 
Shingle Rd will be two through lanes with turn pockets at the 
intersection. PE for this phase included in CIP71333/ELD19180. 
Coordinates with CIP71338/ELD19244, CIP71333/ELD19180 
and CIP#GP150/ELD19219. CIP71339

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,016,000 

Project Complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Ponderosa Rd/So. Shingle Rd 
Interchange Improvements

Interchange Improvements: includes detailed study to identify 
alternatives and select preferred alternative; widening existing 
US 50 overcrossing to accommodate 5 lanes, and realignment 
of WB loop on-ramp, ramp widenings, and widening of 
Ponderosa Rd, Mother Lode Dr, and So. Shingle Rd; includes 
PE for all phases; (See ELD19170/CIP71339 and 
ELD19244/CIP71338). Coordinates with ELD19289/CIP53116, 
ELD19219/CIP#GP150, ELD19246/CIPGP171, and 
ELD19250/CIP#GP175. CIP71333

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     23,088,000 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Silva Valley Pkwy Interchange - 
Phase 1

New Interchange: Phase 1 includes US 50 on-/off-ramps, 
overcrossing, and US 50 aux lanes. (See ELD19291/CIP71345 
for Phase 2). CIP71328

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     64,064,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

US 50/Silva Valley Pkwy Interchange - 
Phase 2 (Connector Segment)

Final phase of new interchange: construction of eastbound 
diagonal and westbound loop on-ramps to US 50. (See 
ELD15610/CIP71328 for Phases 1). CIP71345  $               14,200,000  $                     17,729,860 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

Wentworth Springs Rd/Gerle Creek - 
Bridge Replacement

Replace 2-lane bridge over existing Low Water Crossing, 2.5 
miles north of Ice House Rd. CIP77118 (Toll Credits for ROW & 
CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,330,400 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

White Rock Rd Widening -  
Manchester to County Line 
(Connector Segment)

Widen White Rock Rd from 2 to 4 lanes, divided, from 
Manchester Dr east to Sacramento County Line. CIP#GP137  $               12,835,000  $                     21,513,486 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

White Rock Rd Widening -  Monte 
Verde to US50/Silva Valley 
(Connector Segment)

Widen White Rock Rd from 2 lanes undivided to 4 lanes 
divided, from Monte Verde Dr east to new future US 50/Silva 
Valley Pkwy Interchange (ELD15610/CIP71328); includes curb, 
gutter, sidewalk and Class II bike lanes. ROW costs include 
acquisition for ultimate 6-lane facility (see 
CIP#GP152/ELD19235 in MTP). CIP72374  $               25,626,500  $                     42,954,060 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

White Rock Rd Widening - Latrobe to 
Monte Verde (Connector Segment)

Widen White Rock Rd (2 lanes undivided to 4 lanes divided) 
from Post St to the culvert east of Monte Verde Dr; install new 
traffic signal at White Rock Rd/Windfield Wy; includes curb, 
gutter, sidewalk and Class II bike lanes. CIP72372

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          869,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

White Rock Rd. (Connector 
Segment)

Widen: 6 lanes (divided) from Latrobe Rd. to U.S. 50 / Silva 
Valley Pkwy. Interchange. #REF!  $                       1,052,343 Project Analysis /1/

El Dorado
El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation

White Rock Rd/Post St - 
Signalization (Connector Segment)

Signalize intersection at White Rock Rd and Post St in El 
Dorado Hills. CIP73310  $                    474,900  $                          796,007 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD Bass Lake Road Bike Lanes Class II Bike Lanes from Green Valley Road to US 50 1,500,000$                   $                       2,514,237 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD

Bike Path Parallel to US 50 on the 
north side -EDH to Bass Lake 
Connection

Phase 2: EDH to Bass Lake Connection From Silva Valley 
Road to El Dorado Hills Village Center Shopping Center 300,000$                      $                          502,847 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD El Dorado Hills Boulevard Bike Lanes Phase 1: Saratoga Way to Governor Drive/St. Andrews 297,500$                      $                          498,657 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD El Dorado Hills Boulevard Bike Path

Phase 2: Utilizing an existing golf cart undercrossing of Serrano 
Parkway, extend the bike path from the current terminus at 
Serrano Parkway to Raley’s Center 200,000$                      $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD

El Dorado Hills Boulevard Bike Path 
(phase 1)  

Sign and stripe existing Class I Paths in two locations: 1) from 
Harvard Way to St. Andrews 2) from Governors Drive to 
Brittney Way 10,000$                        $                            16,762 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD

El Dorado Hills to Bass Lake 
Connection (phase 1)  

Class III Bike Route on Tong Road, Class III Bike Route on Old 
Bass Lake Road. 25,000$                        $                            41,904 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD Green Valley Road Bike Lanes

Class II Bike Lanes from Francisco Dr. to Pleasant Grove 
Middle School/Pleasant Grove Middle School to Lock and Lock 
to Francisco Dr. 550,000$                      $                          921,887 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD Harvard Way Bike Path From Clermont Road to El do Hills Boulevard 200,000$                      $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD Silva Valley Road Bike Lanes

From the new connection with White Rock Road to Green 
Valley Road 700,000$                      $                       1,173,311 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado

El Dorado County Dept 
of Transportation, El 
Dorado Hills CSD SPTC/El Dorado Trail Class I Bike Path from Latrobe Road to County Line 2,800,000$                   $                       4,693,242 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County 
Transit

Commuter Bus Replacement - FTA 
5307 Replace one (1) commuter bus.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          521,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County 
Transit

Operating Assistance for Rural 
Transit Service Operating Assistance FFY 2011 through 2014

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,072,808 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County 
Transit

Preventative Maintenance - FTA 
5307 Preventative Maintenance for Urban services

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          320,200 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County 
Transit Regional Fueling Station

Develop a regional fueling station near the Sacramento/El 
Dorado County Line.  $               20,310,000  $                     34,042,766 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado County 
Transit Vehicle Replacement

Replacement of five (5) paratransit cutaway buses and four (4) 
ADA minivan vehicles.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          643,000 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado County 
Transit Vehicle Replacement Vehicle replacement of 1 medium bus and 1 minivan.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          169,314 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans AVI/AVL For Emergency Vehicles AVI/AVL For Emergency Vehicles $400,000  $                          670,463 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Communications Plan Communications Plan 100,000$                      $                          124,858 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Continued Signal Coordination 
Improvements 2010-2020 Continued Signal Coordination Improvements $50,000  $                            62,429 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Continued Signal Coordination 
Improvements 2020-2030 Continued Signal Coordination Improvements 50,000$                        $                            83,808 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Critical Intersection Improvements Critical Intersection Improvements 5,000,000$                   $                       6,242,908 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans El Dorado County Integration Project El Dorado County Integration Project 400,000$                      $                          499,433 

Project complete by 
2020
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El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Highway Advisory Radio Deployment 
and Weather Stations – integrate with 
Caltrans

Highway Advisory Radio Deployment and Weather Stations – 
integrate with Caltrans 6,500,000$                   $                       8,115,781 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Install Animal Vehicle Collision 
Avoidance Systems-Hwy 49 and US 
50 

Install Animal Vehicle Collision Avoidance Systems-Hwy 49 and 
US 50 

$150,000 

 $                          251,424 
Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Install bicycle loop detection at all 
major intersections Install bicycle loop detection at all major intersections $6,000  $                            10,057 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Install Communication Phase II Install Communication Phase II 200,000$                      $                          249,716 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Install Downhill Speed Warning 
System on U.S. 50 Near Camino 

Install Downhill Speed Warning System on U.S. 50 Near 
Camino $100,000  $                          167,616 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Install Ice Detection and Warning 
Systems Install Ice Detection and Warning Systems $200,000  $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Install Rock/Mudslide and Avalanche 
Detection and Warning System 

Install Rock/Mudslide and Avalanche Detection and Warning 
System $200,000  $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Installation of CCTV Installation of CCTV $390,000  $                          653,702 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Landslide Sensor Integration Project Landslide Sensor Integration Project 60,000$                        $                            74,915 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Long-Term Priority Corridor 
Deployment of ITS Long-Term Priority Corridor Deployment of ITS $900,000  $                       1,508,542 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Long-Term Regional ITS Plan 
Update Long-Term Regional ITS Plan Update $200,000  $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Lower US 50 Freeway Management Lower US 50 Freeway Management 500,000$                      $                          624,291 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Medium-Term Regional ITS Plan 
Update Medium-Term Regional ITS Plan Update $200,000  $                          335,232 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Placerville Signal System Technology 
Advances Placerville Signal System Technology Advances 800,000$                      $                          998,865 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Portable Traffic Management 
Devices Portable Traffic Management Devices $350,000  $                          586,655 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Priority Corridor Deployment of ITS 
Latrobe Road/El Dorado Hills

Priority Corridor Deployment of ITS Latrobe Road/El Dorado 
Hills 900,000$                      $                       1,123,724 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Procure and deploy Portable 
Dynamic Message Signs (DMS) and 
Trailblazers

Procure and deploy Portable Dynamic Message Signs (DMS) 
and Trailblazers 90,000$                        $                          112,372 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Remote Traffic Control Workstation Remote Traffic Control Workstation $8,000  $                            13,409 

Project complete by 
2035

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Traffic Control System (TCS) 
Upgrade Traffic Control System (TCS) Upgrade 30,000$                        $                            37,457 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Traffic Control System Procurement Traffic Control System Procurement 250,000$                      $                          312,145 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans

Traveler Information Dissemination 
Devices at Key Locations Traveler Information Dissemination Devices at Key Locations 300,000$                      $                          374,575 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans US 50 Surveillance US 50 Surveillance 1,100,000$                   $                       1,373,440 

Project complete by 
2020



Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy Project List

20 of 117

COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans US 50 Traveler Information US 50 Traveler Information 1,500,000$                   $                       1,872,873 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans US 50 Winter Traffic Management US 50 Winter Traffic Management 250,000$                      $                          312,145 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans Web Page Development Web Page Development 100,000$                      $                          124,858 

Project complete by 
2020

El Dorado
El Dorado 
County/Caltrans/Sacog STARNET Integration STARNET Integration 40,000$                        $                            49,943 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 Donner Pass UP Line
Upgrade Donner Pass Summit (UP Line) double track, tunnel 
lowering for full double stack operations #REF!  $                       3,974,727 Project Analysis /1/

El Dorado Caltrans District 3
ED-49 Rattlesnake Bar Rd Tum 
Pocket

In Pilot Hill, at the Rattlesnake Bar Road intersection - 
Construct left-turn channelization (PM R31.1) (CTIPS ID 107-
0000-0865; EFIS ID 0300020538)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,110,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 I-80 3-Mile Truck Climbing Lane

Near Colfax on Route 80, from the Long Ravine UP to east of 
Magra Road OC - Construct eastbound truck climbing lane and 
related improvements. (PM 35.1/38.0) (Project will use a 
tapered match)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     31,600,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3
I-80 HOV Lanes & Aux Lanes - 
Phase 3

Phase 3 of the Operational Improvement Project: On I-80, 
Construct east and west bound extensions of the HOV (High 
Occupancy Vehicle) lanes and auxiliary lanes from Miners’ 
Ravine to State Route 65, 1 mile east of the 65/80 Separation. 
Includes widening of Miners' Ravine Bridge in both directions.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     35,016,212 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 I-80 Maintenance in Placer County

On I-80 in Placer County, 7 miles east of Auburn, from 1.7 miles 
west of Applegate Rd. overcrossing (Br # 19-0130) to 0.2 mile 
east of Jct Rte 174 in Colfax: perform maintenance of asphalt 
and concrete overlay.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,165,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3
I-80 Operational Improvements/HOV - 
Phase 2

In Placer County, near Sacramento, phase 2, west of 
Sacramento/Placer County line to Miners' Ravine Bridge- 
Construct eastbound and westbound HOV lanes and auxiliary 
lanes, with bridge widening and ramp modifications. (PM 
0.0/2.9)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     47,576,532 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3
I-80 Rehabilitate Bridge Decks Near 
Roseville

Placer County, I-80 near Roseville at various locations from 
Auburn/Riverside Overcrossing to Weimar Cross Road - 
Rehabilitate bridge decks (PM 0.3/29.3).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     16,184,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 I-80 Rehabilitation

In Placer County, in Auburn, from .05 mile west of Ophir Road 
UC to 0.1 mile east of Russell Road OC - Rehabilitate roadway 
[16.8/R18.9] (SHOPP)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,515,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3
I-80 Vertical Clearance 
Improvements

Placer County, I-80 in and near Loomis at various locations 
from Brace Road to Magra Road - Improve vertical clearance 
(PM 8.1/37.8).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     36,045,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 Martis Creek Left-Turn Lane
Near Truckee, on SR 267, at Martis Creek Lake Road - 
Construct left-turn pocket (Pla-267-1.1)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,400,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 Northstar Slope Stabilization

Near Truckee, from 1.2 miles east of Northstar Drive to 
Brockway Summit - Stabilize slopes, repair dikes and culverts, 
and place rock slope protection (PM 4.9/6.7). (Storm Water 
Mitigation)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,510,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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Placer Caltrans District 3 Pla-193 Curve Improvement

Near Lincoln, from 0.1 mile west to 0.9 mile east of Clark 
Tunnel Road - Curve improvements and widening (SHOPP 
Lump Sum - Collision Reduction) (PM 4.4/5.4).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,345,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3
Pla-80 Pavement Rehab Near 
Rocklin

Near Rocklin, from 1 mile east of Route 65 junction to 0.2 mile 
east of Route 193 junction - Rehabilitate pavement (AC overlay) 
[PM 5.1/14.5] (CTIPS ID 107-0000-0853)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     19,490,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 Route 65 Lincoln Bypass - Phase 2A

Placer County, State Route 65: Add 2 southbound lanes to 
extend 4-lane section of Lincoln Bypass from its Phase 1 
(CAL17240) terminus at Nelson Lane to West Wise Road; 
Phase 2A will include 4 bridge structures between West Wise 
Road and Sheridan that will be needed to complete the ultimate 
project (EFIS ID 0300020583). (HPP# 1408) (PM R15.0/R23.8) 
[EFIS ID 0300020583]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     24,718,780 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 Route 65 Lincoln Bypass Phase 1

Placer County, State Route 65: Construct Lincoln Bypass 
Phase 1: a 4-lane expressway on a new alignment from 
Industrial Avenue to north of North Ingram Slough and continue 
north with 2 lanes to Sheridan. Also design and construct a 
Park and Ride facility at SR 65 Bypass and Industrial Avenue. 
(Emission Reductions in kg/day: ROG 1, NOx 1.2, PM10 0.6.)  
(PM R12.2/R23.8). [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0074; EFIS ID 
0300000408] (Phase 2A is CAL20460)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   290,852,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 Route 65 Lincoln Bypass Phase 2B
In Placer County, SR65: Right-of-way acquisition & construct a 
4-lane expressway from North Ingram Slough to Sheridan. #REF!  $                       7,538,275 Project Analysis /1/

Placer Caltrans District 3
Squaw Valley to Nevada County Line 
Rehab

Pla-89, near Truckee, from 0.2 mile south of Squaw Valley 
Road to Nevada County line - Rehabilitate roadway (PM 
13.5/21.7) [SHOPP Roadway Preservation] (CTIPS ID 120-
0000-0066)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,870,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Caltrans District 3 SR 267 Widening
In eastern Placer County, widen SR 267 from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 
from Nevada County line to Northstar Drive. #REF!  $                       1,370,596 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Caltrans Division of 
Rail Dinky Way Grade Crossing

In the City of Colfax, at the intersection of Dinky Way and 
UPRR: Eliminate hazards at railroad grade crossing. (USDOT 
RR Xing # 753152B)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          550,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Capitol Corridor Joint 
Powers Authority Roseville Third Track

Design & environmental for a third track to improve capacity on 
the UP mainline between Elvas Tower in Sac County & 
Roseville Station in Placer County. Extend freight lead track. 
Construct track and signal improvements. Possible relocation of 
the Roseville rail station to address conflicting train movements 
that affect capacity.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,280,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works

Auburn Multi Modal Station - Rail 
Platform Extension

At the existing Auburn Multi Modal Station: Obtain right-of-way 
and install rail platform extension . Funding is for planning / 
engineering & design / environmental phase only.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,416,480 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works

Auburn Signalization & Traffic 
Calming

Installation of various traffic signals and traffic calming 
measures within the City of Auburn.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          400,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Auburn Transit  - Bus Replacement

Purchase of one minibus and bus accessories for Auburn 
Transit.  Minibus may be alternative fueled (e.g. CNG or electric-
hybrid).  This bus will replace a cutaway minibus (gasoline). 
(FTA 5309 funds were apportioned in FFY 2004)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          121,360 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Auburn Transit - O&M (2014)

Operations & maintenance (O&M) for Auburn Transit bus 
service within the City of Auburn.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          487,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works

Auburn Transit - Operations & 
Maintenance FFY2011 - FFY2014

Operations & maintenance (O&M) for Auburn Transit bus 
service within the City of Auburn.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,840,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Auburn Transit Bus Replacement Purchase 2 (two) 25' replacement buses.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          166,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Baltimore Ravine Development 

Construct New Road: various roadways in the Baltimore Ravine 
area of Auburn. Includes: widening and construction of new 
local roadways as a result of new development. #REF!  $                          274,119 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Bike Facilities

Bike Lane Facilities: In the City of Auburn, construct various 
bike lane facilities. #REF!  $                            17,132 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Dairy Road Realignment

Roadway improvements along Dairy Road from Auburn Ravine 
to Luther Road, including realignment, bike lanes, bus turnouts, 
and sidewalks.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Nevada Street Improvements

Various improvements on Nevada Street from Highway 49 to I-
80, including widening 2 to 3 lanes, signalization, bike lanes, 
sidewalks, and bus turnouts.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          225,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works

Nevada Street Pedetrian & Bicycle 
Facilities

Class 2 bike lane and adjacent sidewalks along Nevada St from 
Placer St to Fulweiler Ave to allow for continuous pedestrian 
and bicycle access from Old Town Auburn to the Auburn 
Station and EV Cain Middle School. Emission reduction 
benefits (kg/day): ROG 0.03, NOx 0.02, PM10 0.01.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          444,526 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works

Palm Avenue Sidewalks / Bicycle 
Lane

Installation of sidewalks and Class 2 bike lanes from Highway 
49 to Nevada Street.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,032,195 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Road Rehab and Overlays

In Auburn, various locations: perform pavement resurfacing 
and/or rehabilitation on the following urban roadways: Palm Ave 
from Hwy 49 to Auburn Ravine, Marguerite Mine from Auburn 
Ravine to City Limits, and Dairy Road from Auburn Ravine to 
Luther Road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          363,768 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Auburn Dept. of 
Public Works Street Sweeper Replacement

Replace one existing 1992 Ford Tymco 600 sweeper, with a 
new diesel powered street sweeper. (Emissions Reductions in 
kg/day: NOx 0.08, PM10 0.16)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          282,040 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works Canyon Wy. Intersection Improvements: Canyon Wy. / I-80 Overpass. #REF!  $                            54,892 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works Colfax Gateway Project

Construct pedestrian and bicycle paths, sidewalks, park-and-
ride lots, an "open air" museum, and landscaping near the 
Historic Freight Depot building. #REF!  $                            68,530 Project Analysis /1/
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Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works

Grass Valley Street Railroad 
Crossing Pedestrian Improvements

Construct pedestrian improvements across UP railroad tracks 
to improve pedestrian safety.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          244,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works Highway 174 Roadway Operational Improvements: at Hwy. 174 & I-80. #REF!  $                          411,179 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works Highway 174

Intersection improvements: South Auburn St. and Central Ave. 
Includes: signalization. #REF!  $                            82,236 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works

Illinois Town-Plutes-Canyon Creek 
Loop Local Road

Construct New Road: subdivision access road from Canyon Wy 
to east City limits. Includes: construction of culvert at Bunch 
Creek. Federal permitting may be required as part of this 
project. #REF!  $                          328,943 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works

Main and Grass Valley Signal 
Improvements

Design and construction of a new traffic signal and turn-lane at 
the intersection of Main Street and Grass Valley Street. 
(Emission reductions: ROG .02 kg/day; NOx .01 kg/day)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works

Overlays and Pavement 
Rehabilitation

In Colfax, surface overlays, various dig-outs, and patching of 
failed substructure South Auburn Street north of SR 174, North 
Main Street, Grass Valley Street, and Canyon Way.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works Rising Sun Rd.

Intersection Modification: at Ben Taylor Rd., Church St., and  
Auburn St. from Grass Valley St. to Hwy. 174. Includes: 
reconstruction and intersection improvements. #REF!  $                          199,216 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works

S Auburn Street Pedestrian / Bicycle 
Improvements

Add bike lanes on both sides of South Auburn Street from Mink 
Creek to Colfax / Grass Valley overcrossing. #REF!  $                            49,341 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works S. Auburn St. Rail Crossing Project: between Tokeyana and South Auburn St. #REF!  $                          411,179 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Colfax Dept of 
Public Works

SR 174 / I-80 Interchange 
Improvements

Interchange improvements: Improve connectivity and operations 
between State Highway and the Interstate Route.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works 12th St. Widen: 4 lanes from East Ave. to Harrison Ave. #REF!  $                            66,748 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Airport Rd.

Construct New Road: 2 lanes from Weco Access Rd. to Wise 
Rd. #REF!  $                          753,828 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works

Auburn Ravine Bike/Ped Bridge 
Phase 1

In Lincoln: Construction of multi-use bridge across Auburn 
Ravine: Preliminary Engineering, Environmental 
Documentation, Permitting, and Construction of bicycle and 
pedestrian bridge crossing Auburn Ravine.  $                    987,193  $                       1,232,591 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works

Auburn Ravine Phase 2 Bike/Ped 
Bridge

Phase 2: Class I pedestrian/bikeway along Auburn Ravine 
paralleling Ferrari Ranch Road from Ingram Parkway west to 
Highway 65 and bridge crossing over Auburn Ravine. (Other 
State-State Cash is Recreational Trails Program funding.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,849,109 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Aviation Blvd. Road Extension: 4 lanes from Venture Dr. to Wise Rd. #REF!  $                       2,055,893 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Aviation Blvd.

Widen Aviation Blvd. from 2 to 4 lanes from Venture Dr. to 
terminus 0.5 miles north of Venture Dr.  $                    850,000  $                       1,061,294 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works E. Joiner Pkwy.

Widen: 6 lanes from Ferrari Ranch Rd. to Sterling Pkwy. 
Includes: Hwy. 65 / UPRR overcrossing. #REF!  $                          959,417 Project Analysis /1/



Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy Project List

24 of 117

COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works East Joiner Parkway

Widen East Joiner Parkway from 2 to 4 lanes from Del Webb 
Blvd. to Twelve Bridges.  $                 1,104,290  $                       1,298,928 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works East Joiner Parkway

Widen East Joiner Parkway from 2 to 4 lanes from Twelve 
Bridges Dr. to Rocklin city limits. #REF!  $                          397,473 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Ferrari Ranch Rd. at SR 65 Bypass

In Lincoln, SR 65 Lincoln Bypass at Ferrari Ranch Road: 
construct interchange.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     14,495,628 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Ferrari Ranch Road

Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from SR 65 to SR 193  STREET 
NAME: Ferrari Ranch Road #REF!  $                          376,914 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Ferrari Ranch Road

Ferrari Ranch Road, from E. Caledon Circle to City limit, widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                          137,060 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Ferrari Ranch Road Extension

Extend Ferrari Ranch Road from existing City Limit near 
Caledon Circle to Moore Road (Village 7 boundary).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,920,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Fiddyment Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from East Catlett to Nicolaus Rd. #REF!  $                       2,741,191 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works

Future Lincoln Blvd. (old SR 65) 
Bicycle/Pedestrian/NEV/ITS

Construct various pedestrian, bicycle, NEV, and ITS 
improvements along the Highway 65 / G Street corridor from 
Sterling Parkway to 7th Street.  Improvements will consist of 
gap sidewalk construction, pedestrian improvements to railroad 
crossings, pedestrian crossings along Highway 65 / G Street, 
bicycle and NEV lanes, connection to the existing trail along 
Auburn Ravine east of Highway 65, roadway narrowing through 
the construction of landscape medians and frontage 
improvements where appropriate, and traffic signal 
interconnection and coordination along the corridor. (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.58, NOx 0.41, PM10 0.08)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,314,812 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Gladding Parkway

In Lincoln: from Nicolaus Rd.(near K Street)to East Avenue; 
including overpass over UPRR and SR 65 and connection to 
12th Street, construct a new 2 lane roadway. #REF!  $                       3,152,370 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Industrial Blvd.

Industrial Blvd., from 12 Bridges Dr. to Athens Blvd.: Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                 1,876,246  $                       2,342,646 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Industrial Blvd.

Industrial Blvd., from Route 65 to 12 Bridges Dr.: Widen from 2 
to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          948,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Joiner Pkwy. Widen: 6 lanes from Nicolaus Rd. to Ferrari Ranch Rd. #REF!  $                          471,485 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works McCourtney Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from 12th St. to north Lincoln city limits. #REF!  $                            66,885 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works

NEV Transportation Project - Phase 
2

In Lincoln: Various streets within Lincoln; striping, pavement 
markings, and signage on various roadways for NEV 
Transportation Project.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          273,430 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Nicolaus Rd.

Widen Nicolaus Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes from Airport Rd. to 
Aviation Blvd.  $                 2,250,600  $                       2,810,058 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Oak Tree Extension

Construct New Road: 2 lanes between Sierra College Blvd. and 
Wise Rd. / Hwy. 65 #REF!  $                       2,055,893 Project Analysis /1/
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 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Operating Assistance In Lincoln: Operating Assistance to Transit Agencies

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,381,859 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Twelve Bridges Dr.

Widen: 6 lanes from Hwy. 65 Interchange to Lincoln Pkwy. 
Includes: interchange improvements. #REF!  $                          308,658 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Twevle Bridges Dr.

Twelve Bridges Dr.from Industrial Blvd. to SR 65 Interchange: 
widen from 2 to 4 lanes, including interchange improvements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          230,414 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Venture Drive

In Lincoln: from Aviation Blvd. to Lakeside Dr., widen Venture 
Dr. from 2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                          123,354 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Village 1-7, SUD A-C local streets

Construct New Road: Local roads for various villages and SUD. 
Includes: street enhancements. #REF!  $                     16,173,027 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Virginiatown Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from McCourtney Rd. to east Lincoln city limits. #REF!  $                            68,804 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Lincoln Dept of 
Public Works Wise Rd.

Road Realignment: between Hwy. 65 Lincoln Bypass and 
existing Hwy. 65. Includes: overcrossing. #REF!  $                       8,223,573 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Dominguez Road

In Rocklin, Dominguez Road: extend with 2 lanes from Granite 
Drive to Sierra College Boulevard, including new bridge over I-
80.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     11,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Midas Av.

Construct New Road: from Pacific St. to Third St. Includes: 2 
lane grade separation of UP tracks including ROW. #REF!  $                          774,386 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Midas Ave. Grade Separation

Midas Ave., from Pacific St. to Third St., construct 2 lane grade 
separation of UP tracks including right of way.  $                 5,650,000  $                       7,054,487 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering

Multi Modal Station Park-n-Ride Lot 
(Phase 1)

In Rocklin, Rocklin Road adjacent to the UPRR tracks: 
Construct approximately 175 55 additional spaces (Phase 1), 
including lighting and landscaping, to the existing parking lot at 
the existing Rocklin Multi Modal station.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          580,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering NEV Lanes

Install striping, pavement markings, and signage to existing 
roadways to provide Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) 
access from residential areas within the City of Rocklin to 
downtown Rocklin and commercial areas. (Emission benefits in 
kg/day: ROG 3.29, NOx 2.88, PM10 1.56)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          267,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Pacific St. Widen: 6 lanes from SW of Sunset Blvd. to NE of Sunset Blvd. #REF!  $                            41,118 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Pacific Street On Pacific Street: Construct downtown improvements.  $                 8,000,000  $                       9,988,653 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Pacific Street

Widen Pacific Street to 4 lanes from Sierra Meadows to Loomis 
Town Limits.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Rocklin Rd.

Road Extension: 2 lanes from current west terminus to South 
Whitney Blvd. #REF!  $                          224,997 Project Analysis /1/
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DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Rocklin Rd.

Road Extension: 2 lanes from current western terminus to 
Whitney Blvd. (Phase II) #REF!  $                          191,883 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Rocklin Rd/Grove St Roundabout

Convert existing signalized intersection at Rocklin Rd/South 
Grove St and the offset unsignalized intersection at Rocklin 
Rd/Grove St to a dual roundabout intersection. (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.32, NOx 0.40, PM-10 0.07)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,102,061 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering

Rocklin Rd/Meyers St. Intersection 
Improvements

Construct a new roundabout at the intersection of Rocklin Road 
and Meyers Street (Emission Benefits in kg/day: 1 ROG, 1 NOx, 
1 CO)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,120,129 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Rocklin Road

In Rocklin, Rocklin Road: widen to 6 lanes from Granite Drive to 
westbound I-80 ramps.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          880,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Rocklin Road

In Rocklin, Rocklin Road from Aguilar Road / Eastbound I-80 on-
ramps to Sierra College Blvd: widen from 4 to 6 lanes. #REF!  $                          219,295 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Rocklin Road Widening

Widen Rocklin Road from 2 to 4 lanes from Loomis town limits 
to east of Sierra College Boulevard.  $                    126,000  $                          157,321 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Rocklin Road/I-80 Interchange

In Rocklin: from Rocklin Rd. onto both WB and EB I-80; 
construct a combination of loop/flyover ramps to eliminate left-
turn movements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     29,850,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Safe School Route Phase 5

In downtown Rocklin: Construct new sidewalks and bicycle 
lanes on remaining unimproved existing streets, allowing 
access to Springview School, downtown, and adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. (Emission Benefits in kg/day: ROG 
0.26, NOx 0.15, PM10 0.03)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,989,955 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sierra College Boulevard

In Rocklin, Sierra College Boulevard: widen to 4 lanes from 
intersection with Valley View Parkway to Loomis Town limits 
(SPRTA Segment #2a).  $                 8,650,000  $                     10,800,232 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sierra College Boulevard

In Rocklin, widen Sierra College Boulevard to 6 lanes from I-80 
to Aguliar Tributary.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,800,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sierra College Boulevard

In Rocklin, Sierra College Boulevard from Aguilar Tributary to 
Nightwatch: widen from 4 to 5 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,750,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sierra College Boulevard

Widen Sierra College Boulevard from 5 to 6 lanes from Aguilar 
Tributary to Nightwatch Drive. #REF!  $                          603,062 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering

Stanford Ranch Rd. Pavement 
Rehabilitation

Reconstruct Stanford Ranch Rd. from Sunset Blvd. to Roseville 
City Limits.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,197,739 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sunset Boulevard

Widen Sunset Boulevard from 4 to 6 lanes, from Topaz to S. 
Whitney Blvd.  $                 2,700,000  $                       3,371,171 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sunset Boulevard

Widen Sunset Boulevard from 4 to 6 lanes from Stanford Ranch 
Rd. to Topaz.  $                 2,600,000  $                       3,246,312 

Project complete by 
2035
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(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sunset Boulevard

Widen Sunset Boulevard bridge at UPRR from 4 to 6 lanes 
from South Whitney Blvd. to Pacific St.  $                 2,600,000  $                       3,246,312 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Sunset Boulevard

Sunset Boulevard: Widen to 6 lanes from north bound SR 65 
ramp to West Stanford Ranch Road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          850,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering University Avenue - Phase 1

University Avenue: Construct new four lane roadway from the 
intersection of Whitney Ranch Parkway north to the extension of 
West Oaks Drive. One or more phases of this project may 
require federal permitting.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering University Avenue - Phase 2

In Rocklin, University Avenue from the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard / Atherton Road north to the intersection of Whitney 
Ranch Parkway: Construct a new four lane roadway.  One or 
more phases of this project may require federal permitting.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Valley View Parkway

Valley View Parkway: Construct 2 lanes from Park Drive to 
Sierra College Blvd.  $                 9,575,000  $                     11,955,170 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering West Oaks Boulevard

West Oaks Boulevard: Construct new 4-lane extension from 
terminus to 4-lane portion to Whitney Ranch Parkway.  $                 3,500,000  $                       4,370,036 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Whitney Ranch Parkway

Whitney Ranch Parkway, construct new 4-lane facility from east 
of Wildcat Blvd. to Whitney Oaks Dr.  $               12,428,000  $                     15,517,373 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Whitney Ranch Parkway

In Rocklin, Whitney Ranch Parkway: construct new 6-lane 
facility from SR 65 to east of Wildcat Boulevard.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,739,673 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Rocklin Division 
of Engineering Whitney Ranch Parkway Interchange Whitney Ranch Parkway and Hwy 65: construct interchange.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     20,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Atkinson Street/PFE Road Widening

In Roseville, Atkinson Street/PFE Road: widen from two to four 
lanes from Foothills Blvd to just south of Dry Creek.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Atlantic Street Micropave

In Roseville, on Atlantic Street from V Street to I-80, remove 
and replace damaged pavement and microsurface roadway.  $                    517,850  $                          556,130 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Baseline Rd & Foothills Blvd CMS 
Installation Project

In Roseville, install Changeable Message Signs (CMS) on S/B 
Foothills Blvd. south of Vineyard Road and E/B Baseline Road 
east of Fiddyment Road to reduce traffic congestion by 
improving traffic information dissemination per the ITS Master 
Plan. (Qualitative Emission Benefit Analysis on file.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Baseline Rd.

In Roseville, from City Limits to West of Foothills Blvd., widen 
Baseline Rd. from 3 to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Baseline Road Micropave

In Roseville, on Baseline Road from Brady Lane to Fiddyment 
Road, remove and replace damaged pavement and 
microsurface roadway.  $                    775,005  $                          832,294 

Project complete by 
2020
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 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Blue Oaks

Widen: 6 lanes from Foothill to Crocker Ranch Rd. and from 
1300  W/O Fiddyment to Westside. #REF!  $                       1,507,655 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Blue Oaks Extension

Roseville, Blue Oaks from 1300' west of Fiddyment to Hayden 
Pkwy., extend as 4 lanes. From Hayden Pkwy. to Westside 
extend as 2 lanes, including a 6 lane bridge over Kaseberg 
Creek.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,700,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Blue Oaks Extension and Widening

Blue Oaks, Widen: 4 lanes from Hayden Pkwy. to Westside; 
Extend: 4 lanes from Westside to Watt Ave.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Bus Purchase

Replace three (3) DAR style buses with 3 low floor buses @ 
$130,000 each. (FTA funds apportioned in FFY 2009.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          390,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Cirby Way Widening

In Roseville, Cirby Way from Riverside Ave to Regency Way: 
Widen from 4 to 5 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works City of Roseville SRTS

Proposes a Safe Routes to School pilot program within 
Roseville beginning with the Dry Creek School District. It will 
develop a "SRTS Tool Box." The Tool Box would include 
strategies for education, encouragement, enforcement, 
engineering and evaluation. SRTSD50_0043

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          215,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Downtown Roseville Transportation 
Enhancement Project

In Roseville, conduct Washington Blvd pedestrian/bike 
undercrossing study, Improve Civic Center transit transfer 
facility and construct other transit/bicycle/pedestrian related 
improvements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          793,750 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Dry Creek

Bikeway Facilities: from Darling Wy. to western Roseville City 
limits along Dry Creek. #REF!  $                          753,828 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Dry Creek Greenway Trail

In Roseville, along Dry Creek, Cirby Creek and Linda Creek, 
construct class 1 bike trail.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,265,875 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Eureka Blvd. Widening

Widen Eureka Blvd from 2 to 4 lanes, from Sierra College to 
City Limits.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Fiddyment Rd

Fiddyment Rd., from Pleasant Grove Blvd to Baseline Rd: 
Widen to four lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Fiddyment Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Blue Oaks to Pleasant Grove Blvd. #REF!  $                       1,884,569 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Foothills Boulevard

Widen: 6 lanes from Cirby to Misty Wood (just N/O Pleasant 
Grove Boulevard). #REF!  $                       3,275,723 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Fuel Station Cover Construct a Fuel Station Cover

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,965,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Galleria Blvd. Widen: 6 lanes from Berry to Roseville Pkwy. #REF!  $                          205,589 Project Analysis /1/
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 TOTAL COST 
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EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Galleria Blvd. 

Interchange Modification: Hwy. 65 / Galleria Blvd. Interchange. 
Includes: re-stripe Galleria/ Stanford Ranch to 6 lanes; modify 3 
NB & SB off ramps and SB Stanford Ranch Rd. to NB 65 on 
ramp; add 2nd N/B Galleria to NB Hwy. 65 left-turn lane (Phase 
II). #REF!  $                          548,238 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Galleria Blvd./SR 65 Interchange 
Phase II Improvements

In Roseville, at existing interchange on State Route 65/Galleria 
Blvd/Stanford Ranch Rd.: modify all on and off ramps to provide 
improved operations.  $                 5,000,000  $                       6,242,908 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

I-80 Eureka Road On-Ramp 
Improvements

In Roseville, Eureka Road at I-80: add 4th WB thru lane from 
500' E of N. Sunrise to EB I-80 on-ramp, including Miners 
Ravine Bridge widening, and change existing #1 NB and SB 
thru lanes at Sunrise/Eureka to left turn lanes. (HPP #2399, 
3649)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,206,624 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

I-80 To Royer Park Bikeway Phase 2 - 
Segment 2

Roseville, Harding Blvd @ Dry Creek, I-80 to Royer Park: 
Construct class 1 bikeway in 2 phases.  Phase 1 from I-80 to 
Harding Blvd completed in 2004 (PLA20870) completed in 
2004.  Phase 2 construction is separated into 3 segments: 
Segment 2 is located from East Street to Folsom Road. 
(Emission benefits in kg/day: 0.25 ROG, 0.2 NOx 0.09 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          413,592 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

I-80 To Royer Park Bikeway Phase 2 - 
Segment 3

Roseville, Harding Blvd @ Dry Creek, I-80 to Royer Park: 
Construct class 1 bikeway in 2 phases.  Phase 1 from I-80 to 
Harding Blvd completed in 2004 (PLA20870).  Phase 2 
construction is separated into 3 segments: Segment 3 is located 
from Folsom Road to Lincoln Street/Royer Park. (Emission 
benefits in kg/day: 0.25 ROG, 0.2 NOx 0.09 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          938,108 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Industrial Ave. Rubberized Overlay

In Roseville, apply 2-inch gap graded rubberized Asphalt to 
Industrial Ave. from Washington Blvd. to Justice Center Dr. (Toll 
Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,491,590 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Industrial Ave/Pleasant Grove Creek 
Bridge Replacement

Industrial Ave, over Pleasant Grove Creek, 0.7 mi S Placer 
Blvd. Replace the existing 2 lane functionally obsolete bridge 
with a new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,960,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Jobs for Main Street - Microsurfacing

In Roseville, application of microsurfacing to the following 
existing roadways: Church Street from Atkinson Street to 
Washington Boulevard; Baseline Road from Fiddyment Road to 
Foothills Boulevard; Junction Boulevard from Washington 
Boulevard to Foothills Boulevard; Foothills Boulevard from 
Junction Boulevard to Main Street / Baseline Road; Atlantic 
Street from Folsom Road to Eureka Road; and Pleasant Grove 
Boulevard from Foothills Boulevard to Roseville Parkway.  $                 1,400,000  $                       1,430,800 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Louis/Orlando Transfer Point 
Improvements

In Roseville, on Louis Blvd at Orlando Ave.: Develop and 
construct an improved transfer point and a 75-space park and 
ride facility. (Includes previously programmed PLA16080.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,937,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Market Dr.

City of Roseville; Extend from Baseline Road to Pleasant 
Grove.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Market Dr. Road Extension: from Baseline to Pleasant Grove. #REF!  $                       1,165,006 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works N. Watt Avenue

City of Roseville: Extend four lanes from Baseline Road to Blue 
Oaks Avenue.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Oak Ridge Dr/Linda Creek Bridge 
Replacement

Oak Ridge Dr, over Linda Creek, 0.2 mi N Cirby Way. Replace 
the existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge. (Toll Credits programmed for PE, ROW, and & CON.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,250,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Oak Street Extension of Miners 
Ravine Trail

In Roseville, extend class 1 trail from Lincoln Street to Royer 
Park. Emission reduction benefits (kg/day): ROG 0.13, NOx 
0.09, PM10 0.04

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          854,770 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Operating Assistance JARC 5316

Decrease headways on weekday Roseville Transit Local Rte A 
from hourly to every half hour. The additional service will aid 
passengers taking transit to major employment centers and 
provide better conectivity to Sacramento Regional Transit and 
Placer County Transit.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          229,119 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Pedestrian Facilities Improvement 
Project

In Roseville, construct sidewalks along various arterial and 
collector roadways.  (Emission Benefits in kg/day: (0.45 ROG, 
0.27 NOx, 0.05 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          522,450 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Placer Ranch Pkwy. East

Construct New Road: 2.75 mile, 4 lane divided Hwy. between 
Hwy. 65 and Fiddyment Road. Includes: interchange on Hwy. 65 
and signalized intersections at Fiddyment Rd. and Industrial 
Ave. This project will not include open-space buffers. #REF!  $                     19,873,635 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Pleasant Grove Blvd

Pleasant Grove Blvd: Widen from 2 - 4 lanes from Fiddyment 
Rd to Watt Ave.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     10,450,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Pleasant Grove Blvd. Widen: from Fiddyment to Watt. #REF!  $                       1,432,272 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Pleasant Grove Boulevard Widening

In Roseville, from Foothills Blvd to Wood Creek Oaks, widen 
Pleasant Grove Blvd from 4 to 6 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          600,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Preventive Maintenance

Preventive Maintenance (FTA funds apportioned in FFY 2008 
and 2009 for $515,000 and $478,000, accordingly.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,311,750 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Repower/Rehab Buses Repower/Rehab buses

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,215,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Riverside Avenue Storm Drain 
Improvement Project - Phase II

In Roseville on Riverside Avenue, Bonita Street, Clinton Avenue 
& Cherry Street, upgrade existing drainage infrastructure.  $                    400,000  $                          408,800 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Roseville Fiber Optics Project

In Roseville, install fiber optic Conduit, cable & pull-boxes along 
Cirby Wy, Rocky Ridge Dr, Old Auburn Rd, S Cirby wy, Rsvl 
Pkwy, Blue Oaks Blvd, Fiddyment Rd, Baseline Rd, Woodcreek 
Oaks Blvd, Junction Blvd & Foothills Blvd. Emission reduction 
benefits (kg/day): ROG 0.32, NOx 0.32

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          940,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Roseville Maintenance Facility 
Upgrades

Expand existing Vehicle Maintenance facility at City of Roseville 
Corporation Yard (2005 Hilltop Circle).  Early funding will cover 
preliminary engineering/environmental studies for preferred 
sites.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,710,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Roseville Preventive Maintenance 
and ADA Operations 2010-2014

Maintain transit fleet. The following are the amounts awarded 
from the apportioned years:2010 Preventive Maintenance = 
$300,000;  2010 ADA Operations = $285,0002011 Preventive 
Maintenance = $115,000;  2010 ADA Operations = 
$2850002012 Preventive Maintenance = $115,000;  2012 ADA 
Operations = $285,0002013 Preventive Maintenance = 
$115,000;  2013 ADA Operations = $285,0002014 Preventive 
Maintenance = $115,000;  2014 ADA Operations = 
$285,000(Funds from FFYs 2010 and 2011 are being 
programmed together in FFY 2011.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,731,250 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Roseville Road

Widen Roseville Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes from City Limits to Cirby 
Wy.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Roseville Transfer Point & Bus Stop 
Improvement Project

1. In Roseville, bus stop, bike and pedestrian improvements 
along Riverside Avenue/Vernon Street, Royer Park and Dry 
Creek Greenway and completion of bike trail segment to Darling 
Way/Riverside Avenue; 2. Transfer point improvements at 
Sierra Gardens/Santa Clara Drive;  3. Includes bike lockers at 
various transfer points.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,397,582 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Roseville Transit ITS Project

To purchase and install electronic fareboxes, software, probes, 
software, automatic vehicle location devices, mobile data 
computers, video security cameras and software, and digital 
readerboard equipment for transfer points. [Project replaces 
PCT10430 and PCT10420]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,100,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Sierra College Blvd Widening

Sierra College Blvd from Sacramento County line to Olympus 
Dr.: widen to 6 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,661,100 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Sierra Gardens Transfer Point

Improve Sierra Gardens Transfer Point. Improvements may 
include new bus turnouts, shelters, restrooms, landscaping, 
lighting, crosswalks, sidewalks, and other pedestrian 
improvements such as bulb-outs. (Emission benefits in kg/day: 
63 ROG, 63 Nox, 25 PM10.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,542,151 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works South Placer Call Center

Operating cost contribution towards ADA complementary 
paratransit services provided for the South Placer Call Center.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          187,500 

Project complete by 
2020
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 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Taylor Rd.

In Roseville; from I-80 to City Limits, widen Taylor Rd. from 2 to 
4 lanes. #REF!  $                          548,238 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Taylor Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Roseville Pkwy. to I-80. #REF!  $                            71,430 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Washington Blvd.

Widen: 4 lanes from Sawtell to Pleasant Grove Blvd. Includes: 
Andora undercrossing. #REF!  $                       1,644,715 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Washington Blvd. Bonded Wearing 
Course

In Roseville, on Washington Blvd. from Pleasant Grove Blvd. to 
Blue Oaks Blvd.: Apply 1-inch bonded wearing course to 
existing street surface.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,175,460 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works

Washington Blvd/Andora 
Undercrossing Improvement Project

In Roseville, widen Washington Blvd from 2 to 4 lanes, 
including widening the Andora Underpass under the UPRR 
tracks, between Sawtell Rd and just south of Pleasant Grove 
Blvd. and construct bicycle and pedestrian improvements 
adjacent to roadway. (CMAQ funds are for bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements only. Emission Benefits in kg/day: 0.9 
ROG, 0.51 NOx, 0.16 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     16,652,438 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Westbrook Blvd.

Construct New Road: west of Fiddyment and north of Blue Oaks 
in proposed new Creekview Specific Plan. #REF!  $                          822,357 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Westbrook Blvd.

Construct New Road: west of Fiddyment Road between 
Baseline and Pleasant Grove in proposed new Sierra Vista 
Specific Plan. #REF!  $                          548,238 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Westbrook Blvd.

Construct New Road: west of Fiddyment Rd. between Pleasant 
Grove and Blue Oaks in W. Roseville Specific Plan. #REF!  $                          479,708 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
City of Roseville Dept 
of Public Works Woodcreek Oaks

Widen from 2 - 4 lanes from Canavari Dr to North Branch of 
Pleasant Grove Creek. #REF!  $                          788,092 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works 16th St.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Sacramento/Placer County 
Line to Baseline Rd. #REF!  $                       1,027,947 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Alpine Meadows Rd Bridge 
Rehabilitation

Alpine Meadows Rd over Truckee River, 0.1 miles west of SH 
89: Rehabilitation and shoulder widening of existing structurally 
deficient 2 lane bridge. (Toll Credits for ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,980,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Auburn Folsom Rd Class II Bike Lane

On Auburn-Folsom Rd between Douglas Blvd and Joe Rodgers 
Rd, construct a Class II Bike lane on both sides of the road, 
including signing and striping. (Emission benefits in kg/day: 
ROG 0.06, NOx 0.04, PM10 0.03)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          800,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Auburn Foresthill Rd Bridge

Auburn Foresthill Rd., over north fork American River, east of I-
80: Seismic Retrofit

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     91,888,011 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Auburn Ravine Road at I-80 
Overcrossing

Auburn Ravine Road overcrossing over I-80 between Bowman 
Road to Lincoln Way: widen overcrossing from 2 to 4 lanes.  $               29,000,000  $                     48,608,578 

Project complete by 
2035
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EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Auburn-Folsom Rd Widening

From Placer / Sacramento County line to Douglas Blvd, : Widen 
to 4 lanes. Install signal at Auburn-Folsom Blvd and Fuller Dr.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     27,300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Baseline Road

In Placer County, Baseline Road from Fiddyment Road to Watt 
Avenue: widen from 2 to 4 lanes. (This project is listed For 
Information Only.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,462,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Baseline Road Four to Six Lane 
Widening (East Portion)

Widen From 4 to 6 lanes from Watt Avenue to 
Fiddyment/Walerga Road. #REF!  $                       1,544,661 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Baseline Road Four to Six Lane 
Widening (West Portion)

Placer County, Baseline Road from Watt Avenue to Sutter 
County Line, widen from 4 to 6 lanes. #REF!  $                       3,289,429 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Baseline Road Widening Phase 1 
(West Portion)

Baseline Rd. from Watt Avenue to future 16th street: Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     19,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Baseline Road Widening Phase 2 
(West Portion)

Baseline Road from Sutter County Line to Future 16th Street.  
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     29,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Bell Ave. Rd.

Interchange Improvements: I-80 / Bell Rd. interchange. 
Includes: capacity and operational improvements. #REF!  $                          411,179 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Bowman Rd Bridge

Bowman Rd, over UP Railroad, BNSF RR and AMTRAK, 0.1 
miles south of 19C-62: Rehabilitate or replace structurally 
deficient bridge to bring to current standards. No lanes being 
added. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,875,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Bowman Rd Bridge

Bowman Rd, over UP Railroad, BNSF Railyards & AMTRAK, 
0.1 miles north of 19C-61:  Rehabilitate the existing structurally 
deficient bridge. No additional lanes. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,875,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Brewer Rd  at King Slough Bridge 
Replacement

Brewer Rd, over Kings Slough, 6.0 miles north base lane Rd: 
Replace structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge. (Toll Credits for ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,126,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Brewer Rd Bridge Replacement at 
Curry Creek

Brewer Rd, over branch of Curry Creek, 2.2 miles north of Base 
Lane Rd: Replace structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with new 2 
lane structure. (Toll Credits for ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,760,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Brewer Rd Bridge Replacement at 
Markham Ravine

Brewer Rd, over Markham Ravine, 0.5 miles south of Nicolaus 
Rd: replace structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a 2 lane 
bridge. (Toll Credits for ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,568,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Bridge Preventive Maintenance

In various location ins Placer County, perform preventive 
maintenance on bridges. See website for specific locations: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hbrr99/HBP_MPO.htm
l#SACOG

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,786,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Cook Riolo Rd. Bridge over Dry 
Creek

Cook Riolo Rd, over Dry Creek, 1.0 mi south of Base Line Rd.: 
Replace 1 lane bridge with new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,618,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Douglas Blvd. and Sierra College 
Blvd. Pedestrian Facilities and 
Landscaping

This project would complete the pedestrian and landscape 
facilities along Sierra College Blvd. and would fill in the few 
remaining gaps along Douglas Blvd. that were not 
funded/completed in the previous CMAQ cycle/project no. 
PLA25186. (Emission Benefits in kg/day 0.12 ROG, 0.07 NOx, 
0.03 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,014,274 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Douglas Blvd. Pedestrian Facilities 
and Landscaping

Along north side of Douglas Blvd. between Sierra College Blvd. 
and Auburn-Folsom Road: Install approximately 1,400 feet of 
sidewalk and 42,000 SF of landscaping. There are several 
"missing" links of walkway that need to be constructed. (ROG 
0.041, NOx 0.027, PM10 0.012)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          938,822 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Dowd Rd at Yankee Slough Bridge 
Replacement

Dowd Rd. over Yankee Slough, just south of Dalby Rd.: 
Replace existing structurally deficient 1 lane bridge with new 2 
lane bridge. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,341,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Dowd Rd Bridge Replacement at 
Coon Creek

Dowd Rd over Coon Creek, 0.4 miles north of Wise Rd.: 
Replace a structurally deficient bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. 
(Toll Credits for ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,675,010 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Dowd Rd Bridge Replacement at 
Markham Ravine

Dowd Rd, over Markham Ravine, 0.5 miles south Nicolaus Rd: 
Replace existing 2 lane structurally deficient bridge with a new 2 
lane bridge. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Dyer Lane Extension

Extend Dyer Lane west/north to Baseline Road at Brewer Road 
and east/north to Baseline Road west of Fiddyment Road and 
widen to four lanes in accordance with the Placer Vineyards 
Specific Plan.  $               16,000,000  $                     19,977,307 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Fiddyment Road Widening

Widen Fiddyment Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes from Roseville 
City Limits to Athens Road.  $               11,550,000  $                     14,421,118 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Foothills Boulevard

Foothills Blvd.: Construct as a 2 lane road from the City of 
Roseville to Sunset Blvd.  $                 4,062,300  $                       5,072,113 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Foresthill Passing Lane Modification 
Project

This Project includes realigning and restriping of approx 875lf of 
centerline to increase the horizontal curve from 560lf to 700lf, 
remove approx. 965lf of EB passing lane, extend approx. 413lf 
of WB passing lane, and applying a microsurface friction course 
to the entire project. The project also includes striping of approx. 
1415-lf of the south shoulder to maintain a 12-14ft max lane 
width. This project is located on Foresthill Road 4.9 miles East 
of the intersection of Hwy 80 and the Auburn Ravine- Foresthill 
Road Exit in Auburn California. Between Post Mile 5.25 and 
5.50.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          125,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Foresthill Rd. Safety Improvements

Foresthill Road from Lower Lake Clementine Road to Old 
Auburn Road: Increase sight distance; construct acceleration 
lane.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,082,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Foresthill Road Safety

Foresthill Road 3.2 miles east of the intersection of Interstate 80 
and the Auburn-Ravine/Foresthill Road exit: Improve horizontal 
geometry of three curves; repave and apply a micro-surface 
friction course:  increase sight distance and add acceleration 
lane. HSIP3-03-030

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Haines Rd Bridge Replacement

Haines Rd, over Wise Canal, 0.45 miles North of Bell Rd: 
Replace the existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge. (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,900,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Hampshire Rocks Rd Bridge

Hampshire Rocks Rd over just south of Dry Creek Rd: Replace 
the existing functionally obsolete bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge. (Toll Credits for ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,900,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Highway 49 Pedestrian Facilities and 
Landscaping

Construct pedestrian and landscape facilities along Highway 49 
from New Airport Road to Education Street.  (In Kg/day ROG 
0.1 NOX 0.06 PM10 0.03)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,587,925 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works King Rd. Safety Lane Widening

King Rd. between Auburn Folsom Rd. and Sudor Ln.: Widen 
travel lanes; construct drainage improvements. HSIP4-03-007

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          645,900 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Local Roads in Auburn

In and near Auburn - adjacent to Route 49 between I-80 and 
Dry Creek Road - three new local connector roads; 1)Quartz 
Drive Connector from Route 49 to Locksley Lane, 2) Willow 
Creek Drive Connector from Route 49 to 1st Street in Dewitt 
Center, and 3)Edgewood Road Conector from Route 49 to Alta 
Mesa Drive (City of Auburn) - state and local funding only.  
LIMITS: Auburn and north of Auburn, three connector roads 
intersecting with State Route 49. (1) Quartz Drive Connector, 
(2) Willow Creek Drive Connector (3) Edgewood Road 
Connector.  STREET NAME: Local Roads in Auburn #REF!  $                          503,146 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Nelson Ln/Markham Ravine Bridge 
Replacement

Nelson Ln, over Markham Ravine, 0.25 mi south of Nicolaus 
Rd. Replace existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a 
new 4 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,818,280 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works North Antelope Rd.

North Antelope Rd: Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from Sacramento 
County line to PFE Rd.  $                 2,026,600  $                       2,530,376 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Parallel Rd.

In Placer County, east of Route 49, from Dry Creek Rd to 
Quartz Rd, construct a 2 lane road.  Name of road shall be 
determined in the future.  $                 6,025,000  $                       7,522,705 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works PFE Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from North Antelope Rd. to Roseville City Limits. #REF!  $                          207,604 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works PFE Rd. Widening

PFE Rd, from Watt Ave. to Walerga Rd: Widen from 2 to 4 
lanes and realign.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,085,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Placer Parkway Phase 1

New Road: 4-lane divided facility with I/C at SR 65 "Whitney 
Ranch" and at grade crossings at Fiddyment and Foothills from 
SR 65 to Watt Ave.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     70,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Rollins Lake Rd. Shoulder Widening 
and Guardrail Improvements

Rollins Lake Rd. for 2 miles north of intersection with SR 174, 
including it's intersection with Norton Grade Rd.: Construct 
segments of shoulder widening and guardrail; realign roadway 
intersection with Norton Grade Rd.; install speed limit and curve 
warning signing.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,110,200 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Sheridan Elementary School 
Frontage Improvements SRTS

Sheridan ES and Lincoln MS: Improvements shall consist of a 
multi-purpose pedestrian path along the school frontage with 
curb ramps plus the installation of 2 4-way stops at the 
intersections of H Street/10th St. and Riosa Rd./10th St.(SRTS# 
S0203018)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          329,800 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Sierra College Blvd.

Widen Sierra College Blvd. from 2 to 4 lanes from Route 193 to 
Loomis Town Limits.  $               13,000,000  $                     16,231,562 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works SR 49

Widen from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from Luther Road to Nevada 
Street. #REF!  $                       1,370,596 Project Analysis /1/
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Sunset Boulevard

Widen Sunset Boulevard from State Route 65 to Cincinnati 
Avenue from two to four lanes.  Project includes widening 
Industrial Blvd / UPRR overcrossing from two to four lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,675,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Sunset Boulevard Phase 2

Sunset Blvd, from Foothills Boulevard to Fiddyment Rd: 
Construct a 2-lane road extension  [PLA15410 is Phase 1.]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,365,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works TART CNG Facility Phase 2

TART Maintenance Facility, 870 Cabin Creek Road, Truckee, 
CA. Construct improvements to the TART CNG Fueling Facility 
(phase 2).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          358,868 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Walerga Rd/Dry Creek Bridge 
Rehabilitation

Walerga Rd, over Dry Creek, 1.1 mi S Base Line Rd. 
Rehabilitate the existing 2 lane bridge without adding lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     22,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Walerga Road

Walerga Rd: Widen and realign from 2 to 4 lanes from Baseline 
Rd. to Placer / Sacramento County line.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,781,700 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Walerga Road Bridge

In Placer County, West of Roseville, Walerga Road at Dry 
Creek: widen bridge from 2 to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     21,700,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Watt Avenue

Watt Avenue, from Baseline Rd. to Sacramento County Line: 
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes. (This project is listed For Information 
Only.)  $               27,487,500  $                     34,320,389 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Wise Rd Bridge Replacement

Wise Rd., over Auburn Ravine, between Millerton & Stone Rd.: 
Replace existing 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,334,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works Wise Rd Bridge Replacement

Wise Rd, over Doty Creek, 0.5 miles east of Garden Bar: 
Replace existing 1 lane functionally obsolete bridge with a new 
2 lane bridge

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,245,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Placer County Dept of 
Public Works

Yankee Jims Rd at North Fork 
American River

Bridge No. 19C0002, Yankee Jims Rd over North Fork 
American River, 1.5MI W of Shirttail Cyn Rd, Replace 
structurally deficient 1 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. 
(Toll credits programmed for PE, ROW & CON.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,195,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer

Placer County Dept of 
Public Works & City of 
Lincoln Department of 
Public Works Nelson Lane Safety Project

Joint County & City safety project - bridge replacement and two 
lane roadway with shoulders from Lincoln Bypass to Nicolas 
Road. #REF!  $                          822,357 Project Analysis /1/

Placer Placer County Transit CNG Station Upgrade Phase 2

Dewitt Center in Auburn: Increase of CNG compressor capacity 
at Placer County CNG fueling station in Auburn. (Emissions 
Benefits in kg/day: 3.46 NOx, 0.12 PM10.) *Local Funds are Air 
District Funds*

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          576,809 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Placer County Transit
Placer County CNG Replacement 
Buses

Purchase of four (4) Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) buses to 
replace older vehicles currently in use by Placer County Transit.  
The new CNG buses will be used on regional transit routes 
connecting Rocklin, Lincoln, Loomis, Auburn and Placer County 
to Roseville and the Watt/I-80 Light Rail Station. (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: 3.16 NOx)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,059,528 

Project complete by 
2020
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Placer Placer County Transit
Placer County Non-Urbanized Transit 
Operations

For the Ongoing Operation of transit services within the non-
urbanized areas of Placer County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,290,175 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Placer County Transit Preventive Maintenance
In non-urbanized areas of Placer County: Preventive 
maintenance. (Includes TART as well.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          251,098 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Placer County Transit
Preventive Maintenance and ADA 
Operations 2009-2014

Preventive Maintenance 2009 = $324,890 ADA Ops 2009 = 
$281,700 Preventive Maintenance 2010 = $300,000 ADA Ops 
2010 = $200,000Preventive Maintenance 2011 = $324,890 
ADA Ops 2011 = $206,700Preventive Maintenance 2012 = 
$324,890 ADA Ops 2012 = $206,700Preventive Maintenance 
2013 = $324,890 ADA Ops 2013 = $206,700Preventive 
Maintenance 2014 = $324,890 ADA Ops 2014 = $206,700

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,041,190 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Placer County Transit Purchase 2 Replacement Buses
Purchase of two (2) 35' CNG replacement buses for Placer 
County Transit. (Emission Benefits: 0.5 kg/day NOx)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Placer County Transit
Sierra College Bus Stop 
Improvments

Entrance bus stop on the periphery of Sierra College campus 
along Rocklin Road.  Existing Grant #CA-Y046-00).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          113,095 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Placer County Transit
Tahoe Truckee Jobs Access Reverse 
Commute Program

In Placer County, Provide JARC operating assistance to Tahoe 
Area Regional Transit.  Part of Sac RT Grant #CA-37-X065.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,320,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer

Placer County 
Transportation 
Planning Agency I-80/SR65 Interchange Improvements

Rebuild Highway 65 / I-80 interchange to improve movement 
from eastbound I-80 to northbound Highway 65 (Phase 1). 
(PA&ED of $3,899,700 to be matched at 10% with Toll Credits.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     30,000,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer

Placer County 
Transportation 
Planning Agency

Placer County Congestion 
Management Program

Provide educational and outreach efforts regarding alternative 
transportation modes to employers, residents and the school 
community through the Placer County Congestion Management 
Program (CMP).  CMP activities will be coordinated with the 
City of Roseville and SACOG's Regional Rideshare / TDM 
Program. (KG/day ROG 91.25; NOx 105.67; PM10 36.39)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          570,428 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer

Placer County 
Transportation 
Planning Agency

Planning, Programming, Monitoring 
2011-2015

PCTPA plan, program, monitor (PPM) for RTPA related 
activities.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          807,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer

South Placer Regional 
Transportation 
Authority

SR 65 Capacity and Operational 
Improvements (HOV Lanes) HOV Lanes and Operational Imrprovements: I-80 to Blue Oaks. #REF!  $                       6,852,978 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Antelope Creek

Roadway Operational Improvements: Expand/ replace culvert 
along Antelope Creek at King Rd. from Sierra College Blvd. to 
Vet Clinic. Includes: ancillary road work. #REF!  $                            82,236 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Antelope Creek

Bikeway Facilities: In Loomis along Antelope Creek, construct 
Class I bike and pedestrian facility. Federal permitting may be 
required as part of this project. #REF!  $                            68,530 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Barton Rd. Widening

Widen: from Brace Rd. to S. Town limits to standard lane 
widths. Includes: bike lanes. #REF!  $                          287,825 Project Analysis /1/
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Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Brace Rd.

Widen from Sierra College Blvd. to Horseshoe Bar Rd. to 
standard lane widths. Includes: bike lanes. #REF!  $                          137,060 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Brace Rd. / Horseshoe Bar Rd. 

Road Realignment: two existing intersections into one 
intersection. Includes: related signalization improvements. #REF!  $                            82,236 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Brace Rd. Bridge Improvements

Replace Bridge: at Secret Ravine creek. Includes: ancillary road 
work. #REF!  $                            68,530 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Doc Barnes Dr. 

Road Extension: 2 lanes, landscaped median and bike lanes 
from Horseshoe Bar Rd. to King Rd. #REF!  $                          274,119 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works

Horseshoe Bar Road at I-80 
Overcrossing Widening

Widen Horseshoe Bar Rd. @ I-80 overcrossing 2 to 4 lanes and 
improve ramps.  $               15,000,000  $                     20,533,298 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Horseshoe Bar Road Widening

Widen from Taylor Rd.  to Highway 80 Interchange  2000 feet of 
two-way left turn lanes/landscpaed median, bike lanes, 
sidewalk, curb, gutter & underground Drainage system  $                    800,000  $                          998,865 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works I-80 Modify Bridge: Brace Rd. Bridge to Caltrans standards. #REF!  $                       1,370,596 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works King Rd.

Interchange Modification: existing King Rd. overcrossing to 
accommodate freeway access for traffic from King Rd. onto WB 
I-80. Includes: a transition auxiliary lane on I-80 from King Rd. to 
Horseshoe Bar interchange. #REF!  $                          685,298 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works King Rd.

Roadway Operational Improvements: at Sucker Ravine and 
King Rd. expand culvert. Includes: ancillary road work. Federal 
permitting may also be required as part of this project. #REF!  $                            13,706 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Loomis Rail Station Enhancements

Design and construct pedestrian and landscaping 
improvements at the multimodal center including a Class I bike 
facility adjacent to Taylor Rd. from downtown Loomis to Sierra 
College Blvd. (Emission benefits in kg/day: .06 ROG, .8 NOx, .3 
PM-10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          702,300 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works

Multi-Modal Parking Facility - Phase 
1

Multi-modal parking facility, bus stop & bicycle & pedestrian 
improvements on approximately 10 acres of Union Pacific 
property on Horseshoe Bar Road, adjacent to downtown 
Loomis. Phase 1 includes environmental, engineering & design, 
property acquisition & initial construction; future phases 2 & 3 
cover construction only.  (Emission benefits in kg/day: 0.1 ROG, 
0.08 NOx, 0.03 PM10) (State Cash is State Park funds.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,402,232 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Rocklin Rd. Widening

In Loomis, Rocklin Rd. from Barton Rd. to west town limits: 
widen from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                 1,200,000  $                       1,498,298 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works S. Holly Area 

Roadway Operational Improvements: Storm drain extension in 
the South Holly area. Includes: ancillary road work. Federal 
permitting may also be required as part of this project. #REF!  $                            54,824 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Secret Ravine

Bikeway Facilities: Along Secret Ravine creek system from 
north Loomis town limits to south Loomis town limits, construct 
Class I bike and pedestrian facility. #REF!  $                            82,236 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Sierra College Blvd.

Roadway Operational Improvements: Culvert expansion at 
Loomis Tributary and Sierra College Blvd. Includes: ancillary 
road work. #REF!  $                            54,824 Project Analysis /1/
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Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works

Sierra College Blvd. Railroad 
Crossing Improvements Construct 4 lane overcrossing/undercrossing at UPRR Tracks. #REF!  $                       4,111,787 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Sierra College Blvd. Widening

In Loomis, Sierra College Blvd. from railroad tracks (Taylor Rd.) 
to the north town limits: widen from 2 to 4 lanes and construct 
turn lanes, bike lanes, and landscaped median.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,899,180 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Sierra College Boulevard Widening

In Loomis, Sierra College Blvd. from Granite Drive to Bankhead 
Road: widen from 4 to 6 lanes.  $                 3,600,000  $                       4,494,894 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Sunrise-Loomis Subdivision

Roadway Operational Improvements: Upgrade storm drain 
facilities in the Sunrise-Loomis subdivision. Includes: ancillary 
road work. #REF!  $                            68,530 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works

Swetzer Road / King Road 
Signalization

In Loomis, install signal that is synchronized with the UPRR 
railroad at the Swetzer Road and King Road intersection. 
(Emission Reductions in kg/day: ROG 2.35, NOx 0.75)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          347,345 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Taylor Rd.

Roadway Operational Improvements: Construct storm drain 
facility from King Rd. to Sierra College Blvd. Includes: ancillary 
road work. Federal permitting may also be required as part of 
this project. Phase 1 is King Rd. to Walnut Street, $800,000. #REF!  $                          315,237 Project Analysis /1/

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Taylor Road Widening

Widen Taylor Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes from Horseshoe Bar Road 
to King Road.  $                    425,000  $                          530,647 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer
Town of Loomis Dept 
of Public Works Webb St. Extension

Extend from Laird St. to future Doc Barnes Dr. 1800 feet of two-
way left turn lanes/landscpaed median, bike lanes, sidewalk, 
curb, gutter & underground Drainage system  $                 1,000,000  $                       1,248,582 

Project complete by 
2035

Placer Western Placer CTSA
New Freedom (Rural) Operating 
Assistance

Operating Assistance for the rural portion of the "Health 
Express." This service is being provided as a new transportation 
alternative to traditional public transit fixed route and dial-a-ride 
services.   The service is a low-to-no-cost scheduled door-to-
door transportation service to non-emergency medical 
appointments for Placer County residents. Service operates 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and Thursdays, 
10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. in Sacramento.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          101,176 

Project complete by 
2020

Placer Western Placer CTSA Western Placer CTSA Operations

The Western Placer CTSA operates non-emergency medical 
transportation demand-response paratransit service; volunteer 
door-to-door transportation; & voucher program within western 
Placer County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 65th St. to Sunrise Rehab

In Sacramento County, from 65th St. to .03 mile west of Watt 
Ave. and 0.3 mile east of Sunrise Blvd. to 1.6 miles west of 
Hazel Avenue - Rehabilitate roadway [PM R2.6/5.4, 12.2/14.2] 
(SHOPP - Pavement Rehab)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,910,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 Camellia City Viaduct

In the City and County of Sacramento, on Sac-50, at Camellia 
City Viaduct #24-0248 R/L - Rehab bridge decks (PM 1.6) [EFIS 
ID 0300000073]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     46,205,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
Capital City Freeway (SR 51) 
widening over the American River

Bridge Widening: Widen SR51 over the American River  NB 
and SB, 4 lanes. #REF!  $                       6,852,978 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
Davis Ranch Two-Way Left-Turn 
Lane

Near Sacramento, at Dillard Road - construct two-way left-turn 
lane (PM 15.2/15.4) (SHOPP - Collision Reduction).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,536,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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Sacramento Caltrans District 3 Eastbound Route 50 Ramp Metering

In Sacramento County at Various Locations, from Stockton 
Blvd. Undercrossing to Natoma Overhead - Install ramp 
metering (PM R0.6/17.4) [2008 SHOPP Mobility project]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     20,430,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I- 5 / SR 99 Interchange
Interchange Reconstruction: includes: bus/carpool lane freeway 
to freeway connectors. #REF!  $                     13,705,955 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
I-5 and I-80 HOV Connectors and 
Lanes to Downtown

Reconstruct I-5/I-80 Interchange, including high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV, bus/carpool) lane connectors, and construction of 
HOV lanes from the I-5/I-80 Interchange to downtown 
Sacramento (PM 26.7/27.0) [EFIS ID 0300000313].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   300,000,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Aux Lanes, Florin to Pocket

On I-5, in the City and County of Sacramento, from Florin Road 
to Pocket Road Southbound - Operational improvements, lane 
extension (PM 16.1/17.2) [EFIS ID 0300001102]  $                 6,265,000  $                       8,576,074 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Auxiliary Lane
Auxiliary Lane: SB, from U.S. 50 connector-ramp to the 
Sutterville Rd. off-ramp.  $                 3,000,000  $                       3,745,745 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Auxiliary Lane
Auxiliary Lane: NB, extend #2 lane connector ramp from U.S. 
50 entrance to P St. on-ramp.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Auxiliary Lane Auxiliary Lane: NB, from SR 99 connector-ramp to Airport Blvd.  $                 1,000,000  $                       1,248,582 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Bus/Carpool Lanes Bus/Carpool Lanes: U.S. 50 to I-80  $               10,000,000  $                     13,688,865 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Bus/Carpool Lanes Bus/Carpool Lanes: I-80 to Sacramento International Airport. #REF!  $                     13,705,955 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 HOV Lanes (a)

Interstate 5, from Pocket Road to US 50 in Downtown 
Sacramento: Construct HOV (high occupancy vehicle) lanes; 
construct soundwalls in various locations 

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     96,867,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 HOV Lanes (b)

Interstate 5, from 1.1 miles south of Elk Grove Boulevard to 
Pocket Road: Construct HOV (high occupancy vehicle) lanes; 
construct soundwalls in various locations

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     96,867,500 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Operational Improvements

In the City of Sacramento, on southbound I-5, from the 
southbound SR 99 connector through Del Paso Rd: extend 
acceleration/merge lane of southbound SR 99/I-5 connector 
ramp through the Del Paso Rd Interchange (Toll Credits to be 
used for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Rehabilitation

Sacramento County, in and near Sacramento, from San 
Joaquin County Line to Florin Road OC (#24-0264) - 
Rehabilitate roadway [PM 0.0/17.2] (SHOPP - Pavement Rehab 
[201.120] project)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   104,620,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5 Transition Lane
Transition Lane: SB, from Garden Hwy. off-ramp to the Garden 
Hwy. on-ramp.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,497,163 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-5/US 50 Riverfront Interchange
Revise I-5/US50 Riverfront Interchange, including bus/carpool 
lane connectors. (This project is listed For Information Only.) #REF!  $                     13,705,955 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-80 Bridge Rehab

In and near Sacramento, at North Avenue Overcrossing #24-
106 and at the 80/244 Separation Bridge #24-292 - Rehabilitate 
bridges (PM 8.1/11.1) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0863; EFIS ID 03-
0000-0099]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,523,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-80 HOV Across the Top

Sacramento County, on I-80 from RT Station (Longview) to the 
Sacramento River - construct high occupancy vehicle lanes 
(Emissions Benefits: ROG 67, NOx 62, PM10 55 kg/day) 
[Project using "tapered match," matching CMAQ funds with 
bond funds during later phases] (PM M0.3/M10.4) [EFIS ID 
0300000434]. Project was combined with 03-0A931 
(CAL20378) for construction using EA 03-3797U.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     63,037,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 I-80 Road Rehabilitation

In Sacramento on Interstate 80, from the Sacramento River 
Bridge and Overhead to Norwood Avenue - Rehabilitate 
roadway (PM M0.3/M8.9) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0768; EFIS ID 
0300000011]. Project was combined with 03-37970 (CAL18450) 
for construction using EA 03-3797U.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     69,998,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 Sac OGAC Routes 5/50/244

In Sacramento County at various locations; also in El Dorado 
County on Route 49 (PM 13.1/13.4) - place open-grade asphalt 
concrete (OGAC) (SHOPP - Collision Reduction).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,496,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
Sac Var Open-Grade Asphalt 
Concrete (OGAC)

In and near Sacramento, Sac-99, 0.2 mile north of Twin Cities 
Road Overpass; also on Routes 50 and 80 at various locations - 
place open-grade asphalt concrete (OGAC) (SHOPP - Collision 
Reduction).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          867,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 Sac-12 Pavement Rehab

Near Rio Vista, from Sacramento River Bridge #23-24 to 
Mokelumne River Bridge #29-43 (PM 0.3/6.1): Rehabilitate 
Pavement. [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0876; EFIS ID 0300020596]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,616,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 Sac-5 Pavement Rehab

In Sacramento County from Florin Road to Route 50 - Grind 
PCC and slab replace, dowel bars (PM 17.2) [SHOPP Roadway 
Preservation - Pavement Rehabilitation]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     21,412,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
Sac-50 Auxiliary Lanes, Bradshaw to 
Mather

Near Sacramento, from Bradshaw Road OC to Mather Field OC 
- Add auxiliary lanes (PM R7.8/R9.5) [EFIS ID 0300001101]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,700,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 Sac-80/244 Pavement Rehab

Near Sacramento, on Route 80 from Madison Avenue to Placer 
County Line [PM 12.5/18.0], and on Route 244 from Route 80 
Junction to Auburn Blvd. [PM 0.0/1.1] - Rehabilitate pavement 
(profile grind) (CTIPS ID 107-0000-0855)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,470,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
Sacramento 99 Corridor Native 
Planting

In Sacramento County, from the San Joaquin County line to 
Mack Road - Install native planting at various locations (PM 
0.0/17.7).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,197,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
Sacramento Layover and 
Maintenance Facility

Building Construction: new layover and servicing facility in 
Sacramento area for San Joaquin & Capitol Corridor trainsets. 
Project will be coordinated with Sacramento Station Rail 
Realignment.  $             110,000,000  $                   124,056,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 12 Operational Improvements 

Roadway Operational and Safety Improvements: Rio Vista to 
San Joaquin County line. Improvements will be coordinated with 
San Joaquin and Solano counties and anticipated corridor 
improvements.  $               10,000,000  $                     12,485,817 

Project complete by 
2035
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 51 Auxiliary Lane
Auxiliary Lane: SB, from Exposition Blvd. slip off-ramp to 
Exposition Blvd. loop on-ramp.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,497,163 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 51 Bus/Carpool Lanes Bus/Carpool Lanes: SR 99 / US 50 Interchange to I-80 #REF!  $                     13,705,955 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 51 Transition Lane Transition Lane: NB, from E St. to American River Bridge.  $                 3,000,000  $                       3,745,745 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 51 Transition Lane Transition Lane: NB, American River Bridge to Exposition Blvd.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 51 Transition Lane Transition Lane: NB, from Exposition Blvd. to SR 160.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 51 Transition Lane Transition Lane: SB, from Exposition Blvd. to E St.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 51 Transition Lane Transition Lane: NB and SB, from Marconi Ave. to Watt Ave.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Interchange Improvements 
Interchange Improvements: Mack Road, Florin Road, 47th Ave., 
12th Ave.  $               40,000,000  $                     67,046,315 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Transition Lane Transition Lane: NB, from 47th Ave. to Fruitridge Rd.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Transition Lane Transition Lane: NB from Florin Rd. to 47th Ave.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Transition Lane Transition Lane: SB, from Martin Luther King Blvd. to 47th Ave.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 SR-99 Operational Improvements

In Sacramento County in the area from Calvine Road to just 
north of Mack Road - Construct and implement operational 
improvements, including lane extensions. (Project will use 
tapered matching funds.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,446,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3

System Management/Traffic 
Operations System on SR 51 
between U.S. 50 and I-80

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring stations, closed 
circuit television, highway advisory radio, changeable message 
signs, and other system management infrastructure.  $                 3,000,000  $                       3,528,769 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
U.S. 50 / SR 99 / SR 51 Oak Park 
Interchange

Interchange Reconstruction: includes: bus/carpool lane freeway 
to freeway connectors. #REF!  $                     13,705,955 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 U.S. 50 Auxiliary Lane Auxiliary Lane: EB and WB, from Sunrise Blvd. to Zinfandel Dr.  $                 5,000,000  $                       6,844,433 
Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 U.S. 50 HOV
U.S. 50, from Watt Ave. to Downtown Sacramento: Construct 
high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes.  $               75,000,000  $                     93,643,626 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3
U.S. 50 HOV & Community 
Enhancements

In Sacramento County and Rancho Cordova, on US 50: 
Construct high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and community 
enhancements from Watt Avenue to Sunrise Boulevard. 
(Project is using tapered match. $10m of CMAQ is a loan from 
SACOG; this loan to be repaid with Local Funds - Measure A. 
Emission Benefits in kg/day are 52 NOx, 55 ROG, 7 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   104,599,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 U.S. 50 Transition Lane
Transition Lane: NB, Howe Ave. on-ramp to SB Howe Ave. on-
ramp.  $                 3,000,000  $                       3,745,745 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Caltrans District 3 U.S. 50 Transition Lane
Transition Lane: WB, from Sunrise Blvd. slip off-ramp to 
Sunrise Blvd. slip on-ramp.  $                 3,000,000  $                       4,106,660 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Caltrans Division of 
Rail Elk Grove Intercity Rail Station

In Elk Grove, San Joaquin Rail Corridor, construct 100-space 
parking lot, 800 foot platform, and passenger shelter area for 
intercity passenger rail station.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Antelope Road Complete Streets - 
Phase 2

construction; ADA, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit 
Improvements, traffic signal upgrades, LED street light 
conversion, full road reconstruction, hardscape and landscape.  $                 8,448,000  $                     11,564,354 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Antelope Road Complete Streets - 
Phase 3

construction; ADA, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit 
Improvements, traffic signal upgrades, LED street light 
conversion, full road reconstruction, hardscape and landscape.  $               10,500,000  $                     14,373,309 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Auburn Blvd Complete Streets - 
Phase 2

construction; ADA, Ped, Bicycle, and Transit Improvements,  
new street light installations, hardscape, landscape, full road 
reconstruction.  $                 9,800,000  $                     12,236,100 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Auburn Blvd Complete Streets - 
Phase 3

Design, ROW acquisition and construction; utility 
undergrounding, ADA, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit 
Improvements, traffic signal upgrades, LED street light 
conversion, full road reconstruction, hardscape and landscape.  $               32,000,000  $                     43,804,370 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Auburn Blvd Complete Streets - 
Phase 4

Design and construction; ADA, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit 
Improvements, traffic signal upgrades, LED street light 
conversion, full road reconstruction, hardscape and landscape.  $               20,000,000  $                     33,523,158 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Auburn Blvd Complete Streets - 
Phase 5

Design, ROW, and construction; utility undergrounding, ADA, 
Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Improvements, traffic signal 
upgrades, LED street light conversion, full road reconstruction, 
hardscape and landscape.  $               28,000,000  $                     46,932,421 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights Auburn Blvd. Complete Street

On Auburn Blvd., from Sycamore Dr. to 100 ft north of Rusch 
Park: Construct wide sidewalks, bike lanes, a pedestrian/bike 
bridge, enhanced transit stops and shelters, pedestrian-scale 
street lighting, raised medians and landscaping, and 
consolidated multiple driveways.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Fair Oaks Blvd Complete Streets 
Phase 1

Design and construction; ADA, Pedestrian and Bicycle 
improvements, LED street light conversion, road resurfacing.  $                 2,700,000  $                       3,371,171 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Fair Oaks Blvd Complete Streets 
Phase 2

Design and construction; ADA and Pedestrian improvements 
including sidewalk infill, Bicycle improvements, LED street light 
conversion, road resurfacing.  $                 3,200,000  $                       5,363,705 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Fair Oaks Blvd Complete Streets 
Phase 3

Design and construction; ADA and Pedestrian improvements 
including sidewalk infill, Bicycle improvements, LED street light 
conversion, road resurfacing.  $                 8,500,000  $                     14,247,342 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights Greenback Lane Complete Streets

construction; ADA, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit 
Improvements, traffic signal modifications, full road 
reconstruction, LED street light conversion.  $                 4,200,000  $                       5,244,043 

Project complete by 
2035



Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy Project List

44 of 117

COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Mesa Verde High School Bikeway 
Connection

In Citrus Heights, between Zeeland Drive and Lauppe Lane, 
through a riparian corridor: Construct Class 1 bike and 
pedestrian trail and 3 bike/ped bridges over Cripple Creek (at 
Zeeland Drive, Poplar Avenue, and Lauppe Lane). The bicycle 
and pedestrian path will replace an existing dirt trail, currently 
used by Mesa Verde and Carriage Drive students.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          443,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Oak Avenue Complete Streets Phase 
1

Design and construction; ADA and Pedestrian improvements 
including sidewalk infill, Bicycle improvements, installation of 
new LED street lights, road resurfacing.  $                 3,800,000  $                       4,744,610 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Oak Avenue Complete Streets Phase 
2

Design and construction; ADA and Pedestrian improvements 
including sidewalk infill, Bicycle improvements, installation of 
new LED street lights, road resurfacing.  $                 3,500,000  $                       4,370,036 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Old Auburn Bicycle Trail and Lanes 
for Safety

Old Auburn Rd. between Fair Oaks Blvd. and Wachtel Way: 
Widen shoulders; construct Class 1 multi-use trail; install Class 
II bike lanes. HSIP4-03-006

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          716,100 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights Old Auburn Road Complete Streets

Design, ROW and construction; ADA, Pedestrian and Bicycle 
improvements (major sw infill for accessibility), traffic signal 
upgrades, nstallation of new LED street lights, full road 
reconstruction.  $               15,000,000  $                     25,142,368 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights Old Auburn Road Complete Streets

Design and construction ; ADA, Pedestrian and Bicycle 
improvements (major sw infill for accessibility), traffic signal 
upgrades, installation of new LED street lights, full road 
reconstruction.  $               12,000,000  $                     14,982,980 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights Old Auburn Road Widening
Widen Old Auburn Rd from Fair Oak Blvd. to northern City 
Limits from 2 to 3 lanes with a class I bike lane.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,205,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights San Juan Ave Complete Streets

Design, ROW and construction; utility undergrounding, ADA, 
Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit Improvements, traffic signal 
upgrades, LED street light conversion, full road reconstruction, 
hardscape and landscape.  $               22,000,000  $                     30,115,504 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Saybrook/Misty Creek I-80 
Pedestrian/bicycle overpass

Design and construction; ADA compliant Pedestrian and Bicycle 
bridge/overpass connecting west side at Saybrook with east 
side at Misty Creek.  $               15,000,000  $                     25,142,368 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Sunrise Blvd Complete Streets - 
Phase 2

construction; ADA, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit 
Improvements, traffic signal upgrades, LED street light 
conversion, full road reconstruction, hardscape and landscape.  $                 7,500,000  $                       9,364,363 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Sunrise Blvd Complete Streets - 
Phase 3

construction; ADA, Pedestrian, Bicycle and Transit 
Improvements on east side of road including installation of new 
sw/c&g, LED street light conversion, full road reconstruction, 
hardscape and landscape.  $                 5,002,000  $                       8,384,142 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights Sunrise Blvd. Complete Streets

Sunrise Blvd., from Antelope Rd to North City Limits: 
rehabilitate road, infill sidewalks, enhance bike lanes, and other 
upgrades.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,651,998 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Sunrise Blvd./Sungarden Dr. Safety 
Improvements

At Sunrise Blvd. and Sungarden Dr.: Install traffic signals and 
sidewalks. HSIP4-03-003

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,113,900 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Citrus Heights
Sunrise Boulevard Complete Streets - 
Phase 1

In City of Citrus Heights:  Sunrise Blvd between Oak Avenue 
and Antelope Road; complete streets.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,216,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Big Horn Blvd Extension

In Elk Grove, between Whitelock Parkway and Kammerer 
Road: Construct Big Horn Blvd as a new four lane roadway. #REF!  $                          881,636 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bilby Rd.

Construct New Road: from Bruceville Rd. to McMillan 
(perpendicular to Kammerer). #REF!  $                          836,063 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bond Rd

Center 2 lanes & median; traffic signal from Waterman to 
Bradshaw  $                    552,300  $                          689,592 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bond Road Widening

In Elk Grove, between Bradshaw Road and Grant Line Road: 
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                          888,379 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Bradshaw / Sheldon Intersection & 
Bridge

In Elk Grove, at the intersection of Bradshaw and Sheldon 
Roads. Intersection improvements. Replace and widen existing 
2 lane bridge spanning East Branch of Laguna Creek with a 4 
lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,414,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bradshaw Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Sheldon Rd. to Calvine Rd.  $                 6,200,200  $                       7,741,456 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bradshaw Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Grant Line Rd. to Bond Rd. #REF!  $                          849,769 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bradshaw Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Sheldon Rd. to Calvine Rd. #REF!  $                          520,826 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bradshaw Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Bond Rd. to Sheldon Rd. #REF!  $                          507,120 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bradshaw Road Widening

In Elk Grove, from Grant Line Road to Bond Road, widen from 2 
to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                       1,430,285 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bradshaw Road Widening

In Elk Grove, between Bond Road and Sheldon Road: Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                          954,099 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bruceville Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Sheldon Rd. to Laguna Blvd.  $                 3,770,700  $                       4,708,027 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bruceville Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Whitelock Pkwy. to Bilby Rd. #REF!  $                       2,529,982 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bruceville Rd.

Widen from 4 to 6 lanes from Elk Grove Blvd. to Whitelock 
Parkway #REF!  $                       2,307,535 Project Analysis /1/
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Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bruceville Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Bilby Rd. to Kammerer Rd. #REF!  $                          114,335 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bruceville Road Widening

In Elk Grove, from Whitelock Parkway to Bilby Road: Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                 3,719,000  $                       4,643,475 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bruceville Road Widening

In Elk Grove, Bruceville Road from Bilby Road to Kammerer 
Road: Widen from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                    719,000  $                          897,730 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Bus Shelters Phase 1 & 2

Phase 1: Purchase 29 new E-tran bus shelters and install 29 
shelters throughout the City. ($341,109)Phase 2: Purchase 9 
new E-tran bus shelters and install 9 shelters throughout the 
City. ($89,891) (Toll Credits for CON for both phases)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          430,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Calvine Rd.

Widen: 6 lanes from Power Inn Rd. to Vineyard Rd. Includes: 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, transit facilities, traffic signal 
modification(s), and ADA compliant installations.  $                 6,412,260  $                       8,777,656 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Calvine Road

Widen Calvine Road from Vineyard Road to Grant Line Road 
from 2 to 4 lanes  $               14,000,000  $                     17,480,144 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Corporation Yard Expansion

Expand existing bus parking lot from 51 parking stalls to 107. 
Design and construct a gasoline diesel and compressed natural 
gas (CNG) station. Design and construct an automated 
washbay. Purchase and install a parts loft for maintenance 
area.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,700,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove Blvd

Modify existing Northbound on-ramp from Elk Grove Blvd. to 
SR99 Interchange  $                 7,459,900  $                       7,784,122 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove Blvd

Widen Northbound on-ramp from Elk Grove Blvd. to I-5 
Interchange  $                 3,468,600  $                       4,330,830 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove Blvd

Center 2 lanes & median; Frontage imp. Allowance from 
Bradshaw Rd. to Grant Line Rd.  $                 2,661,500  $                       3,323,100 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove Blvd Center 2 lanes & median from Waterman Rd. to Bradshaw Rd.  $                 1,080,100  $                       1,348,593 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove Blvd Right Turn Lane to SB SR99  $                    875,000  $                          939,681 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove Blvd

Northbound Auxilary Lane on SR99 from Northbound On Ramp 
to SR99  $                    724,600  $                          904,722 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove Blvd / SR 99

In Elk Grove, at SR 99 and Elk Grove Blvd: Add northbound 
loop on-ramp to SR 99, remove traffic signal at existing 
northbound on-ramp, and add second westbound left turn lane 
to existing southbound on-ramp.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,322,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Elk Grove Creek/SR 99 Trail 
Crossing and Pedestrian Bridge

Extend the existing Class I bikeway from Laguna Springs Dr 
cross over W. Stockton Blvd/SR-99 and E Stockton Blvd and 
connect to Emerald Park Drive. Project includes a 
bike/pedestrian overcrossing at State Route 99. (VOC .66, NOx 
.17 kg/day). 

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,542,344 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Elk Grove-Florin Road

Widen Elk Grove-Florin Road from 4 to 6 lanes from Calvine 
Road to Bond Road  $                 7,900,000  $                       9,863,795 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Excelsior Rd Full Improvement from Sheldon Rd. to Calvine Rd.  $                 6,766,800  $                       8,448,903 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

FFY 2008-2010 5307 Preventive 
Maintenance, ADA Operations

2008 preventive Mte = $450,000 ADA Operations = $125,000 
2009 preventive Mte = $807,435 ADA Operations = $51,565 
2010 preventive Mte = $450,000 ADA Operations = $125,000

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,909,134 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

FFY 2011 to FFY 2014 Preventive 
Maintenance and ADA Operations

FFY 2011 Preventive Maintenance $450,000; ADA Operations 
$125,000.FFY 2012 Preventive Maintenance $450,000; ADA 
Operations $125,000.FFY 2013 Preventive Maintenance 
$450,000; ADA Operations $125,000.FFY 2014 Preventive 
Maintenance $450,000; ADA Operations $125,000.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,875,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Franklin Boulevard Widening

In Elk Grove, from Elk Grove Blvd to Whitelock Rd.: Widen 
from 2 to 6 lanes.  $                 3,520,000  $                       4,395,008 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Grant Line Rd. (Connector Segment) Widen: 4 lanes from Bradshaw Rd. to Bond Rd.  $               11,311,700  $                     15,484,434 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Grant Line Road (Connector 
Segment)

In Sacramento County, Grantline Road from Bond Road to 
Calvine Road: Widen existing roadway from 2 to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     25,000,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Grant Line Road Widening 
(Connector Segment)

In Elk Grove, from East Stockton Blvd to Waterman Road: 
Widen Grant Line Road from 2 to 4 lanes, including grade 
separation over the UP Railroad Tracks.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     35,437,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Grant Line Road Widening 
(Connector Segment)

In Elk Grove, Grant Line Road, from Waterman Road to 
Bradshaw Road: Widen from 2 to 4 lanes and preserve right of 
way for 6 lanes.  $               22,000,000  $                     27,468,797 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Hi Bus from CRC to Elk Grove

This project is to develop an enhanced bus corridor 8.5 miles 
along Bruceville Rd to Big Horn to Kammerer to 99 between 
Cosumnes River College and Elk Grove.  $               37,813,160  $                     63,380,825 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Hood-Franklin Rd

Widen bridge to six lanes, widen all ramps to two lanes, install 
signals at I-5 Interchange  $                 7,171,000  $                     12,019,728 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Intelligent Transportation System

Fiber optic system, cameras, traffic signal coordination, traffic 
signal lighting improvements, and related ITS 
hardware/software upgrades.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Intelligent Transportation Systems

Transit Capital/Operations: Purchase fareboxes that integrate 
with other transit operators. Purchase software and hardware 
for an automated dispatch, vehicle locator system and other 
intelligent transportation systems.  $                 2,400,000  $                       3,285,328 

Project complete by 
2035
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Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Kammerer Rd Extension (Connector 
Segment)

Construct new 4 lane Kammerer Rd extension from Bruceville 
Rd to I-5 (at Hood Franklin Rd), modifying the I-5/Hood Franklin 
interchange, and construction of a railroad overcrossing at UP 
railroad tracks. (Toll Credits for PA&ED, 11.47% of $1,164,000)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     37,581,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Kammerer Road (Connector 
Segment)

Widen/construct from 4 to 6 lanes Kammerer Road from 
approximately 6,000' west of SR99 to Bruceville Road.  $               10,000,000  $                     12,485,817 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Kammerer Road Widening 
(Connector Segment)

In Elk Grove, from approximately 6000' west of SR 99 to 
Bruceville Road: Widen from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                 7,000,000  $                       8,740,072 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Lotz Parkway

In Elk Grove, Lotz Parkway from Whitelock Parkway to 
Kammerer Road: Construct new 4 lane roadway. #REF!  $                       1,644,715 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Lotz Parkway

Center 2 lanes & median from Big Horn Blvd. to Laguna Spring 
Dr.  $                    454,667  $                          567,689 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Lotz Parkway

In Elk Grove, from Laguna Springs Drive to Whitelock Parkway: 
Construct new 4 lane roadway. #REF!  $                          345,719 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

PT0073  Old Town Elk Grove 
Improvement Project Phase 2

The project proposes to implement street improvements, 
provide streetscape, trees, landscaping, decorative pedestrian 
crosswalks, bike facilities, and parking solutions through 
redesign of alleyways.  LIMITS: School Street to Waterman 
Road  STREET NAME: Elk Grove Boulevard  $                    169,434  $                          176,798 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works

Replace Neighborhood 
Ride/Paratransit Buses

Replace 3 diesel cutaways that are used for neighborhood ride 
routes and paratransit service.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          255,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Sheldon Road Full Improvements from Bradshaw Rd to Excelsior Rd.  $               11,629,000  $                     14,519,756 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Sheldon Road Full Improvements from Excelsior Rd. to Grant Line Rd.  $                    414,100  $                          517,038 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Sheldon Road Widening

Widen Sheldon Road from Elk Grove-Florin Road to Waterman 
Road: widen from 2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                       1,048,711 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Sheldon Road Widening

In Elk Grove, from Waterman Road to Bradshaw Road: Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                          785,255 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Six Replacement Buses for E-Tran

Purchase six CNG replacement buses for the City of Elk 
Grove's E-Tran bus transit buses.  The CNG buses replace six 
CNG and diesel buses that are beyond their useful life.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,487,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works State Route 99

Southbound Auxiliary Lane from Elk Grove Blvd. to Laguna 
Blvd.  $                    561,000  $                          700,454 

Project complete by 
2035
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Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Waterman Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Elk Grove Blvd. to Bond Rd. #REF!  $                          605,858 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Waterman Road

Widen Waterman Road from Calvine Road to Sheldon Road: 
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes  $               16,000,000  $                     26,818,526 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Waterman Road

Widen Waterman Road from Sheldon Road to Bond Road from 
2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                          490,043 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Waterman Road Widening

In Elk Grove, from Elk Grove Blvd to Grant Line Road: Widen 
from 2 to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                          943,586 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works West Stockton Blvd

Center 2 landes & median from Whitelock Pkwy to North East-
West Arterial  $                 1,583,039  $                       2,167,001 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Whitelock Parkway Pedestrian Bridge over SR99  $                 2,441,600  $                       3,342,273 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Whitelock Parkway Extension

In Elk Grove, from Big Horn Blvd to West Stockton Blvd: 
construct new 4 lane roadway. #REF!  $                          713,094 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Whitelock Pkwy. Construct New Interchange: Hwy 99 / Whitelock Pkwy. #REF!  $                       5,482,382 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Willard Parkway Widen from 4 to 6 lanes South Bilby Rd. to New Kammerer Rd.  $                    370,800  $                          507,583 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Willard Parkway 

Widen from 4 to 6 lanes from Whitelock Pkwy. to South Bilby 
Rd.  $                 1,854,100  $                       2,538,053 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Willard Parkway 

Center Lanes & Widen Median from South Bilby Rd. to New 
Kammerer Rd.  $                    645,300  $                          759,038 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Willard Parkway Extension

In Elk Grove, Willard Parkway from Bilby Road to Kammerer 
Road, construct new four lane roadway.  $               15,000,000  $                     18,728,725 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Willard Pkwy. Widen: 6 lanes from Bilby Rd. to Kammerer Rd.  $                    370,800  $                          462,974 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Wilton Rd Center 2 lanes & median from Grant Line Rd. to City Limit  $                 7,789,900  $                     10,663,489 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Bikestation and Long Term Bike 
Parking

To retrofit and install on-demand long-term bike parking at 
Folsom Light Rail stations and new parking garage. (Emission 
Benefits: 0.1 kg/day ROG)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          178,471 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Citywide Pavement Repair & ADA 
Improvements

In Folsom, rehabilitate the following roads:-Blue Ravine Rd. 
from Prairie City Rd. to Folsom Blvd.-East Bidwell St. from Blue 
Ravine Rd. to Creekside Dr.-East Natoma St. from Gionata Wy. 
to Blue Ravine Rd.-Folsom Blvd. from Natoma St. to U.S. 50-
Natoma St. from Folsom Blvd. to Prison Rd.-Oak Ave. Pkwy 
from Santa Juanita Ave to American River Canyon-Prairie City 
Rd. from Blue Ravine Rd. to U.S. 50-Sibley St. from Lembi Dr. 
to Blue Ravine Rd.In addition to the pavement and ADA work 
on the above roadways, the City of Folsom will also perform 
standalone ADA work at various other locations throughout the 
city.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,002,786 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works East Bidwell Street

In Folsom, East Bidwell Street from Oak Avenue Parkway to 
Blue Ravine Road: widen to six lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works East Natoma Street Widening

In Folsom, East Natoma St from Fargo Way to Folsom Lake 
Crossing: widen from 2 to 4 lanes and construct bicycle trail 
undercrossing.  STREET NAME: East Natoma Street Widening  $                 3,150,000  $                       3,933,032 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Easton Valley Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Prairie City Rd. to Empire 
Ranch Rd. Extension south of U.S. 50.  $               45,000,000  $                     75,427,104 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Empire Ranch Rd. Road Extension: 4 lanes from U.S. 50 to White Rock Rd.  $               18,000,000  $                     24,639,958 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Folsom Blvd. Bike/Ped Overcrossing

In Folsom, at Folsom Blvd. and Humbug-Willow Creek 
Parkway, construct a bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing of 
Folsom Blvd. Includes connections to existing trails on both 
sides of Folsom Blvd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Folsom Boulevard/Blue Ravine 
Intersection Improvements

Intersection improvements at Folsom Boulevard/Blue Ravine 
Road, including additional storage and turn pockets.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,493,351 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Folsom Lake Bicycle/Pedestrian Trail 
& Overcrossing

In Folsom, along the Folsom Lake Trail corridor from the historic 
truss bridge to Green Valley Road: construct class I bike trail.  
Project includes the construction of approximately 4 miles of 
Class I Bike Trail, including a bike/pedestrian overcrossing at 
Folsom Dam Road. (Other State funds are State EEM Grant 
funds.) (Emission Benefits: 0.1 kg/day ROG)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,703,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Folsom Lake Trail

In Folsom, along the Folsom Lake Trail corridor from the 
Folsom Lake Crossing Bike/Pedestrian overcrossing to Green 
Valley Road, construct approx 2-miles of class 1 bike trail.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Folsom Railroad Block Phase 2

In historic downtown Folsom, near Sutter St, Folsom Blvd, 
between Leidesdorff St and Wool St: Construct Phase 2 of the 
Historic Folsom Station Public Plaza to enhance lighting and 
other enhancements

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          900,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Folsom Railroad Block Phase 3

In Historic Folsom, near Sutter Street, Folsom Boulevard, 
Leidesdorff Street, and Wool Street; aka Railroad Block 
redevelopment area. Phase 3 includes construction of public 
plaza areas within and adjacent to the Folsom Railroad Block 
Project.  This consists of pedestrian and disabled access 
improvements connecting the transit plaza at the west end with 
the remainder of the historic Folsom Railroad Block, including a 
functional and attractive system of public open spaces, as well 
as other hardscape and landscape improvements and lighting.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,365,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Folsom SOI Road B

Construct New Road: 4 lanes, East-West arterial for SOI 
development.  $               11,500,000  $                     15,742,195 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Folsom Stage Lines Operating 
Assistance FFY 2011-2014

2011 (ADA= $130,000 Preventive Mte = $265,000)2012 (ADA= 
$130,000 Preventive Mte = $265,000)2013 (ADA= $130,000 
Preventive Mte = $265,000)2014 (ADA= $130,000 Preventive 
Mte = $265,000)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,975,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Folsom-Auburn Rd.

Add Turn Lanes: Folsom-Auburn Rd. / Oak Ave. Includes: left 
and right turn lanes and intersection signal modifications.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,497,163 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Green Valley Rd.

Widen: 4 lanes from East Natoma to Sacramento/El Dorado 
County line  $                 3,000,000  $                       3,528,769 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Greenback Lane Bridge 
Rehabilitation

Greenback Lane, over the American River, 0.2 miles east of 
Folsom-Auburn Rd.: Structural rehabilitation of the 2 lane 
bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,644,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Greenback Ln. and Folsom-Auburn 
Rd.

Add Turn Lanes: left and right turn lanes at Folsom-Auburn Rd. 
and Greenback Ln. Includes: signal inprovements.  $                 1,200,000  $                       1,498,298 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Historic District Parking

Provide parking within the Folsom Historic District bounded by 
Leidesdorff Street, Sutter Street, Riley Street, and Folsom 
Boulevard.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          555,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Historic Powerhouse/Folsom Lake 
Regional Trail

In Folsom, construct class I bike/ped trail from existing terminus 
of the Historic Powerhouse Trail near the Historic Truss Bridge 
to the soon to be constructed bike/ped overcrossing at the new 
Folsom Lake Crossing Rd. Also construct class I trail 
connection from the main trail to the Folsom State Prison 
employee entrance. (Emission Benefits in kg/day: 0.03 ROG, 
0.02 NOx, 0.01 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,705,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Humbug-Willow Creek Trail/Lake 
Natoma Bikeway Gap Closure 
Project

Construction of a Class I bike trail from Blue Ravine Road to the 
Lake Natoma trail.  Project includes approximately 4,000 linear 
feet of asphalt trail and two bridges. (Emission in kg/day: 1 
ROG, 1 NOx, 1 PM-10.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          603,441 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works

Humbug-Willow Creek/Levy Park 
Trail Connection

Project includes the construction of 200-linear feet of Class I 
Bike trail.  Also included is the construction of a 60-foot long 
bike/pedestrian bridge across Humbug-Willow Creek, and 
installation of interpretive signs along the trail.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          209,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Iron Point Rd.

Widen: 6 lanes from Black Diamond Dr. to Prairie City and 
Outcropping to Broadstone Pkwy.  $                 5,000,000  $                       8,380,789 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Oak Ave. Pkwy. Construct new road: 4 lanes from U.S. 50 to White Rock Rd.  $               14,400,000  $                     19,711,966 

Project complete by 
2035
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Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Oak Ave. Pkwy. Widen: 6 lanes from Folsom-Auburn Rd. to Baldwin Dam Rd. #REF!  $                          452,297 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Orangevale Ave Bridge Replacement

Orangevale Ave over Gold Creek, 0.1 mile west of American 
River Canyon: Replace 2 lane bridge with new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,410,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Road Rehab Rehabilitate various roadways in Folsom.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,227,598 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Scott Road Widening

Widen existing Scott Road from 2 to 6 lanes between US 50 
and White Rock Road  $               16,000,000  $                     19,977,307 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works Sibley Street

In Folsom, Sibley Street from Glenn Drive to Blue Ravine Road: 
widen to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,800,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works US 50 at Empire Ranch Road

US 50 at Empire Ranch Road: Construct 4 lane interchange 
with US 50 at Empire Ranch Road (formerly Russell Ranch 
Road). HPP #337

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     38,552,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works US 50 at Oak Avenue Parkway

Construct New Interchange: 4 lanes at US 50 at Oak Avenue 
Parkway  $               50,500,000  $                     84,645,973 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works US 50 at Scott Road

Ramp modifications and overpass widening for US 50/East 
Bidwell/Scott Road Interchange to improve access to 
development south of US 50.  $                 3,180,000  $                       3,740,495 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Folsom Dept of 
Public Works US50 Rowberry Overcrossing

Construct New Overcrossing:  4 lanes between Iron Point Road 
and Easton Valley Parkway over US50  $                 3,000,000  $                       3,745,745 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works A St. New Overcrossing: UPRR grade separation  $               11,000,000  $                     13,734,399 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works A St. Widen: 4 lanes from Hwy. 99 to Galt City Limits.  $                 8,000,000  $                       9,988,653 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Amador Ave. Road Extension: 2 lanes from Carol Dr. to Cedar Flat Ave.  $                 2,700,000  $                       3,371,171 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Boessow Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Crystal Wy. to Marengo Rd.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,497,163 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Carillion Blvd. 

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Simmerhorn Rd. to Boessow 
Rd.  $                 2,500,000  $                       2,684,802 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Crystal Wy.

On/Off Ramp Improvement: on Hwy. 99 at Crystal Way to 
improve safety of hook ramps.  $                    500,000  $                          624,291 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Deadman Gulch Trail Connection

In Galt, at Deadman Gulch multi-use trail and Carillion Blvd.: 
Improve bike/ped crossing by constructing curb cuts and ADA 
ramps.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          111,470 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works E. Stockton Blvd. Widen: 4 lanes from Amador Ave. to Twin Cities Rd. #REF!  $                          616,768 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Elm St. / Amador Ave.

Intersection Modification: at Elm Ave, Amador Ave, and 
Industrial Dr. at UPRR spur line. Includes: intersection 
reconstruction and realignment (to eliminate hazards).  $                    800,000  $                          859,137 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Highway 99 / Ayers Ln.

On/Off Ramp Improvement: widen 1,280 linear feet of Hwy. 99 
on/off ramps at Ayers Lane.  $                    500,000  $                          521,731 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Live Oak Ave. Road Extension: 2 lanes from W. Stockton Blvd. to UPRR.  $                 2,500,000  $                       3,121,454 

Project complete by 
2035
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Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works

Marengo Road./Twin Cities Road (SR 
104) Traffic Signal Improvements

Construct traffic signal improvements on Twin Cities Road (SR 
104) at Marengo Road(City/County/Caltrans Project.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works

Northeast Area Bicycle Lane 
Connection

In Northeast Galt, complete missing bicycle lane segments. Add 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities to 3 locations: 1. From East 
Stockton Blvd. and Twin Cities Rd to 1,150 feet south of 
intersection. 2. From Walnut Ave. and East Stockton Blvd. to 
1,280 feet north of intersection. 3. From East Stockton Blvd. 
and Twin Cities Rd. to 450 feet east of intersection. 2,880 linear 
feet of improvements. Provides comprehensive bicycle and 
pedestrian connection between residential, commercial, school, 
and park and recreation areas. (Emission Benefits in kg/day: 
ROG 0.01)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          462,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Operating Assistance 2011-2014

Operating Assistance 2011 = $356,908Operating Assistance 
2012 = $360,000Operating Assistance 2013 = 
$360,000Operating Assistance 2014 = $360,000

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,796,135 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works

Operation and Maintenance Facility 
Feasibility and Design. Operation and Maintenance Facility Feasibility and Design.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          100,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Operations & Maintenance Facility

Construct new transit operations and maintenance facility in the 
City of Galt for South County Transit to serve Galt and South 
Sacramento County area. State Bond funds are PTMISEA.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,410,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Pavement Rehab

Roadway Rehabilitation at various locations within the City of 
Galt

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          511,383 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works

Preventive Maintenance for SCTLink 
Fleet Provide preventive maintenance of SCTLink vehicles.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          156,854 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Pringle Ave. Ramp Widening: Hwy. 99 / Pringle Ave. on/off ramps.  $                    400,000  $                          499,433 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Simmerhorn Road Extension

In Galt: Simmerhorn Road south of Amador Ave; Extend 
Simmerhorn Road Northward across UPRR spur and connect 
with Amador Ave. and Carol Dr. (Phase II)  $                 2,300,000  $                       2,871,738 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works

Simmerhorn Road Overcrossing 
Replacement

In Galt: Simmerhorn Road overcrossing of SR 99; Construct 
realigned overcrossing.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,450,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works

South County Transit Bus Stop 
Shelters

Installation of bus stop shelters at 3 key locations for the 
SCTLink demand response service in the City of Galt.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            70,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works SR 99 Central Galt Interchange

In Galt: A & C Streets, Boessow Road at SR 99; Replace 
existing C Street interchange at SR 99 with new 6 lane 
overcrossings (4 through lanes and left-turn channelization) at C 
Street and A Street. Reconstruct all on/off ramps. Realign 
connector streets. HPP #1257

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     50,641,711 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Twin Cities Rd.

Twin Cities Rd. Interchange on Hwy. 99: widen 4 lanes. 
Includes: bicycle lanes. #REF!  $                       6,997,027 Project Analysis /1/
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Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Twin Cities Road Widening

In Galt: Twin Cities Road to Bergeron Road; Widen 330 linear 
feet of Twin Cities Rd between E. Stockton Blvd and Bergeron 
Rd. Construct roundabouts at ramp termini and remove existing 
signals.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Galt Dept of 
Public Works Walnut Ave. / Highway 99

Construct New Interchange: Project Development for eventual 
Hwy 99 / Walnut Ave. Includes full access freeway interchange 
and overcrossing. #REF!  $                       5,001,303 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento City of Isleton 2nd Street Landscaping Landscape 2nd St. from A St. to C St.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            12,333 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Isleton
Historic District Parking lot paving 
and landscaping 

Pave existing parking lot, add ingress & egress to Main Street & 
add shade trees and landscaping and parking lot lighting  $                    125,000  $                          130,433 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Isleton
Main Street Landscaping & 
Beautification Street Trees, curb-gutter & sidewalk repairs  $                    180,000  $                          187,823 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Isleton Main Street Solar street lights
Install Solar Powered Street Lights as part of City's Green 
Program  $                    150,000  $                          156,519 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento City of Isleton Street Repairs
Remove & replace existing street surface & subgrade due to 
degradation  $                 1,000,000  $                       1,043,462 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova ADA Transition Plan

In Rancho Cordova: Continue ADA Transition Plan project 
delivery including reconstructing curb ramps, repairing 
sidewalks, installing new curb ramps and new sidewalks, 
sidewalk bus pad modifications, removal of walkway barriers 
and traffic signal retrofits.  $                 2,300,000  $                       3,152,370 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Americanos Rd.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from White Rock Rd. to the 
Folsom South Canal. Includes: intersection improvements at 
Rancho Cordova Pkwy. (Phase IV)  $               15,000,000  $                     25,142,368 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Americanos Rd.

Construct New Road: 2 lanes from Douglas Rd. to International 
Dr. Includes: intersection improvements at International Dr. and 
Villagio (Phase III) #REF!  $                       2,443,408 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Americanos Rd.

Construct New Road: 2 lanes from Kiefer Blvd. to Chrysanthy 
Blvd. Includes: intersection improvements at Keifer Blvd. and 
Chrysanthy Blvd. #REF!  $                          850,975 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Americanos Road, Phase I

New 4 lane roadway from Chrysanthy to North of Douglas 
Road. (Phase 1)  $                 2,925,000  $                       3,652,101 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Bicycle Master Plan

Develop plan for citywide bicycle system. (CP06-2042 and 
CP10-2082)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          458,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Centennial Drive

New 2 lane road off International Drive South connecting to 
Grant Line Road including intersection improvements at 
International, Americanos and Grant Line Rd.  $               18,532,243  $                     31,062,965 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Chrysanthy Blvd

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Sunrise Blvd. to Americanos 
and new 2 lanes from Americanos to Grant Line Rd. Includes: 
intersection improvements at Rancho Cordova Pkwy., 
Americanos, and Grant Line Rd.  $               24,796,212  $                     41,562,366 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Douglas Road / Folsom South Canal 
Bicycle Connection

In Rancho Cordova, at intersection of Douglas Rd and Folsom 
South Canal: provide a bicycle/pedestrian connection from 
Douglas Rd to the Folsom South Canal bike trail.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          565,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Douglas Road Phase II, Rancho 
Cordova Parkway to Americanos 
Blvd

The project consists of two lanes north of ultimate centerline 
and a median generally from Rancho Cordova Parkway to 
Borderlands Drive.  In addition, a full fine lane improvement 
would extend to Americanos Blvd. The final striping will be 
installed with thise phase allowing three eastbound lanes and 
two westbound lanes. New signals will be installed at the 
intersections of Rancho Cordova Parkway, Timberlands Drive 
and an interim signal at Americanos Blvd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,900,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Douglas Road Phase III, Americanos 
Blvd to Grant Line Road

Widen Douglas Road from 2 to 5 lanes from Americanos Blvd 
to Grant Line Rd and intersection improvements at Grant Line 
Road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,438,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Douglas Road Widening

Widen Douglas Road 2 to 6 lanes from Zinfandel Drive to 
Sunrise Boulevard and construct a 6-lane bridge over the 
Folsom South Canal. (See SAC20240 and and SAC24467 
other phases.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,000,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Easton Valley Pkwy Phase 1

Construct Easton Valley Parkway as a new 6-lane road from 
Rancho Cordova Parkway to the City Limits including 
intersection improvements at Rancho Cordova Parkway.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,768,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Easton Valley Pkwy.

Widen: 6 lanes from Rancho Cordova Pkwy. to Hazel Ave. 
Includes: intersection improvements at Rancho Cordova Pkwy. 
and Hazel Ave. (Phase II)  $               47,090,000  $                     78,930,274 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Femoyer Road

Femoyer Road, from Mather Blvd. to Peter A McCuen Road: 
reconstruct and widen from 2 to 4 lanes and connect to Air Park 
Drive. The roadway section will include bike lanes, medians 
and/or turn pockets, landscape and sidewalk. (CP06-2021 
Airpark-Femoyer)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,600,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Folsom Blvd. Enhancements & SR2S 
Phase 2

Install landscaping and streetscaping on Folsom Blvd., between 
Rod Beaudry Dr. and Sunrise Blvd.:  to provide safe bicycle and 
pedestrian access to transit from Bradshaw Road to Rio Del 
Oro Parkway. The CMAQ and RSTP funding in 2009/10 is to 
provide complete street improvements at the east end of 
Folsom Blvd accommodating Kinney High School and the light 
rail station. Improvements include bicycle lanes and pedestrian 
facilities. HPP #3795 & 420 (Emission Benefits in kg/day: ROG 
0.2, NOx 0.2, PM10 0.1)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     14,667,761 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Folsom Blvd. Enhancements Phase 1

Install landscaping and streetscaping on Folsom Blvd. between 
Rod Beaudry Dr. and Sunrise Blvd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,795,152 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Folsom Blvd. Enhancements Phase 3

along Folsom Boulevard between Bradshaw Road and Sunrise 
Boulevard including along the frontage of Los Rios Community 
College Site: Improve aesthetics and safety.  Enhancements 
include landscaped medians, sidewalks, landscaping, 
streetscape improvements at intersections, and street lights.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,836,770 

Project complete by 
2020
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Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Folsom Blvd. Enhancements Phase 4

Streetscape Project: On Folsom Blvd from Bradshaw Rd. 
to Sunrise Blvd. Includes: landscape and safety 
improvements for bicycle and pedestrian access to 
transit. (Phase IV) 34,703,000$            $                     58,167,707 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Grade Separate RT Gold Line At 
Bradshaw Road

Rail Crossing Project: at Bradshaw Road, plan and construct a 
rail grade seperation for RT s Gold line.  $               12,500,000  $                     20,951,973 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Grade Separate RT Gold Line At 
Mather Field Road

Rail Crossing Project: at Mather Field Road, plan and Construct 
a Rail Grade Seperation for RT s Gold line.  $               25,000,000  $                     41,903,947 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Grade Separate RT Gold Line At 
Routier Road

Rail Crossing Project: at Routier Road, plan and Construct a 
Rail Grade Seperation for RT s Gold line.  $               25,000,000  $                     41,903,947 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Grade Separate RT Gold Line At 
Zinfandel Drive

Rail Crossing Project: at Zinfandel Drive plan and Construct a 
Rail Grade Seperation for RT s Gold line.  $               25,000,000  $                     41,903,947 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Grant Line Road - Expressway Phase 
I (Connector Segment)

Grant Line Road: Widen existing roadway to four lanes and 
complete remaining sections of four lane Expressway from 
Jackson Highway to White Rock Road including intersection 
improvements at Jaeger Road, Keifer Blvd, International Drive 
and Jackson Highway. (Phase 1)  $               86,200,800  $                   144,486,150 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova International Dr.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Sunrise Blvd. to Rancho 
Cordova Parkway and construct new 4-lanes from Rancho 
Cordova Parkway to White Rock Rd. and with a 4-lane loop 
back Rancho Cordova Parkway. Includes: intersection 
improvements at Sunrise Blvd., Rancho Cordova Parkway, and 
White Rock Road. #REF!  $                       7,906,554 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

International Drive & Folsom South 
Canal Bridge

Extend International Drive as a six lane roadway from Kilgore to 
Sunrise. Includes bicycle and pedestrian facilities and a bridge 
over Folsom South Canal. (Emission Benefits in kg/day: ROG 
0.37, NOx 0.26, PM10 0.1)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,322,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

International Drive, Sunrise Blvd to 
Rancho Cordova Parkway

International Drive, from Sunrise Blvd. to Rancho Cordova 
Parkway: widen and construct to 6-lanes with intersection 
improvements at Sunrise Blvd. and Rancho Cordova Parkway 
(portion of CP09-2069). #REF!  $                       3,953,277 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Jackson Hwy. (SR 16)

Widen State Route 16 (Jackson Highway) to 4-lanes from 
Sunrise Blvd. to Grant Line Road, including intersection 
improvements at Sunrise Blvd and Grant Line Rd.  Interim 
improvements may include addditional turning lanes and 
intersection improvements.  #REF!  $                       1,312,794 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Kiefer Blvd.

Complete frontage improvements and extend Kiefer Blvd. as a 
new 2 lane roadway from Sunrise Blvd. to Grant Line Rd. 
Includes intersection improvements at Americanos and Grant 
Line. (CP09-2074, CP07-2036) #REF!  $                       1,935,228 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Kiefer Boulevard, Phase 2

Complete widening and extend Kiefer Blvd. as a new four lane 
roadway from Rancho Cordova Parkway (Jaeger Road) to 
Americanos Road including intersection improvements at 
Americanos and Grant Line. (Phase 2 - CP09-2074)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,451,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Kilgore Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from International Dr. to White Rock Rd.  $                    819,000  $                       1,372,773 

Project complete by 
2035
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Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Landscaping US 50 at Mather Field 
Rd Interchange

Design, install, and maintain landscape improvements within 
the existing freeway interchange of US 50 at Mather Field Road. 
Includes streetscape, lighting, and other enhancements on 
Mather Field Rd between Folsom and Mather Commerce 
Center.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,609,192 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Mather Blvd.

Construct New Road:4 lanes from Rockingham Rd. to Zinfandel 
Dr. Includes: widening existing roadway to 4 lanes. #REF!  $                       3,117,694 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Mather Field Rd.

Pavement Rehabilitation: two-way couplet from Mather Blvd. to 
Rockingham Rd.  $                    920,000  $                       1,542,065 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Mather Field Rd.

Widen: 6 lanes from Rockingham Rd. to Folsom Blvd. Includes: 
intersection improvements at Rockingham Rd. #REF!  $                          367,524 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Mather Field Rd./U.S. 50 Interchange Interchange Modification: at U.S. 50/Mather Field Rd. #REF!  $                       5,646,854 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Old Placerville Rd.

Widen to 6 lanes from Bradshaw Rd. to Mather Blvd. Includes: 
intersection improvements at Routier Rd. #REF!  $                       1,644,715 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Pedestrian Facilities and Sidewalk 
Gap program

Pedestrian Improvements: Throughout Rancho Cordova, 
construct new pedestrian facilities based on Pedestrian Master 
Plan. Continue Sidewalk Gap project delivery. Includes: grade 
separations at key locations.  $               12,200,000  $                     16,721,266 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Pedestrian Promenade

Bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing of U.S. 50 connecting 
Olsen Drive to Prospect Park Drive as defined in The 
Promenade: Connecting and Revitalizing Rancho Cordova 
Planning Study (reference SAC24157).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,500,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Pedestrian, ADA, and Safety 
Improvements on Mather Field Road

This project will add sidewalks and enhance pedestrian and 
disabled access on the west side of Mather Field Road, 
between Folsom Boulevard and Rockingham Drive.  This will 
allow for greater access to the historic Mills Station Light Rail 
Station and enhance access to both bus and light rail transit.  
This is also know as the Mather Railroad Spur Rails to Trails 
Bike/Ped.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,810,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Peter A. McCuen Blvd.

Widen to 4 lanes from Mather Blvd. to International Dr. 
(including Air Park Dr. extension). Includes: intersection 
improvements at Mather Boulevard, Mather Field Road, 
Femoyer Street/Air Park Dr. and International Dr.  $                 9,100,000  $                     15,253,037 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Rancho Cordova Parkway - Phase 1

Phase 1: In Rancho Cordova, Douglas Road to White Rock 
Road, construct Rancho Cordova Parkway as a six lane 
roadway including intersection improvements at Villagio and 
White Rock Road.  $               19,839,000  $                     33,253,296 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Rancho Cordova Parkway, 
Chrysanthy Blvd to Kiefer Road

Construct new four lane road, Rancho Cordova Parkway, from 
Chrysanthy Blvd to Kiefer Road including intersection 
improvements at Chrysanthy Blvd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,783,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Rancho Cordova Parkway, Douglas 
Road to Chrysanthy Boulevard

Construct a new four lane road Rancho Cordova Parkway, from 
Doulgas Road to Chrysanthy Boulevard.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,707,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Rancho Cordova Pilot Transit Shuttle 
System

The City is initiating new transit service that will provide shuttle 
connections to RT's Gold Line. Local fees are currently being 
collected that will support the Shuttle Program from the new 
development areas.  After several years of testing and adjusting 
the service, the City plans to initiate a system that will be owned 
and operated internally and will be appropriately coordinated to 
provide connectivity with the region's transit service providers. 
(Emission Benefits in kg/day: 1 NOx, 1 ROG)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,309,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Rancho Cordova Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Grant Line Rd. to Douglas 
Rd. Includes: intersection improvements at Grant Line Rd. and 
Kiefer Blvd. (CP07-2035, CP07-2035, CP08-2060)  $               24,766,961  $                     41,513,337 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Rio Del Oro Pkwy

Rio Del Oro Parkway: New 4 lane roadway from Sunrise 
Boulevard to Rancho Cordova Parkway and a new 2 lane road 
from Rancho Cordova Parkway to White Rock Road including 
intersection improvements at Sunrise Blvd., Rancho Cordova 
Parkway, Americanos Blvd., and White Rock Road (CP09-
2070)  $               12,795,000  $                     15,050,200 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Rio Del Oro Pkwy.

Widen: from 2 to 4 lanes from Rancho Cordova Pkwy. to White 
Rock Rd. (Phase III) #REF!  $                          274,119 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Road Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation of Folsom Boulevard, Zinfandel Drive, Kilgore 
Road, International Drive, Horn Road and Rossmoor Drive.  
The project will include Class II Bikeway lanes, and will improve 
bicycle and pedestrian access in the areas to be rehabilitated.  
The project will also include many ADA elements, such as 
enhanced striping and better delineate between modes and 
improved pedestrian crossings, and improved sidewalk, the 
construction of new sidewalks, curbs, and gutter at various 
sites, construction of asphalt walkways; and the installation of 
pedestrian signals, safety lighting facilities, warning signage, 
and pedestrian push buttons identified in the Plans. (CMAQ 
funds only for new bicycle/pedestrian facilities that reduce auto 
emissions.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,647,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Routier Rd.

Widen: from Old Placerville Rd. to Folsom Blvd. including 
structure over U.S. Hwy. 50.  $                 9,421,000  $                     15,791,083 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Sun Center Drive

New two lane roadway from Folsom South Canal to White Rock 
Road including intersection improvements from Mercantile to 
White Rock Road including bridge over Folsom South Canal.  $               13,670,000  $                     22,913,078 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Sunrise Blvd - Kiefer Blvd to SR16

Widen Sunrise Boulevard: 2 to 4-lanes from Kiefer Boulevard to 
State Route 16 (Jackson Highway) and construct partial 
intersection improvements at Sunrise Boulevard and State 
Route 16.  The project includes removal and replacement of the 
bridge on Sunrise Boulevard over Laguna Creek.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Sunrise Blvd.

Widen: 6 lanes with special treatments from White Rock Rd. to 
the American River/Border. Includes: intersection improvements 
at White Rock, Folsom Blvd., Coloma Rd., Zinfandel Dr., Gold 
Express, and Gold Country.  $               71,000,000  $                   119,007,209 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

Sunrise Blvd. and Jackson Hwy. 
Intersection

Construct 6x6 intersection with two bridge sections over the 
creek at Sunrise Boulevard and Jackson Highway.  $               10,355,460  $                     17,357,386 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Traffic Operation Center

Building Construction: traffic operations facility. Includes: 
roadside infrastructure to support operations of the center.  $                 7,500,000  $                       9,364,363 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

US 50 / Rancho Cordova Pkwy. 
Interchange

At US 50 and Rancho Cordova Pkwy.: Construct new 
interchange including auxiliary lanes on U.S. 50 between Hazel 
Ave. and Sunrise Blvd. and a four lane arterial connection to US 
50 of Rancho Cordova Pkwy. to White Rock Rd.(CP05-2003)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   100,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova Villagio

Construct New Road: 2 lanes from Douglas Rd. to White Rock 
Rd. Includes: intersection improvements at Douglas Rd., 
Rancho Cordova Pkwy., International Dr., Americanos Rd., and 
White Rock Rd.  $               11,989,081  $                     20,095,593 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

White Rock Rd. - Sunrise Blvd. to 
Grant Line Rd.

On existing 6-lane White Rock Rd., from Sunrise Blvd. to 
Luyung Dr.: construct improvements. On White Rock Rd from 
Luyung Dr. to Grant Line Rd.: widen and reconstruct from 2 to 4 
lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     15,212,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Rancho 
Cordova

White Rock Rd. Bike/Ped Safety 
Improvements

White Rock Rd., W of Zinfandel Dr.: Install sidewalks, bike 
lanes, and crosswalks. HSIP4-03-001

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          398,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation 12th St. Signal Upgrades

12th St. between Richards Blvd. and L St.: Upgrade traffic 
signal system; repair conduit infrastructure between signals; 
provide dynamic train and vehicle signs; improve signing and 
striping. HSIP3-03-022 (T15115000)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation 14th Avenue Extension

Sacramento. Four-lane extension of 14th Avenue from Power 
Inn Rd to Watt Ave.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     19,970,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation 16th Street Streetscape

On 16th Street from S Street to N Street, pedestrian 
improvements including bulb-outs, landscaping and trees, 
banners, pavement treatments, bike racks, and street 
furniture,and street lights.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,660,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation 56th Ave Bridge Rehab

56th Ave, over South Sacramento Drain, 100' east of I-5: 
Rehabilitate the existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge. (Toll 
Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          310,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation 65th St. Widen: 5 lanes from Hwy. 50 to Broadway.  $                 4,000,000  $                       6,704,632 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Alhambra and Folsom Signal 
Upgrade

Intersection of Alhambra Blvd. and Folsom Blvd.: upgrade traffic 
signal with protected/split phases; add and upgrade pedestrian 
improvements.(T15105600)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          391,600 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Bell Ave. Widen: 4 lanes from Norwood Ave. to Raley Blvd.  $               20,000,000  $                     33,523,158 

Project complete by 
2035
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EXPENDITURE 
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Bell Ave. Widen: 4 lanes from Raley Blvd. to Winters St. #REF!  $                       1,644,715 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Bridging I-5

Construct connection over I-5 between approximately Capitol 
Ave. to "O" St. (T15998100)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,432,709 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Del Paso Blvd Streetscape

Del Paso Blvd., Arden Wy. to SR 160: Reduce lanes on 
westbound Del Paso Blvd. from two to one lanes between 
Barstow St. and Acoma St.: Streetscape improvements. 
Construct a pedestrian plaza. Rehabilitate sidewalks, install 
bulb-outs, restripe pedestrian crossings, install street furniture 
and landscaping. Install new traffic signal at the three-way 
intersection of Del Paso Blvd., Colfax St., and Southgate Rd. 
Upgrade existing signal at Del Paso Blvd. and Baxter St. 
(T15025401)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,610,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Del Paso Rd

In Sacramento,from I-5 N/B offramp to East Commerce (north 
side only), widen Del Paso Road.  $                    516,000  $                          644,268 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Del Paso Regional Park 
Improvements

To improve an existing multi-use recreational trail beginning at 
the east end of Park Road in Del Paso Regional Park and 
extending west approximately 1400 linear feet along Arcade 
Creek.  Additional improvements include site furniture, 
interpretive kiosk and informational signage.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          341,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Docks Riverfront Promenade

In Sacramento, extend pedestrian/bicycle riverfront promenade 
from R St to Pioneer Bridge. Relocation and reconstruction of 
main rail line. Pedestrian/bicycle paths, benches, lighting, 
interpretative signs, rail crossings, and on-street bicycle lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,518,290 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Downtown Sacramento Circulation

Roadway Operational Improvements: Unspecified funding for 
future operational improvements to accommodate increased 
bus and rail traffic, auto, trucks, in downtown Sacramento.  $             100,000,000  $                   137,059,553 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Downtown Sacramento 
Transportation Study

Downtown Sacramento, bounded by Broadway, Sacramento 
River, American River, and Alhambra Blvd.: Study the cost and 
priority of the $100 million in improvements planned in the 
MTP2035.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation East Commerce Way

In Sacramento, East Commerce Way from Club Center Drive to 
Del Paso Rd, extend as a 6-lane facility.  $                 8,142,225  $                     10,166,233 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation East Commerce Way

Extend East Commerce Way from planned Natomas Crossing 
Drive to San Juan Rd. as a 4 lane road.  $                 4,000,000  $                       4,994,327 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation East Commerce Way

In Sacramento, extend East Commerce Way from Arena Blvd. 
to Natomas Crossing Drive, as a 6 lane road.  $                 3,329,000  $                       4,156,528 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation El Centro Rd. New Overcrossing: El Centro Rd. overcrossing.  $               11,000,000  $                     13,734,399 

Project complete by 
2035
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will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Elder Creek Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Power Inn Rd. and Florin Perkins Rd. #REF!  $                       2,604,132 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Elder Creek Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Florin Perkins Rd. to South Watt Ave.  $                 7,000,000  $                     11,733,105 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Boulevard

In Sacramento, Elkhorn Boulevard from SR 99 to east city 
limits: widen from 2 to 6 lanes.  $                 7,073,566  $                       8,831,925 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Folsom Blvd Operations and 
Maintenance

Folsom Blvd. from Power Inn Road to Watt Avenue; 
streetscape project including pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements, a raised landscaped median, landscaped 
planters, improvements to signal operations, frontage 
landscaping, and enhanced connections to transit facilities.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     19,500,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Folsom Blvd. Streetscape Project: Folsom Blvd from Power Inn. to 65th St.  $               18,500,000  $                     31,008,921 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Freeport Shores Ped/Bike Path

In Sacramento, construct new Freeport Shores Ped/Bike Path 
at grade crossing  of SR 160 connecting the Sacramento River 
Trail and the Sports Complex.(K15000000)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,093,118 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

H Street Bridge Preventive 
Maintenance

H Street, Over American River, 0.4 miles east of Carlson Dr.: 
Preventive Maintenance including methacrylate treatment and 
deck expansion joint repair.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          335,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Highway 99 Meister Way 
Overcrossing New Overcrossing: Meister Wy. / Hwy. 99.  $                 6,500,000  $                     10,895,026 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation I-5 Add Auxiliary Lane: NB from Del Paso Rd. to Hwy. 99.  $                    857,000  $                       1,070,035 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation I-5 / Highway 99

On/Off Ramp Improvement: Add 2nd on-ramp at I-5 / Hwy. 99 
Interchange.  $                    216,000  $                          269,694 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation I-5 at Cosumnes River Blvd.

Extend Cosumnes River Boulevard from Franklin to Freeport 
with an interchange at I-5. (EA: 03-0L1068L) (T15018000)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     97,109,164 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation I-5 at Richards Blvd. Interchange

Sacramento, Richards Blvd. and I-5; reconstruct interchange 
(ult). (HPP #3784)(T15088200)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     41,535,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation I-80 @ West El Camino Interchange

Expand the West El Camino interchange on I-80 from 2 to 4 
lanes and modify ramps.  $               22,000,000  $                     36,875,473 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation I-80 Bike/Ped Bridge

Construct bike/pedestrian bridge across I-80 at the West Canal, 
as well as across the West Canal. (Emission Benefits in kg/day: 
0.69 ROG, 0.54 NOx, 0.31 PM10)(K15020000)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,674,064 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Intermodal Depot Retrofit

Construction of structural, facade and building improvements at 
the Depot. (FFY 2009 Local Funds are from the Historic Places 
Fund.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     15,819,029 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation ITS Expansion - Traffic Operation

Project will evaluate and implement on major corridors, 
Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) elements and 
infrastructure necessary to provide traffic 
responsive/coordinated signal timing and communications to 
the Traffic Operation Center. (Emission Benefits in kg/day: ROG 
1, NOx 1)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,992,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Jackson Hwy.  (SR 16)

Road Realignment: 4 lane Rd. from Power Inn Rd. to South 
Watt Ave.  $               25,000,000  $                     41,903,947 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation K Street Streetscaping Streetscape improvements along K Street  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,147,841 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Kiefer Blvd. Widen: 4 lanes from Florin-Perkins Rd. to S. Watt Ave. #REF!  $                       1,370,596 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

La Mancha Way/Elder Creek Bridge 
Replacement

La Mancha Way, over Elder Creek, 0.3 mi N of Mack Rd. 
Replace the existing 2 lane functionally obsolete bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,273,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Lower American River Crossing

New all-modal bridge: between downtown Sacramento and 
South Natomas across the Lower American River. Includes: 
Auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilties. Scale and 
features to be determined through need and purpose study 
anticipated to begin in 2012.  $             150,000,000  $                   251,423,681 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Main Ave. Widen: 4 lanes from Norwood Ave. to Rio Linda Blvd.  $                 7,000,000  $                     11,733,105 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Main Ave.

Widen: 6 lanes from Sacramento City limit east to Norwood 
Ave. #REF!  $                       5,482,382 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Main Ave.

Road Extension: 2 lanes from Rio Linda Blvd. to Marysville 
Blvd.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,497,163 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Mangan Park

Bikeway Facilities: 0.6 mile in City of Sacramento Mangen Park 
from 24th St. to Freeport Blvd. Bike trail south in Executive 
Airport right-of-way.  $                    800,000  $                          998,865 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Natomas Crossing Dr. New Overcrossing: Natomas Crossing Dr. at I-5.  $               11,000,000  $                     13,734,399 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Natomas Crossing Drive

In City of Sacramento, build new Natomas Crossing Drive as 2 
lane road from Duckhorn Drive to El Centro Rd.  $                 4,340,715  $                       5,419,737 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation North CBD Access Study

In Sacramento, project definition, feasibility & pre-environmental 
studies for I-5/Richards I/C, Railyards Access Rd., 7th St. 
Widening, Big Four Blvd., widening 12th St. to SR 160, 
Richards Blvd. and SR160 I/C, 6th St. Ext. and 12th/16th NB 
Intersection.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,916,662 

Project complete by 
2020
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seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Northgate Blvd.

On/Off Ramp Improvement: Extend existing I-5 WB off-ramp at 
Northgate Blvd. / I-80 Interchange. Includes: auxiliary lane to 
WB on-ramp.  $               10,000,000  $                     12,485,817 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Norwood Ave Bridge Replacement

Norwood Ave, Over Arcade Creek, .1 miles south of Fairbanks: 
Replace 2 lane bridge, add sidewalks and widen shoulders.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     10,378,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Pedestrian Improvements at Robla 
School SRTS

Installation of new curbs, gutters and sidewalks in the vicinity of 
Robla Elementary School. Also included are street crossing 
enhancements to facilitate access to the existing bike trail that 
leads to the school. SRTSD03_0012 (T15085700)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          650,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Pedestrian Safety Improvements 
Natomas SRTS

Reconstruct 8 intersections at 3 elementary schools: install curb 
extensions, curb ramps and high-visibility crosswalks; widen 
sidewalks, construct speed tables, and install medians. 
Locations At Bannon Creek ES along Bannon Cr. Dr. at 
Azevedo Dr. and also at Millcreek Dr.; at Jefferson ES along 
Pebblewood Dr. at and between Azevedo Dr. and Bannon Cr. 
Parkway; and at Natomas Park ES along Crest Dr. at Ives Ave., 
Fenmore Ave., and North Bend Dr., and at the intersection of 
North Bend Dr./Gateway Park Circle. (SRTS # 
S0203003)(T15105000)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,958,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Power Inn Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Fruitridge Rd. to 14th.  $               25,000,000  $                     41,903,947 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

R Street Market Plaza (16th to 18th 
St)

Sacramento, R Street between 16th & 18th Streets, develop 
pedestrian pathway, streetscape improvements, community 
gathering place, and vehicular lanes adjacent to development of 
mixed use properties.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,515,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation R Street Streetscape Improvements

City of Sacramento, R Street, from 2nd St. to 18th St., provide 
paving and streetscape improvements, including curb, gutter, 
sidewalk, accessibility features, landscaping, lighting, and street 
furniture.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,866,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Railyard Boulevard Extension

Railyard Boulevard, between Jibboom Street and Bercut Street: 
construct approximately 200 feet of new roadway (one lane 
each direction) to provide access to downtown railyards.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Railyards Access Improvements

Provide 3 access improvements in North Central Business 
District: 1) At I-5/Richards Blvd. Interchange, construct ramp 
and signal modifications. 2) Jibboom St., from Richards Blvd. to 
Railyards Blvd., make frontage improvements and turn pockets. 
3) Bercut Dr., from Bannon St. south to Railyards Blvd., extend 
as a two-lane road. (HPP #2788 and #3784)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     10,523,077 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Railyards Streets

Construct New Road: various roads in the Railyards 
Redevelopment Area.  $             154,200,000  $                   211,345,831 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Raley Blvd. Widen: 6 lanes from Santa Ana Ave. to Ascot Ave. #REF!  $                       1,644,715 Project Analysis /1/
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Ramona Ave Extension Extend Ramona Avenue to the north to connect to Folsom Blvd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,991,889 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Redding Ave Bike/Ped Improvements

Redding Ave, from Q Street to 4th Ave:  Construct bike lanes 
and pedestrian improvements. (Emissions benefits: ROG 0.03, 
NOx 0.03, PM10 0.02 kg/day)(T15065800)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,386,983 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Rio Linda & Bell Upgrade Traffic 
Signals

In Sacramento, at intersection of Rio Linda Blvd at Bell Ave: 
Upgrade traffic signals to include left turn phase.(S15084700)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          405,100 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Rio Linda & Main Intersection 
Improvements

Intersection Improvements: at Rio Linda Blvd. and Main Ave. 
Includes: traffic signal installation and intersection re-
configuration.  $                 4,500,000  $                       5,075,039 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Rio Linda Blvd. Bridge Rehabilitation

Rio Linda Blvd., Over Magpie Creek, 0.92 miles north of FAI 
880: Rehabilitate the existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge 
and bring it up to current standards.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,650,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Road Rehab

Rehabilitate various roads: Bell Ave between Raley Bl and 
Parker Ave, Stockton Bl bet Broadway and 39th St, Fruitridge 
Rd between 65th St Expwy and Power Inn Rd, S Land Park Dr 
bet 35th Ave and Moss Dr, Havenside Dr. between Florin Rd 
and Gloria Dr.; Riverside Bl bet Park Rivera Wy and Florin Rd, 
8th St bet P St and K St, Del Paso Blvd bet El Camino Ave and 
Marysville Bl, J St bet 3rd St and 10th St, and Fulton Ave bet 
Auburn Bl and north end of Bus 80

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,879,930 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Road Rehab

Roadway Rehabilitation: 2nd Avenue - Santa Cruz Way to 
Stockton Blvd; Truxel Road - West El Camino Avenue to San 
Juan Rd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,405,382 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Roseville Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Connie Dr. to Sacramento limits. #REF!  $                       4,111,787 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Roseville Rd. Bridge Replacement

Roseville Rd. Over Arcade Creek, 0.4 miles south of S.R 80.: 
Replace existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with new 2 
lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,510,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation S. Watt Ave. Widen: 6 lanes from Elder Creek Rd. to Fruitridge Rd.  $               20,000,000  $                     33,523,158 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation S. Watt Ave. / Elk Grove Florin Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Fruitridge Rd. to Folsom Blvd.  $               10,000,000  $                     16,761,579 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Sacramento City College Bike/Ped 
Overcrossing

Sacramento, Sacramento City College/UPRR line. Bike/ped 
overcrossing of railroad to provide access to Sacramento City 
College Light Rail Station from existing and future development 
to the east.(T15065700) ($500k PE is Community Design 
Funding)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     10,297,680 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Sacramento Intermodal Circulation

Extend the  streets around the Sacramento Intermodal 
Station.The following streets may be extended: 2nd, 3rd,4th St 
from I to G/H St; 5th & 6th St, from H St. to F/G St; F and G St, 
from 7th to 2nd St; and H St from 5th to 2nd St.  Modifications 
to the existing I St on-ramps to I-5 maybe needed to facilitate 
these street ext.Phase 1: Construct intersection improvements 
at 4th and I.Phase 2: Design access improvements at 3rd and I, 
including PSR

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,641,112 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Sacramento Intermodal Trans. 
Facility - Phase 2

Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility Valley Station: 
Improvements to the existing station including: relocating the 
existing LRT station to a north-south alignment; relocating 
(repave/restripe) the existing RT and Amtrak bus berths; 
providing enhanced passenger connections; relocating 
passenger vehicle and bicycle parking; upgrading the Depot's 
electrical system; providing a transit way.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     25,663,140 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Sacramento Intermodal Trans. 
Facility - Phase 2b

Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility Valley Station: 
Intermodal Facility Phase 2B project is a complete makeover 
and rehabilitation of the historic Depot to make the facility fully 
usable and attractive, arrest deterioration and meet code. The 
project elements will consist of repair and upgrade to the interior 
and exterior sections of the building including architectural, 
structural, plumbing, mechanical, electrical, energy, internal 
circulation, access and other work.  Historic rehabilitation will 
involve features such as façades, canopies, openings, windows, 
doors, the mural and decorative treatments, finishes and other 
items.  $               27,000,000  $                     36,959,937 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Sacramento Intermodal 
Transportation Facility - Phase 1

Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility: Realign and 
straighten the existing mainline UPRR freight and passenger 
rail tracks, provide passenger facilities that connect the Depot to 
the relocated platforms. (Project includes Prelim. Engineering 
for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Sac. Intermodal Transp. 
Facility). Between Old Sacramento, the Central Business 
District, and the Railyards Development and River District: 
Construct a 247-foot pedestrian/bicycle tunnel beneath the re-
aligned mainline Union Pacific tracks. (Other Fed-Project of 
National & Regional Significance is Section 1301 and are 
Earmarked funds from SAFETEA-LU. CMAQ funds are being 
used for straightening and realigning a 3,300-foot-long section 
of the UPRR mainline. The project will allow UPRR’s trains to 
operate at higher speeds and reduce train idling. Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: NOx 1.2, CO 0.1, PM10 0.1)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     96,343,325 

Project complete by 
2020
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Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

Sacramento Intermodal 
Transportation Facility - Phase 3

Intermodal Facility Phase 3 project is the creation of a larger 
multi-modal transportation center that can meet the region’s 
expanded transportation needs and accommodate high speed 
trains, commuter rail, light rail, streetcars, transit bus lines, and 
intercity buses. It will involve expansion of the terminal facilities 
including passenger amenities and spaces, transportation 
operations areas, site and circulation improvements and joint 
development  $             225,000,000  $                   377,135,522 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Sacramento Streetcar Study Evaluate feasibility of streetcar routes in City of Sacramento.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          390,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Snowey Egret Wy.

New Overcrossing: for the planned Snowey Egret Wy. that will 
run east-west from El Centro Rd. to Commerce Wy. crossing 
over I-5.  $               11,000,000  $                     18,437,737 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation

SR 99 Elkhorn Boulevard 
Interchange

In Sacramento County :Expand the Elkhorn Blvd. interchange 
on Route 99 to accommodate the widening of Elkhorn Blvd. 
from 2 to 6 lanes  $               11,909,000  $                     14,869,359 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Sutter's Landing Bridge

Multi-Use Crossing: Sacramento, Sutter's Landing Bridge, 
between American River Pkwy. and Sutter Landing Park. 
Construct bike/ped bridge over American River.  $               30,000,000  $                     35,287,691 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Sutter's Landing Parkway

Construct New Road: 1.6 mile 4-lane arterial on new alignment 
between Hwy. 160 and Hwy. 51. Includes: sidewalks and bike 
lanes in both directions, a grade separation with the railroad, 
and a full interchange at the connection with Hwy. 51.  $             100,000,000  $                   167,615,788 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation Two Rivers Trail Phase II

Study and Design of bike/ped connections between the 
Northern Bicycle Trail and Sutter's Landing Park. Additional 
study future bicycle trial connections across the American River, 
Crossing the Capitol City Freeway, and extending east along 
the American River towards California State University at 
Sacramento.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,839,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation W. El Camino Ave.

Widen: 6 lanes West El Camino Interchange. Includes: bike 
lanes at I-80 / Natomas Main Drainage Canal.  $               24,000,000  $                     40,227,789 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento Paratransit Inc. Demand Response Vehicles
Purchase 17 demand response minivans and 2 demand 
response vehicles for replacement.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,148,676 

Project complete by 
2020
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seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento Paratransit Inc. Mobility Management Center  (JARC)

This project will expand Paratransit, Inc's current mobility 
management programs by developing a mobility management 
call center to resolve transportation issues for people in 
transportation disadvantaged situations affecting their 
employment or training. This project will expand partnerships 
outside of the other populations served through mobility 
management activities to include work related trips. Over the 
course of the agreement PI will create partnerships with other 
transportation providers and agencies serving our target group. 
PI will make available and provide travel instruction to 
individuals needing that type of service. PI will develop a 
website to further expand the availability of these services. PI 
will collaborate with other information services to cross refer 
clients when appropriate.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          277,895 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento Paratransit Inc.
Replacement Buses and Associated 
Equipment

Replace 39 demand response vehicles with Type III Vehicles.  
Associated equipment includes mobile data terminals, cable 
assembly mounts, mobile radios and zonar.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,750,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento SACOG
Sacramento County DHA Operating 
Assistance

Provide the following JARC related services:Foster 
Grandparents and Senior Companions providing low-income 
seniors with a small stipends and transportation 
reimbursements. Mather Community Campus (MCC)shuttle has 
a contract with Volunteers of America to provide bus 
transportation to job training and other sites important to 
homeless/unemployed residents; this service is ADA 
accessible.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,182,916 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento SACOG Sacramento County PPM Plan, program and monitor for Sacramento County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,272,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento SACOG SECAT Program Phase 2

Phase 2 of Sacramento Emergency Clean Air Transportation 
Program (SECAT), Heavy-Duty NOx control strategies. (Phase 
1 SAC22090) (Emission Benefits in kg/day for each $3m 
increment: 835 NOx, 109 ROG)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     26,555,759 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento SACOG
Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM)

TDM is a general term for strategies that result in more efficient 
use of transportation resources. SACOG's TDM program 
promotes alternative mode use in the SACOG region 
(rideshare, carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, bicycling, 
walking, and telecommuting.  Outreach is done through 
partners (TMAs, and public agencies working with employers). 
Provide funding for 12 Transportation Management 
Organizations (TMOs) in region through grants.  (Emission 
Benefits: VOC 0.54 and NOx 0.5 kg/day) (This is a continuation 
of Phase 1, SAC20400)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,195,980 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation 16th St.

Widen: 4 lanes from Ascot Blvd. to Sacramento/Placer County 
Line. #REF!  $                       6,099,150 Project Analysis /1/
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
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Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation ADA Transition Plan

Facilities Plan: In Sacramento County, various locations, 
construct ADA compliant improvements in accordance with the 
county DOTs ADA Transition Plan.  $               15,000,000  $                     20,558,933 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Alta Florin Rd.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Power Inn Rd. to Florin-
Perkins Rd. (Runs parallel and north of Florin Rd.) Includes: 
Railroad grade separation. #REF!  $                       6,852,978 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Alta Mesa Rd Bridge Replacement

Alta Mesa Rd over Laguna Creek, 0.4 mi north of SR 104: 
Replace existing structurally deficient 2-lane bridge with a new 2-
lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,780,321 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Antelope North Road Widening

In Sacramento County, Antelope North Road, from Poker Ln. to 
Olive Ave.: Realign and widen to 4 lanes.  $                 3,020,000  $                       3,770,717 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Antelope Rd.

Widen: 6 lanes from Watt Ave. to Roseville Rd. Project 
addresses: congestion, safety and aesthetics, and mobility for 
bicycles, pedestrians and transit.  $                 9,307,473  $                     11,621,140 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Antelope Road Widening

In Sacramento County, Antelope Road from Don Julio 
Boulevard to Roseville Road, widen from 4 to 6 lanes.  $                    735,000  $                          864,548 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Apple Rd/Fruit Channel Bridge 
Replacement

Apple Rd, over Fruit Channel, 0.65 mi SE/O Dillard Rd. Replace 
the existing 2 lane functionally obsolete bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge.Toll credits prorammed for PE & CON.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,323,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Arcade Creek Bike/Ped Crossing 
Study

Study a new bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing of Arcade Creek, 
linking Winding Wy. and Walnut Ave. area to the American 
River College

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          320,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Arden Way Improvement

From Eastern Avenue for Fair Oaks Blvd, to include new 
sidewalks, class II bike lane improvements, planter strips, 
shade trees, street lighting, and a traffic signal with bicycle and 
pedestrian detectors, intersection improvements at the offset 
intersection at Mission Avenue, installation of sidewalk ramps 
compliant with ADA requirements, audible traffic signals, 
pedestrian countdown signal devices, and modify the signal at 
the Arden Way at Fair Oaks Blvd intersection including 
improving the condition of the pavement. (Emission Benefits in 
kg/day: 0.2 ROG, 0.1 NOx)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,155,530 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Arden Way ITS - Ethan Rd to Fair 
Oaks

In Sacramento County: Between Arden Way and Fair Oaks 
Blvd; This project will install ITS improvements on Arden Way 
from Watt Ave to Fair Oaks blvd.  This improvement will 
continue the deployment of ITS strategies in the Arden Way 
corridor.  As part of the Arden Way Intelligent Transportation 
System, the proposed ITS elements will work to improve traffic 
management and mobility along Arden Way and provide a 
communication link between the County and other jurisdictions 
communication hubs.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,467,692 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Bike/Ped Improvements

Bikeway Facilities: In various Sacramento County locations. 
Includes: 2010 Bikeway Master Plan Implementation.  $               50,000,000  $                     68,529,777 

Completion phased 
throughout plan
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Bradshaw Rd. Widen: 6 lanes between Calvine Rd. and Old Placerville Rd.  $               37,500,000  $                     62,855,920 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Bridge Preventive Maintenance

In Sacramento County, various locations: perform bridge 
preventive maintenance. For a list of locations see: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hbrr99/HBP_MPO.htm
l#SACOG

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          360,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Bus Replacement Replace one commuter bus.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          274,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Commercial Corridor Enhancements

Safety Enhancement: in Sacramento County, various locations. 
Includes: streetscaping, lighting, and other safety 
enhancements to enhance bicycle and pedestrian use.  $               50,000,000  $                     68,529,777 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Cypress Ave. Widen: 4 lanes from Pasadena Ave. to Manzanita Ave.  $               10,441,000  $                     13,036,441 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Dillard Rd. Bridge Scour 
Countermeasures

Dillard Rd., over Cosumnes river, 0.2 miles south of S.R. 16: 
Install scour countermeasures on scour critical bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,278,751 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Douglas Road Extension

In Sacramento County, Douglas Road from Zinfandel Drive to 
Kiefer Boulevard; new 4 lane roadway with raised landscaped 
median, curb, gutter and sidewalk, improvements also include 
installation of traffic signals at Douglas/Kiefer and 
Douglas/Excelsior Road.  No R/W acquisition, only 
conveyance/process costs.  $               19,837,200  $                     24,768,365 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Eagles Nest Road

In Sacramento County: Between Jackson Road (State Route 
16) and Douglas Road; Reconstruction and partially realign 
Eagles Nest Road between State Route 16 and Douglas Road.  
Construction and installation of a concrete box culvert and new 
traffic signals at the intersections of Eagles Nest Road at Kiefer 
Boulevard and Eagles Nest Road at State Route 16.  A portion 
of the proposed roadway will be reconstructed and paved 
between Keifer Boulevard and Douglas Road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,261,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Eagles Nest Road Widening

In Sacramento County, Eagles Nest Road from Kiefer 
Boulevard to Douglas Road, construct and widen from 2 to 4 
lanes with curb, gutter, sidewalk, raised landscaped median; 
improvements also include the installation of a box culvert and 
traffic signal at Eagles Nest Road/Kiefer Boulevard.  $               18,350,000  $                     22,911,474 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Easton Valley Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Hazel Ave. to Prairie City 
Rd.  $               36,000,000  $                     60,341,684 

Project complete by 
2035



Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy Project List

70 of 117

COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

El Camino Ave Pedestrian and Bike 
Improvements

Unincorporated Area of North Sacramento County: El Camino 
Avenue from Ethan Way to Walnut Avenue and a portion of 
Eastern Avenue (by El Camino High School) from El Camino 
Ave to Bright Way; Construct pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
safety improvements. Features include sidewalks and 
walkways, median islands, improvements to existing signalized 
and non-signalized intersections, bicycle lanes, transit stops, 
bus shelters, and other pedestrian and bicycle improvements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,376,920 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elder Creek Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from South Watt Ave. to Excelsior Rd. #REF!  $                       2,878,251 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elder Creek Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Mayhew to Jackson Highway #REF!  $                       1,096,476 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elder Creek Rd. 

Widen: 4 lanes from S. Watt / Elk Grove-Florin Rd. to Mayhew 
Rd. #REF!  $                       1,096,476 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elk Grove-Florin Rd. Bridge

Elk Grove-Florin Rd, over Elder Creek, 0.1 mi north of Gerber 
Rd.: Rehabilitate functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge and widen 
to 6 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,384,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elk Grove-Florin Road Widening

In Sacramento County, Elk Grove-Florin Road from North of 
Elder Creek to Florin Road: widen from 2 to 4 lanes.  (Existing 
Elder Creek bridge is being replaced and widened to 6 lanes 
SAC24380)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,939,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Blvd.

Construct New Road: 2 lanes from Airport Blvd. / Crossfield Dr. 
to Power Line Rd. Includes: landscaped medians.  $                 8,200,000  $                     11,224,870 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Blvd. Widen: 6 lanes from Sacramento City limit east to Watt Ave. #REF!  $                       4,200,875 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Blvd. Widen: 6 Lanes from Metro Air Parkway to Lone Tree Rd #REF!  $                          877,181 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Blvd. Widen: 4 lanes from Lone Tree Rd. to Hwy. 99. #REF!  $                          287,825 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Blvd. Widen: 6 lanes from Lone Tree Rd. to Hwy. 99. #REF!  $                          150,766 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Blvd. Widening

In Sacramento County, Elkhorn Blvd. from Watt Ave. to Don 
Julio Blvd.: widen from 4 to 6 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     14,284,000 

Project Complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elkhorn Boulevard Widening

In Sacramento County, Elkhorn Boulevard from Rio Linda 
Boulevard to SR 99: widen from 2 to 4 lanes, including bridge 
over Natomas east main drain, landscaping, new RR crossing 
and bike/ped facilities.  $               14,000,000  $                     19,164,412 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elverta Rd.

Widen: 4 lanes from Rio Linda Blvd. to connection to north side 
of the Sacramento International Airport. Includes: bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. #REF!  $                       3,563,548 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elverta Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Watt Ave. to Dutch Haven Ave. #REF!  $                       1,027,947 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Elverta Road & Dry Creek Bridge 
Widening

Widen Elverta Rd. from Dutch Haven Blvd. to Watt Ave. from 2 
to 4 lanes including North Channel Dry Creek Bridge to 6 lanes 
capacity.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     16,381,369 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elverta Road Extension

In Northern Sacramento County: Extension of Elverta Road 
from just south east of Sand City Drive to Don Julio Boulevard; 
new 6 lane roadway extension to Don Julio Boulevard with a 
traffic signal modification at the intersection of Elverta Road and 
Don Julio Boulevard and a possible realignment of Antelope 
Road to Elverta Road. #REF!  $                       1,027,947 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Elverta Road Widening

Widen Elverta Rd. from Rio Linda Blvd. to Dutch Haven Blvd. 
from 2 to  4 lanes including landscaped median, ADA 
improvements, transit access and bike/pedestrian facilities.  $               14,797,000  $                     18,475,263 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Excelsior Rd.

Widen: 4 lanes from Hwy. 16 to Calvine Rd. Includes: 
landscaped median, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, new 
traffic signal(s), traffic signal modification(s), and ADA compliant 
improvements. #REF!  $                       3,083,840 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Excelsior Road Widening

In Sacramento County: Between Kiefer Boulevard/Douglas 
Road Extension and Jackson Road (SR16); construct and 
widen to 4 lanes with raised landscaped median and curb and 
gutter.  Improvements also include the construction of a pit 
pump station.  $               12,000,000  $                     20,113,895 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Fair Oaks Blvd. Median Barrier

Fair Oaks Blvd. between San Ramon Way and Eastern Ave.: 
Install median barrier for safety. HSIP4-03-004

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          758,700 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Fair Oaks Boulevard Improvements 
Phase 1

Sacramento County: Fair Oaks Blvd and Marconi Avenue 
Intersection; The first phase of improvements that propose 
"Complete Streets" and provide traffic signal upgrades, ADA 
upgrades, bifurcated sidewalks, bike lane improvements, 
improved street lighting and landscape/streetscape amenities, 
in the vicinity of the Fair Oaks Blvd at Marconi Ave intersection.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,250,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Fair Oaks Boulevard Widening

In Sacramento County and Community of Carmichael: On Fair 
Oaks Blvd, 500' north of Marconi Ave. to Engle Rd: Various 
improvements to improve capacity, safety and mobility. 
Improvements include widening from 4 to 6 lanes and level of 
service upgrades, landscaping and streetscape, ADA compliant 
improvements, transit access, bike and pedestrian facilities, 
signal modifications at Stanley, Grant, and Engle Rd and a new 
traffic signal at Landis.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,584,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Fair Oaks Village Streetscape Design 
Phase 1

Fair Oaks Blvd., from Winding Wy. to Bridge St.:  Construct 
phase 1 of improvements on Fair Oaks Boulevard.  Phase 1will 
construct selected curb, gutter and sidewalk, ADA compliant 
facilities, bike lanes, parking, crosswalks, decorative street 
lighting, and landscape/streetscape improvements.  These 
improvements are identified in the Fair Oaks Village 
Enhancement Committee (FOVEC) Vision and Streetscape 
Master Plan.  $                 2,554,800  $                       3,005,100 

Project Complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

FFY 2010-2014 Operating Assistance 
for South County Transit Link

Operating Assistance for South County Transit Link 2010-14; 
rural transit program in Sacramento County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Florin Rd.

Widen: 4 lanes from Elk Grove-Florin Rd. to Vineyard Rd. 
Includes: a traffic signal modification at Bradshaw and a couple 
of new traffic signals at Hedge Ave. and Waterman Rd.  $               17,000,000  $                     21,225,889 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Florin Rd.

Widen: 4 lanes from Vineyard Rd. to Sunrise Blvd. Includes: 3 
new traffic signals at the intersections of Excelsior Rd., Eagles 
Nest Rd. and Sunrise Blvd. #REF!  $                       2,535,602 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Florin Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Florin Perkins to Elk Grove-Florin #REF!  $                          685,298 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Florin Rd. and Fruitridge Rd. Medians

Florin Rd. at East Southgate Dr.; Fruitridge Rd. at Mendocino 
Blvd.: Install raised median. HSIP3-03-024

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          191,700 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Franklin Blvd Bridge Replacement

Franklin Blvd over Mokelumne River overflow, 1.8 miles north 
San Joaquin county line: Replace the existing structurally 
deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     11,316,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Franklin Boulevard Enhancements

In South Sacramento County in the Florin Area Community: 
along the Franklin Boulevard corridor from 47th Avenue north to 
the County/City Limits: construct sidewalks and landscape 
buffer, street lighting, pavement slurry seal and striping.  Traffic 
signal modification at the intersection of 47th Avenue and 
Franklin.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,550,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Freedom Park Drive/Watt Avenue 
Enhancements

In Sacramento County, Freedom Park Drive, from 32nd St. to 
Watt Ave and Watt Ave, from Don Julio Blvd to Karl Dr on the 
west side of the roadway in the community of North Highlands. 
Construct pedestrian and streetscape improvements to serve as 
a gateway into adjacent McClellan Park.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,140,970 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Fruitridge Rd Widen: 4 Lanes from S. Watt Ave to Bradshaw #REF!  $                          822,357 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Gerber Road Widen: 4 lanes from Vineyard Rd. to Excelsior Rd. #REF!  $                          616,768 Project Analysis /1/
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Gerber Road Widening

In Sacramento County, Gerber Road from Bradshaw Road to 
Vineyard Road: widen from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                 6,688,000  $                       8,350,514 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Gerber Road Widening Project

Widen Gerber Road between Elk Grove-Florin Road and 
Bradshaw Road from 2 to 4 lanes.  LIMITS: In Sacramento 
County, Elk Grove-Florin Road to Bradshaw Road, widen from 2 
to 4 lanes.  STREET NAME: Gerber Road

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,854,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Grant Line Rd. (Connector Segment) Widen: 4 lanes from Sunrise Blvd. to Jackson Hwy.  $               11,000,000  $                     18,437,737 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Grant Line Rd. (Connector Segment)

In Sacramento County: Grantline Rd. Between Calvine Road 
and Sloughouse Rd. from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                 6,610,000  $                       8,253,125 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Grant Line Rd. (Connector Segment)

In Sacramento County: Between Sloughouse Road to Sunrise 
Blvd; Widen existing roadway from 2 to 4 lanes  $                 4,000,000  $                       4,994,327 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Greenback Lane Widening

Widen Greenback Lane from Fair Oaks Blvd to Hazel Ave from 
4 to 6 lanes. #REF!  $                       4,865,888 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Happy Ln.

Road Extension: 4 lanes from Keifer Blvd. to Jackson Rd (Rte 
16) #REF!  $                       2,055,893 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Happy Ln. Road Extension: 4 lanes from Old Placerville Rd. to Kiefer Blvd. #REF!  $                       1,781,774 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Hazel Ave - U.S. 50 to Folsom Blvd

In Sacramento County, Hazel Ave, between Folsom Boulevard 
and US Highway 50: multi-modal corridor improvements and 
interchange improvement.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     85,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Hazel Ave Widening, Phase 1

Widen American River bridge and approaches from 4 to 6 lanes 
and widen Hazel from U.S. Highway 50 interchange to Curragh 
Downs Drive from 4 to 6 lanes. HPP #2758, 3387. (Phase 2 
SAC24625, Phase 3 SAC24626.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     45,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Hazel Ave Widening, Phase 2

Sacramento County between Curragh Downs Drive and Sunset 
Avenue; This phase will widen Hazel Avenue from four to six 
lanes and will also accomplish the appraisals and acquisitions 
of necessary right of way adjacent to the proposed 
improvements.  Traffic signal modifications are proposed at 
Curragh Downs Drive, Winding Way, and La Serena Drive.  
This project will improve existing and projected traffic 
congestion; enhance pedestrian and bicycle mobility in the 
corridor, address safety concerns; and improve the aesthetics of 
the corridor.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     20,213,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Hazel Ave Widening, Phase 3

Sacramento County between Sunset Avenue and Madison 
Avenue: Widen Hazel Avenue from 4 to 6 lanes from Sunset 
Avenue to Madison Avenue. New traffic signals at Roediger 
Lane and Phoenix Avenue.  Improve existing and projected 
traffic congestion; enhance pedestrian and bicycle mobility in 
the corridor, address safety concerns, and improve the 
aesthetics of the corridor.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,803,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Hazel Ave. extension

Construct New Road: 4 lane limited access Rd. through Aerojet 
s property between Easton Valley Pkwy. and Grant Line 
Rd./White Rock Rd. #REF!  $                       2,467,079 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Hazel Avenue

In Sacramento County, Hazel Avenue from Madison to 
Sacramento/Placer County line: Widen from 4 to 6 lanes.  $             105,000,000  $                   175,996,577 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Hazel Avenue Improvements

In Sacramento County and City of Rancho Cordova: Between 
Easton Parkway and US Highway 50; joint project with the City 
of Rancho Cordova to construct a new 6-lane expressway with 
special treatment, which includes the widening of Hazel Avenue 
between Folsom Blvd to US Highway 50.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     15,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation I-80 Bicycle / Pedestrian Crossing

In Sacramento County, conduct studies,  and environmental 
work for a bicycle/pedestrian crossing of I-80 west of Madison 
Avenue.  $                    550,000  $                          686,720 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Ione Rd/Buckeye Creek Bridge 
Replacement

Ione Rd, over Buckeye Creek, 0.2 mi S of Meiss Rd. Replace 
the existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge. Toll credits programmed for PE & CON.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,788,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Ione Rd/Willow Creek Bridge 
Replacement

Ione Rd, over Willow Creek, 0.5 mi S Carbondale Rd. Replace 
the existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge.Toll credits programmed for PE & CON

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,642,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Jackson Hwy (SR 16) @ Watt Ave.

Construct a new roadway grade separation interchange at the 
intersection of Jackson Hwy and Watt Ave. #REF!  $                       3,426,489 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Jackson Hwy.  (SR 16) Widen: 4 Lanes from Grant Line Rd. to Murrieta Parkway #REF!  $                       4,111,787 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Jackson Hwy. (SR 16)

Widen: 4 lanes from South Watt Ave. to Sunrise Blvd. Includes: 
continuous left turn lane. #REF!  $                     15,186,199 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Jackson Hwy. (SR 16) Widen: 6 lanes from South Watt Ave. to Excelsior Rd. #REF!  $                       5,482,382 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Kiefer Blvd.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Bradshaw Rd. to Sunrise 
Blvd. Includes: bicycle and pedestrian facilities. #REF!  $                       7,017,449 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Lone Tree Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Meister Wy. to Elverta Rd.  $                 9,125,000  $                     15,294,941 

Project Complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Madison Ave Widening

This project will widen Madison ave form 4 to 6 lanes between 
Hazel Ave and Greenback Lane in the Fair Oaks area.  The 
project proposes to widen the roadway to accommodate two 
additional traffic lanes, a raised landscaped median, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, traffic signal modifications and traffic 
operations system upgrades, landscaping and streetscape 
enhancements, and soundwalls.  $               22,361,626  $                     37,481,616 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Madison Avenue Widening

Madison Avenue from Fair Oaks Blvd. to Hazel Ave.: Widen 
from 4 to 6 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     28,246,752 

Project Complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Manzanita Ave.

Widen: 6 lanes from Fair Oaks to Cypress; 4 lanes from 
Cypress to Madison Ave. #REF!  $                       2,192,953 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Marconi Ave. Bike/Ped Improvement 
Phase II

Marconi Ave., Walnut Ave. to Garfield Ave., fill in gaps in 
sidewalks, add street lights, pedestrian safety improvements, 
and restripe bicycle lanes to meet standards. (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: 0.25 ROG, 0.13 Nox, 0.03 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,878,330 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Marengo Rd/Deadman Gulch Bridge 
Replacement

Marengo Rd, over Deadman Gulch, 0.5 mi S Twin Cities Rd. 
Replace the existing 2 lane functionally obsolete bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge.Toll credits programmed for PE & CON

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,313,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

McKenzie Rd/Laguna Creek Bridge 
Replacement

McKenzie Rd, over Laguna Creek, 0.9 mi S of Arno Rd. 
Replace the existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge. Toll credits programmed for PE & CON.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,774,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Meister Way Rd.

Construct New Road: 4 lane Rd. from Metro Air Pkwy. to Lone 
Tree Rd.  $                 1,700,000  $                       2,849,468 

Project Complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Meister Way Road Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Lone Tree Rd. to Hwy. 99.  $                 3,640,000  $                       6,101,215 

Project Complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Metro Air Parkway

In Sacramento County, Metro Air Parkway from north of I-5 to 
Elverta Road:  Construct and widen roadway from 2 to 4 lanes 
and possible install landscaping.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,320,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Metro Air Parkway Widen: 6 Lanes from I-5 to Elverta Rd #REF!  $                       3,221,996 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Metro Air Parkway Interchange at I-5

In Sacramento County, I-5 @ Metro Air Parkway near 
Sacramento International Airport:  Construct the first phase of a 
five-lane partial clover Type L-9 interchange for Metro Air 
Parkway at Interstate 5 (I-5).  Construct a three lane 
overcrossing facility with a median, bike lanes and a sidewalk 
on the west side.  Metro Air Parkway will connect on the north of 
the interchange and terminate south of I-5 with a cul-de-sac.  
South Bayou Rd will realigned to provide the r/w for partial 
completion of two-quadrant partial cloverleaf interchange.  
Project also includes a one-lane northbound I-5 exit ramp and 
diagonal entrance ramp, one-lane southbound I-5 exit ramp, a 
two-lane southbound I-5 loop entrance ramp with auxiliary lane, 
street lighting, striping, signs, relocation of an existing drainage 
ditch on the south side of the freeway, construction of drainage 
improvements with the interchange, and relocation of utilities.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     28,286,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Michigan Bar Rd/Cosumnes River 
Bridge Replacement

Michigan Bar Rd, over Cosumnes River, 1.2 mi north of SR 16. 
Replace the existing one lane structurally deficient bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge. Toll credits programmed for PE & CON

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,423,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation New Hope Rd Bridge Replacement

New Hope Rd over Grizzley Slough, 0.5 mi north of San 
Joaquin/Sacramento County Line: replace existing structurally 
deficient 2-lane bridge with a new 2-lane bridge

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,483,403 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Oak Ave. Widen: 4 lanes from Hazel Ave. to Folsom City Limits. #REF!  $                       2,247,777 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Old Florin Town Complete Streets 
Project

Old Town Florin Town area, on Florin Road from 450 feet west 
of Pritchard Road/McCurdy Lane intersection to 120 feet west of 
Kingsley Street intersection: Construct curbs, gutters, and 
sidewalks, transit facilities, bus turnouts, bike lanes, landscaped 
and decorative medians, decorative street lighting, new traffic 
signals at Pritchard Road/McCurdy Lane and at McComber 
Street, Union Pacific Railroad crossing improvements, and 
other streetscape amenities that encourage transit use, 
bicycling and walking.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,825,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Orange Grove Ave. Pedestrian 
Improvements

In Carmichael, adjacent to American River College, on Orange 
Grove Ave., from Auburn Blvd. to College Oak: improve 
sidewalks, landscaping, and accessibility. (Emission Benefits in 
kg/day: 0.14 ROG, 0.07 NOx, 0.02 PM10)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,747,804 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Power Inn Rd Widening

This project will include the road widening of Power Inn Rd 
between Florin Rd and Elder Creek Rd to accommodate two 
through lanes in each direction, a center two way left turn lane, 
a 6-foot bike lane on the east side, and a 5-foot bike lane with 
curb, gutter, and sidewalk on the west side.  $                 1,662,000  $                       2,075,143 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Prairie City Road Widening

Widen Prairie City Road from 2 to 4 lanes between US 50 and 
White Rock Road.  $               11,000,000  $                     13,734,399 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Rio Linda Blvd Widen: 4 Lanes from Ascot Ave to Elkhorn Blvd #REF!  $                          594,564 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Rio Linda Blvd Bridge Replacement

Rio Linda Blvd over North Channel of Dry Creek, 0.8 mi south 
of Elkhorn Blvd: Replace 2-lane bridge with new 2-lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,138,764 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Road Rehab Rehabilitate various roadways in Sacramento County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,134,557 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Road Rehabilitation

In Sacramento County, various locations: rehabilitate roadways 
with conventional or rubberized asphalt, repair damaged areas, 
and install ADA curb ramps.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,519,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Roseville Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Watt Ave. to Antelope Rd.  $               38,422,000  $                     64,401,338 

Project complete by 
2035
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Roseville Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Antelope Rd. to Placer County line.  $                 6,750,000  $                     11,314,066 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation S. Watt Ave. / Elk Grove Florin Rd. Widen: 6 lanes from Folsom Blvd. to Calvine Rd. #REF!  $                       4,454,435 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation South Watt Avenue Widening

Widen South Watt Avenue from Elder Creek to Route 16 from 2 
to 4 lanes  $               10,123,000  $                     11,907,243 

Project Complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation SR 99 Elverta Road Interchange

State Route 99 and Elverta Road, construct new interchange 
with new traffic signals and ramp metering. Bridge structure to 
accommodate 10 lanes. Structure to accommodate sidewalks 
and bike lanes on each side.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     34,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation SRTS Five

Safe Routes to School 1. Will conduct 5 walkability/bikability 
audits per year at K-8 schools; 2. Will annually invite schools to 
initiate school site walking/bicycling events and programs; 3. 
Will hold an annual summit or conference to promote walking 
and biking at school and district level; 4. Will initiate a SRTS 
Resource Advisory Committee; 5. Will prepare and present an 
annual report to the County Board of Supervisors. 
SRTSD50_0049

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          600,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Stockton Blvd. Widen: 6 lanes from 65th Ave. to Hwy. 99.  $               23,800,000  $                     39,892,557 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Sunrise Blvd.

In Sacramento County: Sunrise Blvd. between Jackson 
Highway and Grantline Road; Widen from 2 to 4 lanes  $               12,000,000  $                     14,982,980 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Sunrise Blvd.

Widen: from Madison Ave. to Gold Country Blvd. ITS Strategies 
and partial grade separation at Fair Oaks Blvd and transit 
enhancements #REF!  $                       8,446,715 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Traffic Signal System Upgrade

Replace existing traffic signal controllers and cabinets with new 
state-of-the-practice equipment to improve signal operating 
efficiency (including energy usage), traffic flow and safety.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,150,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

Twin Cities Road Bridge 
Replacement

Twin Cities Rd. over Snodgrass Slough: Replace the existing 2 
lane structurally deficient structure with a new 2 lane structure.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     17,000,002 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

U.S. 50 / Watt Ave. Interchange 
Modification

In Sacramento County: at U.S. 50 and Watt Ave., modify the 
freeway interchange. On Watt Ave., from Folsom Blvd. to La 
Riviera Dr., construct multimodal improvements. Project will 
construct a dedicated transitway for Bus Rapid Transit and 
dedicated bicycle and pedestrian pathways through the 
interchange. HPP #1990

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     48,611,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Vineyard Rd. Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Gerber Rd. to Jackson Hwy. #REF!  $                       3,974,727 Project Analysis /1/
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Vineyard Road Bridge Replacement

In Sacramento County, on Vineyard Road between Gerber 
Road and Calvine Road, over Laguna Creek: replace existing 2-
lane bridge.  [See also SAC24156]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,733,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Waterman Road Widening

In Sacramento County: Between Vintage Park Drive to Florin 
Road; widen existing roadway to 4 lanes and extend roadway 
from Gerber Road to Florin Road with an at-grade rail road 
crossing.  $               20,000,000  $                     24,971,634 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Waterman Road Widening

In Sacramento County: Between Florin Rd. to Jackson Rd.; 
construct roadway to 4 lanes  $               16,500,000  $                     27,656,605 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Watt and Larchmont Signal

At intersection of Watt Ave. and Larchmont Dr.: Install traffic 
signal; construct sidewalks, curb ramps, pedestrian pads, and 
raised median.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          444,800 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Watt Ave Widen: 6 Lanes from Elverta Rd to Placer County Line #REF!  $                          448,185 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Watt Ave. Widen: 6 lanes from I-80 to Don Julio Blvd.  $               16,250,000  $                     22,244,406 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Watt Ave.

In Sacramento County, Watt Ave: Between Don Julio Blvd. and 
Elkhorn Blvd. widen from 4 to 6 lanes.  $                 7,800,000  $                       9,738,937 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Watt Ave. Construct New Interchange: Watt Ave. / Folsom Blvd. #REF!  $                     10,279,467 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Watt Ave. Phase 3 ITS Project

In Sacramento County, Watt Avenue Corridor, implement phase 
3 priority and mobility enhancement demonstration project.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,689,859 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Watt Avenue Widening

In Sacramento County, Watt Ave.: Between Elkhorn Blvd and 
Antelope Rd widen from 4 to 6 lanes  $                 9,641,800  $                     12,038,575 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

White Rock Road (Connector 
Segment)

In Sacramento County, widen and realign White Rock Road to 4 
lanes from Grant Line Rd. to Prairie City Rd.  Install two new 
traffic signals at the intersection of White Rock Rd. at Prairie 
City Rd. and White Rock Rd. at Grant Line Road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     27,865,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation

White Rock Road Roadway 
Improvements (Connector Segment)

In Sacramento County: White Rock Road from Prairie City 
Road to El Dorado County Line: widen the roadway from two-
lanes to four-lanes along the existing road alignment of White 
Rock Road between Prairie City Road to El Dorado County 
Line.  $               73,103,800  $                     91,276,066 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Winding Way Widen: 4 Lanes from Auburn Blvd to Garfield Ave #REF!  $                       1,963,378 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Winding Way Bridge Replacement

Winding Way over Chicago Creek, 0.1 mi west of Chicago Ave: 
Replace existing functionally obsolete 2-lane bridge with a new 
2-lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,587,800 

Project complete by 
2020
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DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Zinfandel Drive Extension

Sacramento County; City of Rancho Cordova Limit to Douglas 
Road; Construct a new two-lane road extension with the 
installation of a new traffic signal at the intersection of Zinfandel 
Drive/Eagles Nest Road and Douglas Road and 
reconstruct/realign Eagles Nest Road approximately 1,000 feet 
south from the new Zinfandel Drive and Douglas Road 
intersection. (For other phases see SAC20240 and SAC24473.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,377,791 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento County 
Dept of Transportation Zinfandel Road Widening

Zinfandel Drive, from Southern boundary of the Villages of 
Zinfandel to Douglas Road: Widen from 2 to 6 4 lanes with a 
raised landscaped median. (For other phases see SAC24473 
and SAC24467) #REF!  $                       1,439,125 Project Analysis /1/

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District 12th Street Improvements

Improve traffic control devices at the intersection of Ahern & 
12th Street.  This project will install a No. 8 flashing light, alter 
the preemption timing, replace No Left Turn signs, and make 
various signing and striping changes to reduce accidents at this 
intersection.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          220,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

29th St. Light Rail Station 
Enhancements

29th St. Light Rail Station, located at R St. between 29th St. 
and 30th St.: Add two shelters, a surveillance camera, flashing 
pedestrian crossing signs, two visible message signs, and other 
transit amenities. (Emission Benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.15, NOx 
0.15, PM10 0.06)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          280,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District ADA Service Vehicle Replacement

Replacement of ADA service vehicles and communication 
equipment as needed to provide complementary ADA para-
transit service for Sacramento Regional Transit District.  
Approximately 50 vehicles will be replaced.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,335,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

Bus Stop Improvements- Citrus 
Heights Bus turn outs and associated improvements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,083,648 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District CNG Bus Replacement

Bus Acquisitions - 91 CNG Replacement Buses. [TCRP funds 
from SECAT Program.] (NOx 118, PM10 6 kg/day)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     39,581,505 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

Downtown Light Rail Station 
Enhancements

Design and construct light rail station enhancements, including 
better signage, lighting, pedestrian access, and ADA access to 
encourage greater transit usage

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          621,258 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Fare Vending Machines

Purchase fare vending machines for light rail stations and 
support equipment for FVM monitoring

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Fulton Ave. Bus Shelters

Along Fulton Ave., from Arden Wy. to Auburn Blvd.: Design and 
install 8 to 11 bus shelters, including easements. (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.13, NOx 0.13, PM10 0.05)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          169,435 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District General Facility Improvements

Sacramento Regional Transit District:  provide for various minor 
upgrades and improvements to district facilities, such as roof 
replacement, better lighting, security systems, ventilation, 
accessibility modifications, and safety enhancements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          562,500 

Project complete by 
2020
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(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Green Line Phase 1 (MOS1A)

Final Engineering, Final EIR, Design, and Construct Phase I of 
the Downtown Natomas Airport Light Rail Line.  This extends 
light rail via a single track from Downtown Sacramento to 
Richards Boulevard, a distance of just over 1.1 miles, but 
stopping short of a crossing of the American River. The project 
is projected to be completed for revenue service by the first 
quarter of 2011, and Measure A Plan of Finance funding is 
available to complete the project in this time frame.  However, 
SACOG has requested a completion date of 2012, to satisfy 
State Air Quality Implementation Plan requirements. The 
adopted RT Short Range Transit Plan (3/10/2008) reflects this 
project scope.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     43,880,882 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Green Line Planning and Engineering

This project will advance Phase I (DNA MOS-1A) to the 30% 
engineering level, and redefine a Minimum Operable Segment 2 
and possibly 3. Construction is REG17320, Phase II is 
REG17935, and Phase III is REG17325. Total project cost for 
DNA MOS-1A through MOS-3 is $803,809,743. (All federal 
funds transferred to FTA prior to 2008. )

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     14,258,336 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Green Line: MOS2 & MOS3

Extend rail from Richards Blvd. to Sacramento International 
Airport  $             698,286,782  $                1,170,438,889 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Light Rail Station Enhancements Enhance pedestrian and ADA accessibility at light rail stations.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          220,262 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

Light Rail Station Enhancements & 
Bus Stops

Enhancement of Sacramento Regional Transit District bus 
stops including addition of i-stops, benches and trash 
cans.Install Braille signage at strategic bus stops in the 
Sacramento Regional Transit District service 
area.Enhancement of Light Rail Stations lighting improvements 
and replacing braille signage along the Sacramento Regional 
Transit Light Rail System and improved pedestrian access to 
the station.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          673,587 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District LRV Mid-Life Overhaul

SRTD mid-life overhaul of light rail vehicles. (FFY 2007 funds 
will rehabilitate 6 to 8 vehicles.) (FTA 5307 funds are unused 
funds from FFY 2005)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,932,503 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

Neighborhood Ride Vehicle 
Replacement

1.) Purchase 12 Neighborhood Ride Gasoline Vehicles to 
replace vehicles which have surpassed their useful lives. 2) 
Purchase 4 hybrid vehicles. (Emissions reduced: 4 kg/day NOx)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,144,124 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Non Revenue Vehicle Acquisition Replace bucket truck and/or platform truck.  Critical need.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          375,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Northeast Corridor Enhancements

Double track existing single track sections and improve 
alignment of Northeast Corridor LRT, upgrade the traction 
power system and signaling to provide limited-stop service, 
make enhancements to yard track and maintenance facility, and 
installation of communications infrastructure. (Local Agency 
Funds are from selling a parcel of land.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     34,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District OCS/Substation Upgrades

Purchase equipment to support light rail operations, including 
but not limited to replacement parts for substations and 
overhead catenary, lighting and signal crossing equipment, 
supervisory control, etc.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          500,415 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Paratransit Vehicle Replacement

Purchase 102 Paratransit replacement vehicles and 
communication equipment as needed to be used by Paratransit, 
Inc. to provide complementary ADA paratransit service on 
behalf of RT.  Funds to purchase 40 vehicles were programmed 
in the 2005 MTIP (REG17781) and have or will be obligated by 
FY 2010.  PTA funds for 12 vehicles were added in FY 2010.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,530,927 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

Paratransit Vehicle Replacement 
FY10/11 to FY13/14

Purchase replacement and some expansion vehicles and 
communication equipment to be used by Paratransit, Inc to 
provide complementary ADA paratransit service on behalf of 
RT.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     11,259,408 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Rehabilitate Light Rail Stations

Rehabilitation of light rail stations, including parking lots, 
sidewalks, landscape, drainage, fencing, electrical and lighting, 
mini high shelters, and replacement of trash cans and benches. 
[Combined with YCT18164]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          159,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Retrofit 21 UTDC Light Rail Vehicles

Retrofit 21 UTDC light rail vehicles purchased from Valley 
Transit.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,361,928 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District RT ADA Operations ADA eligible costs based on capitalizing 40% of contract costs.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District RT Preventive Maintenance

Provide for scheduled and unscheduled maintenance for bus 
and light rail revenue vehicles and facilities.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   123,779,488 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

South Sacramento Corridor Phase II 
Operating Assistance

Provide operating assistance for the operation of 4.3 mile 
extension of the Blue Line light rail from Meadowview Station to 
Cosumnes River College. (2015 is listed for information only.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

South Sacramento Light Rail - Phase 
2

In Sacramento, extend light rail from the terminus of South Line 
Phase 1 at Meadowview Station further south to Cosumnes 
River College (CRC).  Includes 4.2 miles of track, 4 new 
stations, and 3 park & ride facilities. (The four year financially 
constrained part of the MTIP contains $114,805,353 of local, 
state, and federal funds. The SRTD planned date of revenue 
service is December 2014. Of the $95,188,000 that is later than 
2014, $85,600,000 is assumed to be FTA 5309 (b) New Starts 
funding and $9,528,000 is State Bond Transit funding.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   270,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 
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DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District SRTD Operating Assistance

Continued operation and maintenance of bus, light rail, and 
paratransit services.  (Local Agency Funds include revenues 
from investments, advertising, commercial real estate, and 
sales.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   389,297,371 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District

SRTD Satellite Bus Maintenance 
Facility #2 Phase 1

In Sacramento: Acquire land and construct a new bus 
maintenance facility in McClellan Park.  Plans for this facility 
include two fueling stations, one land bus wash, and a revenue 
collection center.  Also includes site work for parking and 
building modifications to support 125 buses.  A Phase 2 will 
follow.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     25,618,107 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
Sacramento Regional 
Transit District Watt Ave. Station Improvements Watt Ave. Station Improvements

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          312,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento

Sacramento Regional 
Transit District, City of 
Rancho Cordova Rancho Cordova Streetcar

Rancho Cordova Town Center Loop Streetcar- Phase 1 (7.5 
miles)  $             182,918,000  $                   306,599,446 

Project complete by 
2035

Sacramento
State Dept of Parks 
and Recreation Boiler Shop Site Improvements

At Downtown Sacramento Railyards.  Rehabilitate structures 
adjacent to the Boiler Shop and install landscaping, pedestrian 
and bike paths.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
State Dept of Parks 
and Recreation

Railroad Technology Museum 
Building

Downtown Railyards in Sacramento: Structural stabilization and 
rehabilitation of the Boiler Shop, a historically-significant railroad 
structure comprising 69,520 square feet.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,100,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 Acacia Avenue Traffic Signal

In Sutter County, about 6.5 miles west of Yuba City, at the 
intersection of Acacia Avenue - Install traffic signal [PM 9.18] 
(SHOPP Collision Reduction project)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,552,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 Bogue Road Park & Ride Expansion

Expand existing Caltrans park and ride lot at Bogue Road and 
Highway 99 in Yuba City from 88 spaces to approximately 150 
spaces including the purchase of additional right of way to 
expand to approximately 300 spaces in the future. (Emission 
benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.5, NOx 0.59, PM10 0.49)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,843,674 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 Lomo Railroad Crossing 
ROW Acquisition and Construction: Railroad Crossing. North of 
SR 99 / Live Oak Blvd. intersection.  $               10,000,000  $                     12,485,817 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter Caltrans District 3
SR 20 / SR 99 Interchange ROW 
Acquisition

ROW Acquisition: for urban interchange at existing SR 20 / SR 
99 intersection  $               25,000,000  $                     41,903,947 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter Caltrans District 3 SR 20 Improvements Widen: six (6) lanes from Walton Rd. to Rocca Wy.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,497,163 
Project complete by 
2035

Sutter Caltrans District 3 SR 70 & SR 20 Adaptive Signals

In Yuba City and Marysville, on SR 70 and SR 20: link traffic 
signals in each corridor to coordinate the operation of the traffic 
in real time and adapt traffic signal timing to actual traffic 
conditions.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,075,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Maintenance

In Yuba City from Butte House Rd UC (Br# 180033) to 1.7 mi 
north of Eager Rd OC (Br# 180031):  Perform highway 
maintenance.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,479,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Operational Improvements Operational Improvements: Bogue Rd. to Pease Rd.  $                 3,000,000  $                       3,528,769 
Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sutter Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Passing Lanes Passing Lanes: Yuba City to Butte County Line.  $               20,000,000  $                     27,377,731 
Project complete by 
2035

Sutter Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Widening

Near Yuba City, Central Ave. to O'Banion Rd. - widen to 4 lanes 
with a median (PM 16.8/22.7) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0260; EFIS 
ID 0300000207].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     44,837,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3
SR-99 / Riego Road Type L-9 
Interchange

In Sutter and Sacramento Counties, SR-99 at Riego Road, 
construct Type L-9 partial cloverleaf interchange with 8-lane 
overcrossing structure (Sut-99-0.0/1.6; Sac-99-36.3/36.9) 
(project will use tapered match funding) [ID Changed from 
CAL16950].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     33,020,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 SR-99/113 Interchange

In Sutter County, near Tudor, from 1.8 miles north of Wilson 
Road to 2.1 miles south of O'Banion Road - Construct an 
interchange at the intersection of SR-99 and SR-113 (SR-99 
PM R19.5/R20.5; SR-113 PM 16.3/16.7)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     19,350,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 Sut-20 Roadway Rehab

In Sutter County in and near Yuba City, on SR 20, from 0.5 mile 
east of North Humphrey Road to 0.1 mile west of the 
Yuba/Sutter County line - Rehabilitate roadway (PM 11.2/17.0)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     10,207,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 Sutter SR-99 Corridor Widening

Near Yuba City, Route 99 from Nicholas Ave/Garden Highway 
to Sacramento Avenue: widen from 2 to 4 lanes, with a median 
left-turn lane, new bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     50,486,150 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 Sutter/Butte-99 Rehabilitation

In Sutter and Butte Counties, in Live Oak and Gridley, from 0.5 
mile north of Eager Road overcrossing to 0.2 mile north of Rio 
Bonito Road - Pavement rehabilitation (PM T35.6/42.4, 0.0/8.6) 
[2008 SHOPP - Roadway Preservation]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,515,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3
Sutter/Yuba Route 70 Corridor 
Project

Near Rio Oso - Route 99 to Bear River Bridge, Route 70 
Expressway: Construct 4-lane expressway [combined with 
CAL15722]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                   138,030,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter Caltrans District 3 Yuba City 99 Landscaping

In Sutter County in and near Yuba City on Rte. 99 from SR 20 to 
0.9 mile north of Queens Avenue - Highway planting and 
upgrade irrigation (PM 30.6/32.7) [SHOPP Roadside 
Preservation - Highway Planting Restoration]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,306,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Caltrans Division of 
Rail

Rednall Rd / UPRR Grade Crossing 
Safety

In unincorporated Sutter County, at Rednall Rd and UPRR: 
eliminate hazards at railroad grade crossing. USDOT RR Xing 
No 753289V

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          564,153 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter City of Live Oak Apricot St. 

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Samuel St. to 
Richard Ave. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and 
bike lanes.  $                 1,716,000  $                       2,349,009 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Apricot St. 
Pavement Rehabilitation: in Live Oak from N St. to Samuel St. 
Includes: resurface existing pavement.  $                    360,000  $                          449,489 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Archer Ave. 
Pavement Rehabilitation: from L St. to K St. Includes: curb, 
gutter, sidewalks, and drainage improvements. (Phase II)  $                    486,000  $                          665,279 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Archer Ave. 
Pavement Rehabilitation: from K St. to City Limit. Includes: 
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and drainage improvements. (Phase III)  $                    480,000  $                          657,066 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Bishop Ave.
Road Reconstruction: from SR 99 to Planning Area Limits 
Includes drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 1,047,000  $                       1,754,937 

Project complete by 
2035
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sutter City of Live Oak Broadway St.
Road Reconstruction: from Pennington Rd. to Elm St. Includes: 
sidewalk, bike lanes, drainage improvements.  $                    810,000  $                       1,357,688 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Broadway St. and Elm St.

Road Reconstruction from Apricot St. to the Elm St./SR 99 
intersection. Includes: drainage improvements, curb, gutter and 
sidewalk and bike lanes  $                    581,000  $                          795,323 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Center St.
Pavement Rehabilitation: from Pennington Rd. to Elm St. 
Includes: drainage improvements.  $                    800,000  $                       1,340,926 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Class I Bikeways
Construct New Class I Bikeways off-street and along various 
new and existing City streets  $                 3,405,000  $                       5,707,318 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Coleman Rd.
Road Reconstruction: from SR 99 to Sinnard Ave. Includes 
drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 2,110,000  $                       3,536,693 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Coleman Rd.

Construct New Road: 3 lane collector from SR 99 to Larkin Rd. 
Includes realignment of Coleman Rd., new at-grade crossing of 
UPRR, drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. #REF!  $                          892,943 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Elm St.
Road Reconstruction: from Broadway to N St. Includes: curb, 
gutter, sidewalks, bike lanes, and drainage improvements.  $                    567,000  $                          950,382 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Elm Street Reconstruction

In Live Oak: Elm Street from Larkin Road to L Street; 
reconstruct, install curb, gutter, sidewalks, drainage 
improvements.  $                    580,000  $                          724,177 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Fir St.

Road Reconstruction: from Broadway to N Street.  Includes: 
curb and gutter, and new sidewalk from California St. to N 
Street.  $                    486,000  $                          814,613 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Gum St.
Road Reconstruction: from Broadway to N St. Includes: curb, 
gutter, sidewalks, and drainage improvements.  $                    425,000  $                          712,367 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Highway 99

Widen: Add 2 travel lanes from Kola St. to Nevada St. (N. end); 
Includes: curb, gutter, sidewalk, and drainage improvements. 
(Phase II)  $                 7,956,000  $                     10,890,861 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Highway 99
Widen: Add 2 travel lanes from Elm St. to Coleman Rd. 
Includes: sidewalks and drainage improvements. (Phase III)  $                 6,120,000  $                     10,258,086 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Highway 99

Widen: Add 2 travel lanes from Nevada St. (N. end) to Riviera 
Rd. Includes: curb, gutter, sidewalks, and drainage 
improvements. (Phase IV)  $                 5,661,000  $                       9,488,730 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Highway 99
Widen: Add 2 travel lanes from Elm St. to Kola St. Includes: 
sidewalks and drainage improvements. (Phase I)  $                 3,213,000  $                       4,011,693 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Highway 99

Widen: Add 2 travel lanes from Coleman Rd. to Paseo Ave. 
Includes: curb, gutter, sidewalks, and drainage improvements. 
(Phase V) #REF!  $                       1,006,565 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Ivy St.
Road Reconstruction: from Hwy. 99 to Larkin Rd. Includes: 
curb, gutter, sidewalks, and drainage improvements.  $                    480,000  $                          804,556 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak K St.
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Ash St. to Bishop 
Ave. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. #REF!  $                          855,252 Project Analysis /1/
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sutter City of Live Oak Kola Street Sidewalks

In Live Oak; Kola Street from State Route 99 to Larkin Road; 
reconstruct street, install curb, gutters, sidewalks, drainage 
improvements, new cross walk striping and pedestrian crossing 
warning lights.  $                    391,100  $                          488,320 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak L Street Reconstruction
In Live Oak: L Street from Elm St. to Ash Street, reconstruct, 
install curb, gutter, sidewalks, drainage improvements.  $                 1,013,000  $                       1,697,948 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak L Street Reconstruction

In Live Oak: L Street from Pennington Road to Elm Street, 
reconstruct, install curb, gutter, sidewalks, drainage 
improvements.  $                    242,300  $                          302,531 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Larkin Road

In Live Oak on Larkin Road from Nevada Street to Riviera Road 
reconstruct road and install drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, 
and bike lanes.  $                 9,350,000  $                     11,674,239 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Larkin Road

In Live Oak on Larkin Road from current City Limit to Paseo 
Ave. reconstruct road and install drainage, curb and gutter, 
sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 4,510,000  $                       6,173,678 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Larkin Road

In Live Oak on Larkin Road from current City Limit to Riviera 
Rd.. reconstruct road and install drainage, curb and gutter, 
sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 3,040,000  $                       4,161,415 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Larkin Road

In Live Oak on Larkin Road from Apricot St. to current City 
Limit. reconstruct road and install drainage, curb and gutter, 
sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 2,450,000  $                       4,106,587 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Larkin Road

In Live Oak on Larkin Road from Road 3 to current City Limit. 
reconstruct road and install drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, 
and bike lanes.  $                 1,251,000  $                       1,712,477 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Larkin Road and Elm Street

In Live Oak on Larkin Road from Archer Ave. to the Elm St./SR 
99 intersection. reconstruct road and install drainage, curb and 
gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                    581,000  $                          725,426 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Live Oak Community Trail

Construct New Class I Bikeway along the abandon Sacramento 
Northern Railroad right-of-way from Elm St. to the Pennington 
Rd./O St. Intx. (Phase 2)  $                    885,000  $                       1,211,465 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Live Oak Community Trail
Construct New Class I Bikeway along O St. from Pennington 
Rd. to Kola St. (Phase 3)  $                    520,000  $                          649,262 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Live Oak Community Trail Segment 4

West of SR 99 in the City of Live Oak, along the abandoned 
Sacramento Northern Railroad corridor, from Kola St. to 
Epperson Wy.: Construct class 1 pedestrian/bicycle trail with 
landscaping and benches.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          555,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter City of Live Oak Luther Rd.

Road Reconstruction: from the current existing city boundary to 
Riviera Rd. Includes: drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, and 
bike lanes.  $                 5,887,000  $                       9,867,541 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak N St. 

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from current City Limit to 
Paseo Ave. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike 
lanes.  $                 6,786,000  $                     11,374,407 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak N St. 
Road Reconstruction: from Fir St. to Apricot St. Includes 
drainage, curb and  gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 1,418,000  $                       2,376,792 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak N St. 

Road Reconstruction: from Kola St. to Epperson Way. Includes: 
curb, gutters, sidewalks, drainage improvements, and bike 
lanes.  $                 1,256,000  $                       2,105,254 

Project complete by 
2035
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sutter City of Live Oak N St. 
Road Reconstruction: from Pennington Road to Fir St. Includes 
drainage, curb and  gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                    623,000  $                          777,866 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak N St. 

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from current Epperson 
Way to Sinnard Ave. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, 
and bike lanes. #REF!  $                          628,555 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Nevada St.
Road Reconstruction: from Hwy. 99 to Larkin Rd. Includes: 
curb, gutter, sidewalk, and drainage improvements.  $                    600,000  $                       1,005,695 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak New Traffic Signals

In Live Oak, at Live Oak Blvd and Elm St: Install new traffic 
signals with interconnects to Union Pacific RR Crossing and 
existing signal at next intersection.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,552,183 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter City of Live Oak Orchard Way

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Pennington Rd. to 
Road 2 Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike 
lanes. #REF!  $                       1,250,805 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak P St.
Road Reconstruction: from Pennington Road to Apricot St. 
Includes drainage, curb and  gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 1,870,000  $                       3,134,415 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak P St.
Road Reconstruction: from Park St. to Pennington Road 
Includes drainage, curb and  gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                    567,000  $                          707,946 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Paseo Ave.

Reconstruct roadway from Hwy. 99 to Township Road, realign 
west 0.5 mi. Includes: drainage improvements, curb, gutter, 
sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $               11,150,000  $                     18,689,160 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.
Road Reconstruction: from Township Rd. to Luther Rd. 
Includes: drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 3,973,000  $                       6,659,375 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.

Road Reconstruction from K St. to Sinnard Ave. Includes: curb 
and gutter, sidewalk, drainage improvements, bike lanes and 
underground utilities.  $                 1,800,000  $                       3,017,084 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.

Widen and Reconstruct: add 2 traffic lanes from Hwy. 99 to N 
Street. Includes: center median with turn pockets, drainage 
improvements, bike lanes, and underground utilities.  $                 1,500,000  $                       1,872,873 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.

Road Reconstruction from Larkin Rd. to K St. Includes: curb 
and gutter, sidewalk, drainage improvements, bike lanes and 
underground utilities.  $                 1,500,000  $                       2,053,330 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.
Road Reconstruction from Connecticut Ave. to Luther Rd. 
Includes: drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 1,370,000  $                       2,296,336 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.
Road Reconstruction: from Sinnard Ave. to Sheldon Ave. 
Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 1,079,000  $                       1,808,574 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.

Road Reconstruction from Hwy. 99 to Larkin Rd. Includes: curb 
and gutter, sidewalk, drainage improvements, bike lanes and 
underground utilities.  $                 1,000,000  $                       1,248,582 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Rd.
Road Reconstruction from P St. to Connecticut Ave. Includes: 
drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                    415,000  $                          518,161 

Project complete by 
2035
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sutter City of Live Oak Pennington Road Widening Phase 2

In Live Oak: Pennington Road from N Street to P Street, 
reconstruct adding 2 new traffic lanes and center median with 
turn pockets, drainage improvements, bike lanes and 
undergrounding utilities.  $                    243,100  $                          303,530 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Richard Ave.
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Apricot St. to Paseo 
Ave.. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. #REF!  $                       1,453,928 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Riviera Rd.
Road Reconstruction: from Township Rd. to Hwy. 99. Includes: 
drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. (Phase II)  $                 7,332,000  $                     12,289,590 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Riviera Road

In Live Oak, Riviera Road from SR99 to Larkin Road 
reconstruct road and install drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, 
and bike lanes.  $                 4,518,000  $                       6,184,629 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Road 13

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Township Rd. to 
Road D Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike 
lanes. #REF!  $                       1,829,745 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Road 2

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from SR 99 to Planning 
Area Limits. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike 
lanes. #REF!  $                          994,367 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Road 5
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from SR 99 to Sinnard 
Ave. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. #REF!  $                          908,705 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Road 6
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Township Rd. to N 
St. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. #REF!  $                       1,325,640 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Road 9

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Richard Ave. to 
Linda St. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike 
lanes.  $                 2,808,000  $                       3,506,017 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Road A

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Paseo Ave. to 
Riviera Rd. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike 
lanes. #REF!  $                       3,838,764 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Road E
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from SR 99 to Riviera Rd. 
Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 3,822,000  $                       4,772,079 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Road F
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Road 2 to SR 99 
Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. #REF!  $                          801,798 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Road Rehab Rehabilitate various roadways in Live Oak.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            61,228 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter City of Live Oak Sean Drive
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Luther Rd. to Road 
C. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 2,028,000  $                       2,532,124 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Sinnard Ave.
Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from SR 99 to Township 
Rd. Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes. #REF!  $                       2,438,975 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Sinnard Ave.

Construct New Overcrossing: 2 lane collector overcrossing of 
SR 99 and UPRR. Includes frontage road parallel with SR 99 
for overcrossing access. #REF!  $                       1,578,926 Project Analysis /1/
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Sutter City of Live Oak Sinnard Ave.

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from Pennington Road to 
SR 99 Includes: drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike 
lanes. #REF!  $                       1,361,687 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Sinnard Ave.
Road Reconstruction: from Fir St. to Pennington Rd. Includes: 
drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                    542,700  $                          909,651 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak South Loop Road

In Live Oak, phase-1 Township to Sinnard, construct South 
Loop Road, a new 4 lane connector including drainage, curb 
and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes #REF!  $                       2,167,802 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter City of Live Oak Township Rd.
Road Reconstruction: from Pennington Road to Riviera Road. 
Includes drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $                 9,436,000  $                     15,816,226 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter City of Live Oak Township Road

In Live Oak, Phase-1 from Paseo Road to Pennington Road 
construct Township Road a new 4 lane connector including 
drainage, curb and gutter, sidewalk, and bike lanes.  $               17,083,000  $                     28,633,805 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Bogue Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Harter Pkwy. to Garden Hwy.  $               15,991,800  $                     26,804,782 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Bogue Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Township Rd. to George Washington Blvd. #REF!  $                          599,485 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Bogue Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from George Washington Blvd. to Harter Pkwy. #REF!  $                          192,870 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Bridge St. Widen: 4 lanes from Western Pkwy. to Walton Ave.  $               14,633,100  $                     20,031,054 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Bridge Street Widening

In Yuba City, Widen Bridge Street from Cooper Street to Gray 
Avenue: widen to 4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       9,393,543 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Butte House Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Township Rd. to Tharp Rd. #REF!  $                       1,848,440 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Clark Ave.

Roadway Operational Improvements: from Richland Rd. to 
Franklin Ave. add a continuous left-turn lane and bike lanes.  $                 6,016,405  $                     10,084,445 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Defining the Urban-Rural Edge

The City will utilize these funds to define the urban-rural edge 
along the northern, western, and southern boundaries of the 
City.  This edge will consist of improving Pease, Township, and 
Bogue Roads for the General Plan purpose of creating a 
transition from the edge of planned urban development to the 
adjoining open space and agricultural lands in Sutter County.  
LIMITS: Southern Boundries of Yuba City

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          334,410 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works El Margarita Rd.

Roadway Operational Improvements: from Hwy. 20 to Franklin 
Rd. add a continuous left turn lane and bike lanes.  $                 2,689,965  $                       4,508,806 

Project complete by 
2035
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Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Franklin Ave. Widen: 4 lanes from Plumas Blvd. to Garden Hwy. #REF!  $                          765,399 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Franklin Avenue

Widen Franklin Avenue from 2 to 4 lanes from Route 99 to 
Clark Avenue.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,224,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Franklin Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Township Rd. to Hwy. 99. #REF!  $                       3,246,201 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works

Garden Highway Bicycle Lanes and 
Sidewalks

Garden Highway, from Lincoln Rd to Winship Rd: Construct 
class II bike lanes and sidewalks.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          814,101 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Garden Highway Rehabilitation

Garden Highway, from Winship Rd. to Franklin Rd.: Rehabilitate 
road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          961,202 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Garden Hwy.

Bike Lane Facilities: From Franklin Ave. to Second St provide 
bicycle facilities. Includes: on-street improvements .  $                 1,100,000  $                       1,373,440 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works George Washington Blvd. Widen: 4 lanes from Hwy. 20 to Bogue Rd.  $               17,356,800  $                     29,092,737 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works George Washington Blvd. Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Pease Rd. to Hwy. 20.  $               13,911,100  $                     23,317,200 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Harter Rd. Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Bridge St. to Bogue Rd. #REF!  $                       1,610,162 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Harter Road

In Yuba City, construct 4 lanes, Harter Road between Lassen 
Boulevard and Bridge Street.  $                 1,644,201  $                       2,052,919 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Highway 20 Revitalization Strategy

SR 20 Corridor, east of SR 99 in and around Yuba City: 
Conduct walking tour(s) and associated outreach efforts with 
the goal of promoting Blueprint principles.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          111,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Highway 99 Widen: 6 lanes from Hwy. 20 to Bogue Rd.  $               31,434,000  $                     52,688,347 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Highway 99 / Queens Ave.

Interchange Improvements: Hwy 99/Queens Ave. Includes: 
increased stacking on ramps and improved level of service at 
adjacent intersections.  $                 4,225,000  $                       4,408,627 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Lincoln Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Township Rd. to Garden Hwy. #REF!  $                       4,490,468 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Pease Rd.

Construct New Interchange: 4 lanes at Pease Rd. / Hwy 99. 
Includes: overcrossing and connecting ramps at Hwy 99.  $               57,880,554  $                     97,016,946 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Pease Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Township Rd. to Hwy. 99 #REF!  $                       4,547,211 Project Analysis /1/
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seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
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Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Percy Ave.

Widen: 4 lanes from Franklin Ave. to Garden Hwy. Includes: 
landscaped medians.  $                 6,632,500  $                       8,281,218 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Railraod Ave. 

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector on former Railroad right-
of-way from Hwy. 20 to Bridge St. #REF!  $                       1,345,952 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Road Rehab Various Roads

In Yuba City, rehabilitate the following roads: Butte House Rd., 
Garden Hwy., Sutter St., Market St., Live Oak Blvd., Queens 
Ave., and Bridge St. (Toll Credits for CON.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,611,250 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works

State Route 20 - Stabler Lane to 
State Route 99

Widen State Route 20 from 4 to 6 lanes from Stabler Lane to 
State Route 99 #REF!  $                       1,198,641 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Sunsweet Blvd. Construct New Road: 2 lanes from Hwy. 99 to Gray Ave.  $                 8,675,500  $                     14,541,508 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Tharp Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Hwy. 20 to Butte House Rd.  $                 2,351,734  $                       2,936,332 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Walton Avenue Widening

Widen Walton Ave from Lincoln Rd. to Franklin Rd. from 2-3 
lanes to 5 lanes including upgrades to bike lanes, sidewalks, 
curbs, gutters, and drainage.  $               13,762,794  $                     18,839,704 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Walton Avenue Widening

Widen Walton Avenue to 4-lanes from Bogue Road to Augusta 
Lane  $                 9,879,408  $                     12,335,248 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Western Parkway

Construct Western Parkway (4 lanes) from State Route 20 to 
Butte House Road  $               10,000,000  $                     12,485,817 

Project complete by 
2035

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works

Western Parkway / SR-20  
Intersection Construct the new intersection of Western Parkway and SR-20

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,700,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Western Pkwy. Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Hwy. 20 to Bogue Rd. #REF!  $                       1,735,886 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Western Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Butte House Rd. to Pease 
Rd. #REF!  $                          909,047 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Multiple Lead 
Agencies Route 99, New Interchange

Sutter County, north of Sacramento: along Route 99 between 
Riego Road and Sankey Road, construct new interchange #REF!  $                       1,240,565 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter SACOG Sutter County PPM Plan, program and monitor for Sutter County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          311,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Bicycle Master Plan Produce Bicycle Master Plan for Sutter County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          112,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works

Bridge Preventive Maintenance 
Program

Bridge Preventive Maintenance Program, Various locations.: 
See 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hbrr99/HBP_MPO.htm
l#SACOG web site for backup list of locations.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          652,100 

Project complete by 
2020
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Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Butte House Rd.

Upgrade Butte House Rd. to 2 lane urban standard, Acacia 
Ave. to Humphrey Rd. #REF!  $                            76,068 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Butte House Rd. Shoulder Widening

Butte House Rd., between Humphrey Rd. and a point 3,500 feet 
east of Butte house Rd.: Widen shoulders.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          882,200 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Lincoln Rd.

Widen: 2 lanes from Jones Rd. to Walton Rd. Includes: center 
lane. #REF!  $                            94,297 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Pacific Avenue

Widen Pacific Avenue from 2 to 4 lanes from Sankey Road to 
Riego Road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,800,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works

Pennington Rd/Sutter-Butte Canal 
Bridge Replacement

Pennington Rd, over Sutter-Butte Canal, 0.5 mi E Sheldon Rd. 
Replace the existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge. Toll credits programmed for PE, ROW, & 
CON.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          939,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works

Pleasant Grove Rd Bridge 
Replacement

Pleasant Grove Rd over Pleasant Grove Creek, 5.8 miles north 
of Sac Co line: Replace 2 lane bridges with a new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,606,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works

Pleasant Grove Rd Bridge 
Replacement

Pleasant Grove Rd, over Curry Creek, 2.9 miles nor of Riego 
Rd and 4.2 miles north of Sacramento County line: Replace 2 
lane bridges with new 2 lane bridges.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,606,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Riego Rd Widening Widen Riego Rd to 4 lanes, Route 99 to Placer Co.  $                 3,142,000  $                       3,543,505 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Riego Road

In Sutter County, Riego Road from SR 99 to Power Line Road: 
widen Riego Road from 2 to 4 lanes.  $                 9,356,000  $                     11,005,055 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Riego Road

Riego Rd: Widen from 2 to 4 lanes from Route 99/70 to 2 miles 
westward.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Riego Road

In Sutter County, Riego Road from Road F to Pleasant Grove 
Road: widen Riego Road from 4 to 6 lanes including grade 
separation at RR xing. #REF!  $                       1,908,828 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Riego Road

In Sutter County, Riego Road from Pacific Avenue to Road F: 
widen Riego Road from 4 to 6 lanes. #REF!  $                       1,055,084 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road A

In Sutter County, Road A 1 mile west of SR 99 from Riego 
Road to one half mile south: construct new 4 lane road. #REF!  $                          353,340 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road B

In Sutter County, Road B one half mile west of SR 99, from 
Riego Road to one half mile south: construct new 4 lane road. #REF!  $                          369,101 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road C

In Sutter County, Road C one half mile south of Riego Road, 
from Road A to Road B: construct new 4 lane road. #REF!  $                          496,704 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road D

In Sutter County, Road D one half mile east of SR 99, from 
Riego Road to one half mile south: construct new 4 lane road. #REF!  $                          369,101 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road E

In Sutter County, Road E one half mile south of Riego Road 
between Road D and Road F: construct new 4 lane road. #REF!  $                       1,017,119 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road F

In Sutter County, Road F one mile east of Pacific Avenue from 
Riego Road to Road E: construct new 4 lane road. #REF!  $                          481,764 Project Analysis /1/
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Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road Rehabilitation

In unincorporated Sutter County, on various roads: rehabilitate 
roadways.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,488,198 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Road Rehabilitation

In unincorporated Sutter County, on various roads: rehabilitate 
roadways.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          993,133 

Project complete by 
2020

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works Sankey Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Pleasant Grove Blvd. to Hwy. 99 / Hwy. 70. #REF!  $                          342,649 Project Analysis /1/

Sutter
Sutter County Dept of 
Public Works SR 99 Intersection Improvements

Intersection improvements to add turn lanes, address drainage 
issues and sound attenuation as needed along both sides of 
State Route 99 at Bogue Rd, Lincoln Rd, Richland Rd and 
Franklin Rd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,800,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 Hwy 505 Rehabilitation

In Yolo County, near Winters, from 0.7 mile north of Yolo Co 
Line to Route 5/505 separation - Rehabilitate roadway [PM 
0.7/R22.4] (SHOPP)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     18,015,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 I-5 / 113 Connector Phase 2
Phase 2 - Construct northbound I-5 to southbound SR 113 
freeway to freeway connection.  $               68,011,850  $                   113,998,598 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo Caltrans District 3 I-5 / SR 113 Interchange
Construct New Interchange: NB SR 113 to SB I-5 freeway to 
freeway connection. Phase 3. #REF!  $                       4,139,199 Project Analysis /1/

Yolo Caltrans District 3 I-5 Tree Planting
Tree Planting in Yolo County on I-5, from Woodland to the 
Colusa County Line.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          710,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 I-80 Maintenance in Davis

In and near Davis from Solano Co Line to 1.4 miles west of Yolo 
Causeway: perform maintenance of asphalt and concrete 
overlay.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,219,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3
New Traffic Signals & Modify 
Intersection

In Yolo County, intersection of SR16 at Kentucky Ave (County 
Road 20): Install new traffic signals and modify intersection. 
(HSIP #5463)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,804,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 Rest Area Sewer Ponds
Near Dunnigan at 1.0 mile south of Dunnigan Rest Area - 
Plastic lining in sewer ponds [Yol-5-24.6].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          850,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 SR 113 ADA Curb Ramps
In Yolo County, on SR 113, p.m. 0.3/2.2: Upgrade curb ramps 
to comply with American With Disabilities Act.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,460,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 SR-16 Safety Improvements

Near Brooks - east of Mossy Creek Bridge to west of Route 505 
- widen shoulder and construct left turn lane and right turn 
pockets (PM 18.2/31.5).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     77,392,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 Sut-113 Roadway Rehab

Near Knights Landing, from Yolo County line to Sutter 
Causeway Bridge #18-32 - Roadway rehabilitation (PM 
0.0/10.8) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0847].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     21,115,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3
US 50 / Harbor Boulevard 
Interchange

In West Sacramento, US 50, Harbor Blvd Interchange: widen to 
6 lanes, revise ramps and add auxiliary lanes. HPP #3791

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     37,887,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3
Yol-113 Davis to Woodland 
Pavement Rehab

In Yolo County, from Davis to Woodland - Rehabilitate 
pavement (PCC profile grind) [PM R0.0/R11.1] (CTIPS ID 107-
0000-0856)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,462,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 Yol-5 Deck Rehab
Yolo County, near Woodland, at Yolo Bypass Bridge #22-
0124R/L - Rehabilitate bridge deck (PM 0.8/2.5).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     11,863,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yolo Caltrans District 3 Yol-5 Pavement Rehab

In Yolo County 8 miles north of Woodland from County Road 96 
OC to Oat Creek Bridge - AC overlay (CAPM) (PM 
R14.0/R21.8) [SHOPP Roadway Preservation - Pavement 
Rehab]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     12,862,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3
Yol-5 Sac River Bridge Pavement 
Rehab

Near Sacramento, from Sacramento River Bridge #22-0025 to 
0.2 mile north of Adams Creek Bridge #22-0181 - Rehabilitate 
pavement (AC overlay) [PM 0.3/R14.0] (CTIPS ID 107-0000-
0854)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     18,490,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo Caltrans District 3 Yolo 80 Median Widening Near Davis

In and near Davis, from Richards Boulevard to 0.1 mile west of 
Yolo Causeway West Bridge 2244 - Widen shoulder and install 
rumble strip (PM 0.2/5.7) [SHOPP Collision Reduction Lump 
Sum project].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       8,187,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Caltrans Division of 
Rail

CR 105/32A / UPRR Grade Crossing 
Safety

In unincorporated Yolo County, at intersection of County Rd 
105/32A and UPRR: eliminate hazards at railroad grade 
crossing. USDOT RR Xing No 751224V.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          205,563 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Caltrans Division of 
Rail Yolo Causeway Crossover

Yolo County, west of existing Yolo Causeway, parallel to I-80 on 
UPRR right of way, between mile post 75.35 and 90.06: 
construct universal crossover to allow trains to switch tracks.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,150,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of Davis Dept of 
Community 
Development and 
Sustainability

Study and design of Downtown core 
streetscape improvements

Streetscape improvements plan for primary retail streets 
downtown to enhance pedestrian spaces, better accommodate 
bicycles, and strengthen linkages between parking areas and 
downtown destinations.  The improvements plan shall include 
but not be limited to directional signage, street trees, street 
furniture and lighting.  $                    200,000  $                          249,716 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of Davis Dept of 
Community 
Development and 
Sustainability

Study and design of Richards 
Boulevard / Olive Drive area access 
and circulation improvements

Access and circulation plan to improve connectivity and safety 
for all modes of travel consistent with complete streets.  The 
plan shall include but not be limited to the I-80 / Richards 
interchange, Richards / Olive intersection, and "gateway" 
enhancements.  $                    200,000  $                          249,716 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of Davis Dept of 
Community 
Development and 
Sustainability

Study and preliminary design of 
access alternatives for Nishi property 
to UC Davis

Explore the feasibility of access to the Nishi property including 
motor vehicles, delivery vehicles, transit buses, emergency 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. The study and prelimnary 
design shall include but not be limited to access to/from the UC 
Davis campus and West Olive Drive.  $                    150,000  $                          187,287 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works California St Bridge Replacement

California St over Putah Creek, at Old Davis Rd (UCD): 
Replace functionally obsolete 2-lane bridge with 2-lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,988,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works Covell Blvd.

Add Turn Lanes: Covell Blvd. / Hwy. 113. Includes: turn lanes 
for access-egress to Hwy. 113 including the overcrossing 
structure.  $               15,000,000  $                     20,533,298 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works Covell Blvd.

Widen: 4 lanes from Shasta Dr. to Denali Dr. Includes: bike 
lanes and a center median.  $                 1,600,000  $                       1,997,731 

Project complete by 
2035
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Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works

Downtown Multimodal Parking 
Structure

In Davis, improve entrance to Amtrak Depot and parking lot, 
provide additional parking, and improve service by increasing 
the frequency of bus service to the facility. This improved bus 
service will require the purchase of an additional one to two 
heavy-duty buses. (Buses would be purchased with Earmarks 
CA-E2007–BUSP-0060 for $200,640 and CA-2008-BUSP-0060 
for $217,380)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     15,370,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works Fifth St. Road Diet

Central Davis, on Fifth Street between A St. and L St.: Create a 
“road diet” or lane reduction.  Within the existing right-of-way, 
add bicycle lanes, turn pockets, and medians  and install new 
traffic controls for a new lane configuration.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,024,264 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works I-80/Richards Interchange

Reconstruct the north side of Richards Blvd. interchange to 
remove the loop on and off ramps and replace with new ramp in 
diamond configuration. Includes traffic signal installation.  $                 6,600,000  $                       8,240,639 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works Lake Blvd. / Covell Blvd. Traffic Signalization: at Lake Blvd/Covell Blvd.  $                    250,000  $                          312,145 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Davis Dept of 
Public Works Mace Curve

Widen Mace from Alhambra Dr. to Alhambra Dr. (Mace curve) 
from 2 to 4 lanes, provide bike lanes, a landscaped median, and 
turn lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works CEMEX Rail Safety

Within the existing right of way, within the Port of Sacramento, 
reduce the number of train movements across two at-grade rail 
crossings by constructing a rail line from the Port of Sacramento 
to the CEMEX concrete cement import facility." (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: Emission Benefits in Kg/day: (0.1 VOC, 0.9 
CO, 0.1 NOx)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,400,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works

Clarksburg Branch Line Trail and 
Bridge

In West Sacramento, construct class I bicycle/pedestrian trail 
between South River Rd at Jefferson Blvd and just past Linden 
Rd., at the River City High School/Community Center. Project 
includes bike/ped bridge from trail to high school parking lot.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          650,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Harbor Blvd.

Harbor Blvd., West Capitol Ave. to Industrial: widen 4 to 6 
lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works I Street Bridge Rail Replacement

Historic I Street Bridge, between West Sacramento and 
Sacramento. Improve pedestrian safety and ADA access.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works I-80 Enterprise Boulevard

In West Sacramento, I-80 at Enterprise Boulevard: construct 
eastbound on-ramp.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,800,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works I-80/Reed Ave. Interchange

I-80 at Reed Ave. interchange: widen ramps at the intersection 
with Reed Avenue, widen Reed Avenue, and limit some local 
street access.  Add ramp metering to the on-ramps.  $               12,350,000  $                     15,419,984 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Industrial Boulevard Widening

In West Sacramento, Industrial Boulevard from the Palamidessi 
Bridge at the Barge Canal to Harbor Boulevard: widen from 4 to 
6 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     16,440,000 

Project complete by 
2035
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Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Lake Washington Blvd.

Lake Washington Blvd.: Widen the Palamidessi Bridge over the 
barge canal from 4 to 6 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     10,100,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Lake Washington Blvd.

Widen Lake Washington Blvd. from 2 to 6 lanes from Jefferson 
Blvd. to the new Palamidessi Bridge at the barge canal.  $                 4,000,000  $                       4,994,327 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Port of West Sacramento Entrance

This project includes the construction of a new port entrance, 
including the installation of a new rail crossing near Beacon and 
Industrial Boulevards.  This project will increase the efficiency 
and safety of travel to, from and within the Port, and is required 
prior to the construction of a new area project.  This project will 
improve transportation operations, and is likely to lead to 
significant positive economic benefits.  $                 2,400,000  $                       3,285,328 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Port Wharf & Pier Rehab

Replacement and upgrade of 3000' of wharf fendering to 
accommodate larger vessels calling at Port  $                 5,000,000  $                       5,217,310 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works

Rail relocation & reconfiguration 
study

Service Plan: Study rail relocation and reconfiguration through 
West Sacramento. The intent of the study will be to seek 
implementing a proposed solution and leveraging public and 
private funding for implementation.  $                 1,000,000  $                       1,022,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Road Rehab Rehabilitate various roads in West Sacramento.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          481,203 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Road Rehab Stimulus

Sacramento Avenue, Jefferson Boulevard, F Street and various 
location: Rehabilitate with overlays and slurry seal.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,230,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works

Sacramento River Deep Water Ship 
Channel Deepening

Dredging remainder of 35 miles of 43 mile ship channel an 
additional 5' to 35' in depth. This 15% increase in channel depth 
will allow larger ships and thus will increase allowable ship 
capacity by 40% (from 25,000 tons to 35.000 tons).  Ship 
channel boundaries are from Collinsville (just above Suisun 
Bay) up to West Sacramento.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     70,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works South River Rd.

Reconstruct and widen South River Road to 4 lanes from US50 
on-ramp to Stonegate Boulevard, including a new 4-lane bridge 
over barge canal.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     26,750,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works

Tower Bridge Gateway Modification 
(East Phase)

In West Sacramento, Tower Bridge Gateway (former State 
Route 275) from Tower Bridge to the UPRR underpass: 
reconfigure road from a controlled access expressway to an 
arterial roadway with signalized at-grade intersections at 3rd 
and 5th Streets.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     13,889,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works U.S. 50/Jefferson Blvd. Interchange

Jefferson Blvd interchange--expand the ramps and signals from 
1 to 2 lanes, add ramp metering and turn lanes, and related 
street closures.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     26,450,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works U.S. 50/South River Road

U.S. 50: Install ramp meters and modify ramp design at South 
River Rd interchange.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     22,625,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Village Parkway Southern Extension

This project includes the design of, procurement of right of way 
for and construction of Village Parkway from Stonegate Drive to 
Davis Road.  This new street will serve the Northeast and 
Southeast villages of the Southport area, improve circulation in 
the eastern portion of the city, and relieve traffic congestion on 
Jefferson Boulevard.  This segment will provide the primary 
connection to the planned South River Road Bridge across the 
Barge Canal, thereby connecting the Stone Lock, Pioneer Bluff 
and redevelopment areas to the growing residential areas to the 
south.  $               10,500,000  $                     14,373,309 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works

West Capitol Avenue Streetscape 
Improvements - Phase 2

In West Sacramento on West Capitol Avenue from Jefferson 
Boulevard to Westacre Road, construction of streetscape 
improvements, including wider sidewalks, flatter road cross-
section, reconfigure lanes, utility relocation, new lighting, and 
substantial planting and hardscape treatments.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,860,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works

West Capitol Avenue Streetscape 
Improvements - Phase 3

In West Sacramento on West Capitol Avenue from Westacre 
Road to Sycamore Avenue, construction of streetscape 
improvements, including wider sidewalks, flatter road cross-
section, reconfigure lanes, roundabout, utility relocation, new 
lighting, and substantial planting and hardscape treatments.  $               12,420,000  $                     17,001,571 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo

City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works

West Capitol Avenue Streetscape 
Improvements - Phase 4

In West Sacramento on West Capitol Avenue from Sycamore 
Avenue to Harbor Boulevard, construction of streetscape 
improvements, including wider sidewalks, flatter road cross-
section, reconfigure lanes, utility relocation, new lighting, and 
substantial planting and hardscape treatments.  $               12,720,000  $                     17,412,237 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Winters Dept of 
Public Works

Downtown Streetscape 
Improvements Phases 1 & 2

In Winters: Improvements to the Downtown Core including, full 
sidewalk bulb-outs, enhanced crosswalks, seat walls or 
aesthetic barriers, landscaping and irrigation, street furniture, 
signage, lightening enhancements, and enhancements for 
safety and storm drainage.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,795,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Winters Dept of 
Public Works Pedestrian Connections

South side of SR 128 (Grant Ave.), from St. Anthony Parish Hall 
driveway to West Main St.: fill in missing sidewalks

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          111,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Winters Dept of 
Public Works Putah Creek Bridge Replacement

City of Winters; North Bank of Putah Creek east of Railroad 
Ave.  Design and construction of pedestrian path and bridge 
and bike paths, and environmental mitigation associated with 
replacement of Historic Putah Creek Bridge (HPP #35 - HPP 
funds subject to OA limitation. MTC is also programming this 
project because Solano County is sponsoring the bridge 
replacement project.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,065,740 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Winters Dept of 
Public Works

Railroad Ave/Dry Slough Bridge 
Replacement

Railroad Ave, over Dry Slough, 0.37 mi N of CR 33. Replace 
the existing structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane 
bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,175,001 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yolo
City of Winters Dept of 
Public Works Railroad Avenue Rehabilitation

In Winters, Railroad Avenue from Anderson Avenue to 
Niemann Street: pavement overlay, curb, gutter, and sidewalk 
repairs, new curb, gutter, and sidewalk, and accessibility 
improvements. It does not involve any utility rehabilitation work.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          400,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works College St.

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from County Rd. 24A to 
County Rd. 24C  $                    539,000  $                          737,830 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Coloma Wy.

Construct New Road: 2 lane collector from County Rd. 24A to 
County Rd. 24C.  $                    619,851  $                          848,506 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works County Rd. 102 Widen: 4 lanes from Gibson Rd. to Heritage Pkwy.  $                 4,000,000  $                       4,994,327 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works County Rd. 102 Widen: 4 lanes from Beamer St. to East Main St.  $                 2,896,851  $                       3,616,955 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works County Rd. 25A

Construct New Road: 2 lanes from Pioneer Ave. to County Rd. 
102  $                 4,500,000  $                       5,618,618 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works County Road 102

CR 102: Between Kentucky Ave to Beamer St: widen from 2 to 
4 lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,896,851 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Downtown Streetscape

Main St., between Third St. and Sixth St.: Construct streetscape 
improvements, including improved sidewalks, landscaping, 
trees, bulb-outs, A.D.A. ramps, a pedestrian actuated signal, 
etc.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,115,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works East St. 

Widen: 4 lanes from County Rd. 24A to 1320' south of Gibson 
Rd.  $                 1,900,000  $                       2,600,884 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Heritage Parkway Dr. Construct New Road: 2 lane arterial from East St. to College St.  $                 3,359,151  $                       4,194,174 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works I-5 / CR 102 Interchange

Reconstruct interchange on I-5 at County Road 102 including 
overcrossing of I-5.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     16,205,459 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works I-5 / CR 102 Interchange (Phase 2)

Interchange Reconstruction: on I-5 at County Rd. 102 including 
overcrossing of I-5.  $                 7,000,000  $                       8,740,072 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works

I-5 / CR 102 Interchange 
Landscaping

Landscaping and irrigation associated with the I-5 / CR 102 
Interchange Project (SACOG ID# YOL17300) (Toll Credits for 
CON.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          951,989 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Kentucky Ave. Widen: 4 lanes from College St. to West St.  $                 3,537,189  $                       4,416,469 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works

Kentucky Ave. Rehabilitation and 
Bike Lane Gap Closure

In the City of Woodland, 1/4 mile of Kentucky Ave., from East 
St. to Harter Ave.: reconstruct pavement, install signing, restripe 
vehicle and bicycle lanes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          817,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Kentucky Avenue

Widen Kentucky Avenue from 2 to 4 lanes from East Street to 
College Street  $                 8,048,000  $                     10,048,585 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works

Lemen Ave. and North St. 
Realignment

In Woodland, Lemen Avenue and North Street at East Street: 
realign Lemen Avenue to connect with North Street at East 
Street (Phase 1). (Emission Benefits in kg/day: 0.04 ROG, 0.04 
NOx, 0.01 PM10, and 0.07 CO)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,230,167 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Main St.

Roadway Operational Improvements: from Ashley Ave. to 
Cottonwood St., construct south side improvements  $                    360,000  $                          449,489 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works

Main St. / Cleveland St. Signal 
Ugrade Main St./Cleveland St.: Upgrade traffic signals HSIP4-03-009

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          280,300 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Parkland Ave.

Construct New Road: 2 lane arterial from Pioneer Ave. to East 
St.  $                 9,044,751  $                     12,381,238 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Pioneer Ave Widening

Widen Pioneer Ave. from 2 to 4 lanes between Gibson Road 
and Heritage Parkway Drive.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,338,450 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Pioneer Avenue

Construct a new arterial roadway from Farmers Central to 
Heritage Parkway.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works Pioneer Avenue Extension Extend Pioneer Avenue from Heritage Parkway to CR25A.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,550,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo

City of Woodland Dept 
of Public Works, City 
of Davis Dept of Public 
Works, Yolo County 
Dept of Public Works

Alternative Transportation Corridor- 
Davis to Woodland

Class 1 bike/low speed electric vehicle path between Davis and 
Woodland, along alignment identified in September 2009 
feasibility study. #REF!  $                       1,321,435 Project Analysis /1/

Yolo SACOG Yolo County PPM Plan, program and monitor for Yolo County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          664,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Mace Bird Reserve Access Road

Construct two-lane road from Mace Blvd. to federally supported 
Pacific Flyway wildlife area. HPP #867

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,160,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
University of California 
Davis Hutchison Corridor Complete Street

Along East Hutchison Drive on the UC Davis campus between 
California Avenue and First Street: Pedestrian, bicycling, and 
transit way improvements .

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,641,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
University Transport 
System

UC Davis Memorial Union Terminal 
Improvement

Major overhaul to the MU terminal to provide operational and 
passenger amenity improvements, in particular to 
accommodate a higher volume of 40-foot buses as are 
operated now (compared to smaller buses being operated when 
the terminal was first used in the 1970s).  Project will also 
provide for improved regional connections with YoloBus and 
FAST routes which serve the terminal.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,262,500 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yolo
University Transport 
System

Unitrans Bus Stop Access and 
Passenger Amenties

Unitrans bus stop improvements, accessibility, and passenger 
amenities, including real-time  information.  Implement real-time 
Automatic Vehicle Location, Automatic Passenger Counter, 
Computer Aided Dispatching and other related ITS elements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,592,150 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
University Transport 
System

Unitrans Hutchison Corridor 
Improvements

Upgrade bus transit center at UC Davis (Hutchison Corridor), 
including off-street berths, shelter, landscaping, bike racks, and 
signage, with no land acquisition or roadway capacity increase.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,849,483 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
University Transport 
System

Unitrans Miscellaneous Capital 
Improvements for Ops

Office, shop, operating equipment, facility, security 
enhancements, and non-revenue vehicles for existing facilities.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          475,366 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
University Transport 
System Unitrans Operating Assistance In Davis, operating assistance for Unitrans.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     17,111,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
University Transport 
System

Unitrans Vehicle Replacement / 
Minor Expansion

Purchase one 40-foot bus for expansion, replace four 20-foot 
cutaway buses (Davis Community Transit and Unitrans), and 
purchase related equipment (radios, fareboxes, security camera 
systems), and rehabilitate 2 buses (including CNG tank 
replacement).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,200,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works

Bridge Replacement on County Road 
23 over tributary of Lamb Valley 
Slough  Replacement of structurally deficient bridge  $                    575,000  $                          717,934 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works

Bridge Replacement on County Road 
25 over Cottonwood Slough  Replacement of structurally deficient bridge  $                    815,000  $                       1,017,594 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works

Bridge Replacement on County Road 
29 over Dry Slough  Replacement of structurally deficient bridge  $                 1,025,000  $                       1,279,796 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works

Bridge Replacement on County Road 
96 over Union Slough  Replacement of structurally deficient bridge  $                    950,000  $                       1,186,153 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works County Rd 57 over Cache Creek

In Yolo County: On County Road 57, over Cache Creek, .42 
miles east of State Highway 16. Replace the existing structurally 
deficient one lane truss bridge with a new two lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,913,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works

County Rd. 31 Rehabilitation and 
County Rd. 93A

Roadway Safety Improvements: Rehabilitation of County Rd. 31 
from County Rd. 98 to County Rd. 93A. Includes: left turn lanes, 
a clear recovery zone, and widening bridges to State standards.  $                 6,400,000  $                       7,990,923 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works County Rd. 98-Phase 2

Roadway Safety Improvements: from 1400 feet south of County 
Rd. 29 to the Solano County line. Includes: paved shoulders, 
clear recovery zone, and bike lanes.  $               15,600,000  $                     21,354,630 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works County Rd. 99

Pavement Rehabilitation: from County Rd. 27 to Woodland city 
limits. Includes: bike lanes.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,147,841 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works County Road 102 Widening

Widen County Road 102 between Davis and Woodland.  
Project may be implemented in phases as funding allows. Turn 
pockets and center medians are highest priority.  $               12,600,000  $                     17,247,971 

Project complete by 
2035

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works County Road 27

Roadway Safety Improvements: from County Road 89 to 
County Road 102. Includes: paved shoulders & clear recovery 
zone.  $               38,000,000  $                     63,693,999 

Project complete by 
2035
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Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works

CR 12 Bridge Scour 
Countermeasures

CR 12, over Zamora Creek, 0.69 miles east of CR #92: Replace 
structurally deficient, scour critical bridge. (Toll Credits for PE & 
CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          850,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 140 Shoulder Improvements

County Road 140 between CR 141 and CR 142: widen or 
improve shoulders. 

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,120,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 22 Shoulder Widening

County Road 22 from CR 126 to approximately 2.75 miles 
north: Widen shoulders as allowed by levee constraints, 
rehabilitate roadway, and install rumble strips along centerline.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,608,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 23 Shoulder Improvements

County Road 23 between CR 86A and CR 86B: widen or 
improve shoulders.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          777,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 26 Scour Countermeasures

CR 26, over Winters Canal, 0.46 miles east of CR 87. Perform 
scour countermeasures for this bridge to eliminate scour critical 
condition. (Toll Credits for PE & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            66,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 41 Bridge Replacement

CR 41, over Cache Creek, 500' east of SR 16: Replace existing 
structurally deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. 
(Toll credits programmed for PE, ROW, & CON.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,275,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 86A Bridge Replacement

CR 86A over Cottonwood Slough, 0.22 miles north of CR #25:  
Replace existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with new 2 
lane bridge. (Toll Credits for PE, ROW, & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,002,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 89 Bridge Replacement

CR 89, over Buckeye Creek, 0.04 miles north of CR #3B: 
Replace existing structural deficient 2 lane bridge with a new 2 
lane bridge. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,550,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 98 Bike Improvements

In Yolo County, CR 98 from 1,400 feet south of CR 29 (Davis) 
to Woodland, add shoulders and bike lanes to roadway and two 
existing bridges and rehab roadway.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     16,862,129 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR 99, CR 29 & CR 99D Bikeways

In Yolo County, CR 99 from CR 27 to CR 29 and CR 29 from 
CR 99 to SR 113 and CR 99D from CR 29 to Davis City limits: 
construct class II bike lanes by adding four foot shoulders and 
rehabilitating existing roadway.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,359,071 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR31 and CR93A Rehabilitation

Reconstruct portion of County Rd. 31 from Davis City limits to 
County Rd. 93A, and County Rd. 93A from County Rd. 31 to 
County Rd. 32.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          954,259 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works CR99W Bridge Replacement

County Rd. 99W,over Buckeye Creek, 0.48 miles south east of 
CR # 1.: Replace the 2 lane structurally deficient structure with 
a new 2 lane structure. (Toll Credits for PE & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,164,375 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works Esparto Main Street Revitalization

Town of Esparto: Transportation Enhancements including 
corner curb extensions and or bulbouts, diagonal parking, 
crosswalks, refuge islands, directional curb ramps, and or street 
lighting.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works Salt Creek Bridge Replacement

CR 29 over Salt Creek, 2.83 mi west of CR 88: Replace 1 lane 
bridge with 2 lane bridge. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Yolo
Yolo County Dept of 
Public Works

Yolo County Smart Growth 
Implementation Project

In Yolo County, develop a plan to measure, control, and reduce 
net greenhouse gas emissions and address economic and 
social adaptations of the county to the effects of climate change.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          150,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District ADA Operating Assitance (5307) Operating Assistance for ADA Paratransit Operations

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,873,886 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Administration and Operations Office 
Equipment including Computer and 
Software

Purchase of office equipment including computers and 
software.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          137,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Beyond ADA paratransit service 
(New Freedoms Rural)

Expansion of parameters for medical appointments beyond the 
three-fourths of a mile required by ADA for paratransit service.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          173,970 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Capitol Corridor Multimodal Facility in 
Davis

Engineering, Environmental, and Construction of the City of 
Davis-Amtrak Multimodal station  $               25,000,000  $                     29,406,409 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District Facility Improvements

Improvements to the administration, maintenance and 
operations facility for Yolobus located in Woodland.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,123,276 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

New Freedom Operating Assistance 
for Medical Appointments

Operating assistance to provide transit services for medical 
appointments only, for Yolo County residents.  This service will 
be Monday through Friday, 4 hours a day.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          173,970 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District New Satellite  Facility

Engineering, Environmental and Construction of a new satellite 
facility for bus parking, maintenance and dispatch.  $               10,000,000  $                     12,485,817 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District Preventive Maintenance (5307)

Preventive Maintenance of Yolobus Transit Fleet FY 10-11 - 
FY14-15

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     11,483,684 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Route 215 Operation Assistance 
(RURAL JARC)

Operating Assistance for continuation service on Route 215. 
This service provides low income and rural individuals transit 
service to and from employment related activities.  Includes 
operating assistance for FY 10-11, FY 11-12, FY 12-13, and FY 
13-14.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,283,505 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Route 42 Operating Assistance 
(Small Urban JARC)

Operating Assistance for continuation of service on Route 42.  
This service provides transit service to low income individuals 
who work non-traditional schedules, including evenings, 
weekends, and holidays. (This amount includes $150,000 of 
JARC funds transferred to the 5307 account.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,225,639 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Rural Operating Assistance FTA 
5311 Rural Operating Assistance for Yolobus service (FTA 5311)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,241,405 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District Signage Enhancement

Transit system signage enhancement, including downtown 
Sacramento for all agencies -

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            62,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District YCTD FY 10 Preventive Maintenance YCTD FY 10 Preventive Maintenance of Yolobus Transit Fleet

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,269,459 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Yolobus 13 Bus Purchase Cost 
Increase

Increase in procurement cost of 13 - 40’ ft fully equipped high-
floor transit buses.  Due to changes in supply for the desired 
bus configuration and required power plant the new estimated 
cost of this procurement is approximately $460,000 per unit, 
$42,000 above previous estimates.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          538,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Yolobus Bus Stop Enhancement 
Project

Enhance passenger safety, security, comfort, and information 
by installing (either adding or replacing) passenger shelters, 
benches, shelter and bench pads, solar lighting, information 
displays at several locations along Yolobus transit routes.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          264,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Yolobus ITS Projects/Universal Fare 
Card Project

Retrofit and add to the transit fleet and transit operations 
various intelligent transportation system (ITS) products to 
enhance transit operation, passenger safety, passenger 
information, passenger trip planning, passenger mode choice, 
emergency response, system security and simplification of fare 
payment through the regions universal fare card fare collection 
system.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          436,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Yolobus Maintenance Facility 
Improvements & Equipment

Repair, replace shop equipment, and perform maintenance for 
Yolobus maintenance shop. (FTA 5309(c) funds are State of 
Good Repair funding)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          650,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District

Yolobus Rehabilitation and Re-power 
of Nine (9) Transit Buses

Rehabilitation and re-power of nine (9) buses to extend their 
useful life

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,350,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yolo
Yolo County 
Transportation District Yolobus Spare the Air Days

Recover the lost revenue for “Spare the Air” free ride days over 
a two year period.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          142,517 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Marysville Operational Improvements

On SR 20 in Marysville, from I Street to F Street; also on SR 70, 
from 4th Street to 5th Street: Install left-turn pockets and modify 
signals.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,631,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Marysville Roadway Rehab

In Marysville on SR 70 from First St. undercrossing to east of 
Binney Junction and on SR 20 from Feather River Bridge #18-9 
to 0.1 mile east of Levee Rd. - Roadway rehab (Yub-70 PM 
14.1/15.4 and Yub-20 PM 0.5/3.5

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     51,250,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Marysville UPRR Underpass Underpass Improvements: widen the UPRR Underpass.  $               10,000,000  $                     12,485,817 
Project complete by 
2035

Yuba Caltrans District 3 SR 20 Passing Lanes Passing Lanes: Loma Rica Rd. to Kibbe Rd.  $                 2,500,000  $                       3,121,454 
Project complete by 
2035

Yuba Caltrans District 3 SR 20 Safety Improvements 

Roadway Safety Improvements: Parks Bar Rd. to Hammonton-
Smartville Rd. Includes: standard shoulders, vertical and 
horizontal curve improvements, and EB & WB left-turn lanes.  $                 6,500,000  $                       8,115,781 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba Caltrans District 3 SR 20 Safety Improvements 

Roadway Safety Improvements: Marysville Rd. to Sicard St. 
Includes: standard shoulders, vertical and horizontal curve 
improvements, and EB & WB left-turn lanes.  $                 5,500,000  $                       6,867,199 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba Caltrans District 3 SR 65 Corridor Master Plan
SR 65, from I-80 to SR 70.  Develop Aesthetic Corridor Master 
Plan.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          195,001 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yuba Caltrans District 3 SR 65 Maintenance
From 3 mi north of Wheatland to 0.9 mi south of Jct SR 70: 
Perform highway maintenance.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,803,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 SR 70 Feather River Expressway

In the City of Marysville, construct a new alignment for SR-70 
and SR-20 through the City of Marysville, creating a new 
alignment from 3rd Street westward towards the levee just north 
of Binney Junction, reconnecting to SR-20 and continuing to 
reconnect with SR-70 north of town (Yub-20-0.0/1.5, Yub-70-
13.5/16.1).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     75,000,000 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba Caltrans District 3 SR 70 Passing Lanes Passing Lanes: Marysville to Butte County line. 30,000,000$                 $                     37,457,451 
Project complete by 
2035

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Yub-20 Pavement Rehab

Near Marysville, from 0.1 mile east of Levee Road to 0.1 mile 
west of Loma Rica Road - Pavement rehabilitation (PM 
R3.5/8.0) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0848].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,993,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Yub-65 Scour Structure Rehab
Near Wheatland, at Dry Creek Bridge #16-0002 - Bridge scour 
mitigation (PM 2.2) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0806]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,503,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Yub-70 E Street Bridge Rehab
Yuba County, in Marysville, at Yuba River Bridge Overhead #16-
34 - Rehabilitate bridge deck (PM 15.4/25.8)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,634,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3
Yub-70 Freeway and Intersection 
Lighting

In Yuba County on State Route 70, about 6 miles south of 
Marysville at McGowan Road - Freeway and intersection lighting 
(PM 7.0/7.6) [EFIS ID 0300001123]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,115,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Yub-70 Install Guardrail

Near Marysville, from the Yuba River Bridge to State Route 65 - 
Install guardrail and thin trees (PM R8.4/13.5) [SHOPP Lump 
Sum - Collision Reduction]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,466,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Caltrans District 3 Yub-70 Roadway Rehab

In Yuba County south of Marysville from McGowan Road OC to 
Yuba River BOH - Roadway rehabilitation (PM R7.0/13.6) 
[SHOPP Roadway Preservation - Roadway Rehab]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     18,062,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
City of Marysville Dept 
of Public Works Pavement Rehab.

Pavement Rehabilitation: Huston St. from Gengler Wy. to 
Johnson Ave. (Project II)  $                    950,000  $                          970,900 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
City of Marysville Dept 
of Public Works Pavement Rehab. Pavement Rehabilitation: 3rd St. from E St. to J St. (Project I)  $                    750,000  $                          766,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
City of Marysville Dept 
of Public Works Pavement Rehab.

Pavement Rehabilitation: 25th St. from Sampson to Covillaud, 
Sicard St. from East 16th St. to East 19th St., Freeman St. from 
East 18th St. to East 19th St. and East 19th St. from Covillaud 
to Ramirez. (Project IV)  $                    700,000  $                          874,007 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
City of Marysville Dept 
of Public Works Pavement Rehab.

Pavement Rehabilitation: Rideout Wy. from Covillaud to 
Ramirez St., Greeley from East 19th St. to East 22nd St. and 
Boulton from East 19th St. to East 22nd St. (Project V)  $                    700,000  $                          874,007 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
City of Marysville Dept 
of Public Works Pavement Rehab.

Pavement Rehabilitation: Del Pero Street, Edwards St. and 
Foust St. between East 22nd St. and Johnson Wy. (Project III)  $                    675,000  $                          704,337 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yuba
City of Marysville Dept 
of Public Works Upgrade Signals 

Traffic Signalization: Upgrade the 4 existing traffic signals (in 
Marysville) that are not on the State Hwy. System.  $                 1,200,000  $                       1,498,298 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba City of Wheatland Bicycle Master Plan Develop citywide bike system with new development standards.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            31,588 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba City of Wheatland Main St. Rehab Pavement Rehabilitation: Spenceville Rd. to Hwy. 65  $                    510,000  $                          547,700 
Project complete by 
2020

Yuba City of Wheatland Olive Street Extension Obtain right of way and construct arterial roadway.  $                 2,400,000  $                       3,285,328 
Project complete by 
2035

Yuba City of Wheatland
Pedestrian Safety Enhancements at 
Railroad Grade Crossings

Construct ADA compliant sidewalks, detectable warning 
surfaces and extend rail crossings, and modify railroad warning 
devices.  $                    980,000  $                       1,223,610 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba City of Wheatland Wheatland Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 2 lane expressway from the future north 
end of Hwy. 65 Lincoln Bypass to the existing Hwy. 65, near 
South Beale Rd. Includes: access control. #REF!  $                     20,558,933 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba SACOG Yuba County PPM Plan, program and monitor for Yuba County.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          250,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Alleghany Rd Bridge Replacement

In Yuba County: Alleghany Rd, over Oregon Creek, 0.1 mile 
east of SR 49.  Replace the existing one lane historic bridge 
with a new two lane bridge while preserving the existing 
structure. (Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,014,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Anderson Rd.

Widen from 2 to 3 lane collector from Feather River Blvd. to 
Links Pkwy. #REF!  $                          315,237 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Arboga Rd.

Widen: 4 lanes from McGowan Pkwy. to Erle Rd. Includes: 
curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscaping.  $                 3,250,000  $                       4,448,881 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Arboga Road

New modified 4-lane arterial from Broadway Rd to Ella Ave, 
including pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalk and back of curb 
landscaping  $                 6,600,000  $                       7,763,292 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Beale AFB Access (Smartville Road)

Smartville Rd, SR 20 to Beale Air Force Base: Rehabilitate 
roadway and improve alignment. HPP #3139

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,750,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Bicycle Master Plan Update 1995 countywide Bikeway Master Plan.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          108,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Bridge Preventive Maintenance

Various bridges in Yuba County: conduct preventive 
maintenance. See the Caltrans website for a detailed list of 
locations: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hbrr99/HBP_MPO.htm
l#SACOG

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            68,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Broadway St.

Widen 2 lanes to 4 lane arterial. Includes pavement, curb, 
gutter, sidewalk, and landscaping.  $                 3,200,000  $                       4,380,437 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Broadway St. Traffic Signalization: at Broadway St / Links Pkwy  $                    270,000  $                          337,117 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Broadway St.

Widen 2 to 3 lane collector from Feather River Blvd. to Links 
Pkwy. #REF!  $                          274,119 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Camp Far West Rd. 

Pavement Rehabilitation: from Spenceville Rd. to end of 
pavement.  $                 1,000,000  $                       1,073,921 

Project complete by 
2020
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Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Country Club Ave.

Widen: 3 lanes from Feather River Blvd. to Plumas Lake Golf 
Course. Includes: curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscaping. #REF!  $                          498,623 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Country Club Ave. Traffic Signalization: 4-way signal at Feather River Blvd.  $                    267,000  $                          333,371 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Country Club Ave. Traffic Signalization: 3-way signal at Links Pkwy.  $                    215,000  $                          294,311 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works E St. Mx Irrigation System

South of Marysville by the E Street Bridge at the Yuba River 
river bottoms. Work will include providing water supply well, 
electrical service, irrigation system and constructing restroom 
facilities and septic system for off-road riding facility. (RTM-07-
011)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          400,381 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Ella Ave. 

Widen 2 to 3 lane collector from Feather River Blvd. to Arboga 
Rd. Includes:  curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscaping.  $                 3,756,000  $                       4,689,673 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Ella Ave. / Arboga Rd. Traffic Signalization: at Ella Ave/Arboga Rd.  $                    215,000  $                          268,445 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Ella Ave. / Feather River Blvd. Traffic Signalization: at Ella Ave/Feather River Blvd.  $                    267,000  $                          365,493 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Ella Ave. / Links Pkwy. Traffic Signalization: at Ella Ave/Link Pkwy.  $                    267,000  $                          333,371 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Erle Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Edgewater East to Griffith Ave.  $                 2,656,000  $                       3,316,233 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Erle Rd. / Goldfields  Pkwy. Traffic Signalization: 3-way traffic signal.  $                    215,000  $                          252,895 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Erle Rd/SR70 Intch Mod

Modify ex Interchange: South of Marysville, SR 70 at Erle Road 
Interchange. #REF!  $                       2,741,191 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Feather River Blvd Traffic Signal at 
River Oaks Blvd

Construct new traffic signal at Feather River Blvd and River 
Oaks Blvd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Feather River Blvd. Widen: 4 lanes from Ella Ave. to south of Country Club Rd.  $                 9,725,000  $                     13,312,422 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Feather River Blvd. / Anderson Rd. Traffic Signalization: at Feather River Blvd/Anderson St.  $                    267,000  $                          333,371 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Feather River Blvd. / Broadway 
Street Traffic Signalization: at Feather River Blvd/Broadway St.  $                    270,000  $                          337,117 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Goldfields Parkway

2 lane extension of regional arterial from Orchards Subdivision 
to North Beale Road (0.6 miles)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Goldfields Parkway Traffic Signal

Install new traffic signal at the intersection of North Beale Road 
and Goldfields Parkway

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Goldfields Pkwy.

Construct New Interchange: Goldfields Pkwy. at Hwy. 65 / Hwy 
70 connection.  $               66,000,000  $                   110,626,420 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Goldfields Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes (of 6 lane arterial) from Orchard 
S.S. to North Beale Rd.  $                 2,100,000  $                       2,368,351 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Goldfields Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from North Beale Rd. to north of 
Hammonton-Smartsville Rd. #REF!  $                       1,363,743 Project Analysis /1/
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Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Goldfields Pkwy. Widen from 4 to 6 lanes from Erle Rd. to North Beale Rd. #REF!  $                          822,357 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Griffith Ave. Widen: 3 lanes from Hammonton-Smartsville Rd. to Linda Ave.  $                 6,600,000  $                     11,062,642 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Hammonton-Smartsville Rd Shoulder 
Improvement

Hammonton-Smartsville Rd from 0.7 miles west to 2 miles west 
of South Golden Parkway. Widen the typical shoulder section to 
4' of pavement with 3' of aggregate base rock. HSIP3-03-029

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          645,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Hammonton-Smartsville Rd. / 
Goldfields  Pkwy.

Traffic Signalization: at Hammonton-Smartsville Rd/Goldfields 
Pkwy.  $                      30,000  $                            50,285 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Hammonton-Smartsville Rd. / Griffith 
Ave. Traffic Signalization: at Hammonton-Smartsville Rd/Griffith Ave.  $                    300,000  $                          410,666 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Hammonton-Smartville Rd. / Dantoni 
Rd.

Traffic Signalization: at Hammonton-Smartsville Rd/Dantoni 
Ave.  $                    300,000  $                          410,666 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Headwall Removal

Remove headwalls near roadway for safety issues and realign 
Woodruff Lane.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          500,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Highway 70

Widen: overpass at McGowan Pkwy. Includes: new traffic 
signals.  $                 4,200,000  $                       5,244,043 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Honcut Road Bridge Replacement

In Yuba County, Community of Loma Rica, Honcut Road Bridge 
over Honcut Creek: Replace 1 lane bridge with 2 lane bridge. 
(Toll Credits for CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,027,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works La Porte Rd. Widen and Realign: from Butte County to Willow Glen Rd.  $                 3,200,000  $                       4,380,437 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works La Porte Rd. Replace Bridge: on La Porte Rd. at New York Creek.  $                    700,000  $                          730,423 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works La Porte Rd. Bridge Replacement

La Porte Rd, over New York Creek, 0.3 miles north of New York 
Flat Rd: Replace 2 lane bridge with new 2 lane bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,484,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Links Parkway Extension to County 
Club Road

From Plumas Arboga Rd to Country Club Rd., construct new 
extension of Links Parkway.  $               12,000,000  $                     14,982,980 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Links Pkwy.

Construct New Road: 4 lane arterial from Ella Ave. to Plumas 
Arboga Rd. #REF!  $                       1,165,006 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Links Pkwy. / Anderson Rd. Traffic Signalization: at Links Pkwy/Anderson Rd.  $                    267,000  $                          365,493 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Loma Rica Rd.

Roadway Operational Improvements: Widen and construct turn 
pockets at various locations. Includes: shoulder widening.  $                 2,650,000  $                       3,308,741 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Loma Rica Rd.

Widen and Realign: from Scott Grant Rd. to Marysville Rd. 
(Phase III)  $                 1,200,000  $                       1,252,154 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Loma Rica Rd. Traffic Signalization: at Hwy. 20 / Loma Rica Rd.  $                    300,000  $                          374,575 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Loma Rica Rd. Safety Improvements

Loma Rica Rd. from Verjeles Rd. to Marysville Rd.: Widen 
shoulders; extend culverts; improve drainage; install pavement 
markings and striping.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,055,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Los Verjeles Rd. Replace Bridge: on Los Verjeles Rd. at Honcut Creek.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,497,163 

Project complete by 
2035
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Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Marysville Rd.

Roadway Operational Improvements: Construct turn pockets 
and widen shoulders at various intersections from Hwy. 20 to 
Willow Glen Rd.  $                 3,955,000  $                       4,460,395 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Matthews Lane Pavement 
Rehabilitation Project

Pavement Rehabilitation: 3.5 miles from Woodruff Lane to 
Ramirez Rd.  $                    700,000  $                          715,400 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works McGowan Parkway

Construct 3-lane collector McGowan Parkway from Arboga 
Road to Union Pacific Railroad.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

McGowan Parkway and Arboga Road 
Traffic Signalization

Install new Traffic Signal at the intersection of McGowan 
Parkway and Arboga Road.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          250,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works McGowan Pkwy.

Widen: 4 lanes from UPRR to Hwy. 65. Includes: turn lane, 
curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscaping. #REF!  $                          381,026 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works McGowan Pkwy. / UPRR 

Rail Crossing Project: Upgrade the existing at grade 
intersection at the UPRR tracks.  $                    810,000  $                       1,011,351 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works N. Beale Rd Raised Median

In Linda, install raised median on North Beale Rd from Feather 
River Blvd. to Linda Ave. HSIP3-03-027

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,100,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works N. Beale Rd. / Griffith Rd.

Traffic Signalization: at the intersection of North Beale Rd. / 
Griffith Rd.  $                    215,000  $                          268,445 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

New York House Rd Bridge 
Replacement

New York House Rd over Dry Creek, 0.2 miles northeast of 
Frenchtown Rd: Replace the existing structurally deficient 2 
lane bridge with a new 2-lane bridge. (Toll Credits for PE, ROW 
& CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,680,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works North Beale Complete Street

In Linda, North Beale Road from Lindhurst Ave. to Griffith Ave.: 
Install curbs, gutters, wider sidewalks, landscaping, bike lanes 
and roundabouts. (Toll Credits for PE, 11.47% for $1,000,000 
RSTP)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     14,550,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

North Beale Rd. Shoulder 
Improvements and Overlay

North Beale Rd., from Brophy Rd. to Beale Air Force Base: 
Widen paved shoulders to 6 feet. FRom Griffith Ave. to Beale 
Air Force Base: Remove open-grade AC and repave roadway. 
Also, improve intersection at North Beale Rd. and Brophy Rd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,470,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works North Beale Road Improvements

Widen Roadway from 2-lanes to 4-lanes and install curb gutter 
and sidewalk from Linda Ave to Griffith Rd.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Olivehurst Ave. / McGowan Pkwy. 

Traffic Signalization: at the intersection of McGowan Pkwy. and 
Olivehurst Ave.  $                    215,000  $                          242,474 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Olivehurst Ave. Complete Street

Olivehurst Ave., from 7th Ave. to McGowan Pkwy: Install curbs, 
gutters, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, center turn lane, improved 
transit stops, and associate drainage improvements.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,820,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd. Widen from 2 to 3 lane collector from UPRR to Algodon Rd.  $                 8,700,000  $                     14,582,574 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd.

Widen 2 to 3 lane collector from Feather River Blvd. to Arboga 
Rd.  $                 2,500,000  $                       3,121,454 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd. Widen 2 to 3 lane collector from Arboga Rd. to UPRR.  $                 2,000,000  $                       3,352,316 

Project complete by 
2035
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Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd. Rail Crossing Project: Upgrade at the Union Pacific Railroad.  $                    815,000  $                       1,017,594 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd. Road Extension: 2 lanes from end of existing road to Hwy. 65. #REF!  $                          445,444 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd. Traffic Signalization: at Plumas Arboga Rd. / Arboga Rd.  $                    267,000  $                          333,371 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd. Traffic Signalization: at Plumas Arboga Rd. / Links Pkwy.  $                    267,000  $                          333,371 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd.

Traffic Signalization: at Plumas Arboga Rd. / Feather River 
Blvd.  $                    267,000  $                          365,493 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Arboga Rd. Ext Plumas Arboga Rd. Extension new Interchange at SR 65 #REF!  $                       3,666,343 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Plumas Lake Blvd.

Construct New Road: 4 lanes from Plumas Lake Blvd. 
Interchange to Plumas Arboga Rd. Includes: a structure over 
the RR tracks. #REF!  $                       3,700,608 Project Analysis /1/

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Powerline Rd Bike/Ped 
Improvements

Olivehurst, on Powerline Rd, from 15th Ave. to 9th Ave.: 
Construct new sidewalks and bicycle lanes. (Emission Benefits: 
0.01 ROG kg/day.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,342,800 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works River Oaks Blvd

Construct new 4-lane modified arterial from Algodon Rd to 
Draper Ranch South development.  $                 7,500,000  $                       8,821,923 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works River Oaks Blvd.

Road Extension: 4 lanes from Broadway St. to Draper Ranch 
South development.  $                 6,300,000  $                       7,410,415 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works River Oaks Blvd.

Road Extension: 2 inner lanes of 4-lane arterial from Feather 
River Blvd. to Lateral 16.  $                 2,000,000  $                       2,255,573 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works River Oaks Blvd. Traffic Signalization: at River Oaks Blvd. / Broadway St.  $                    270,000  $                          337,117 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Route 70 at Feather River Blvd.

Hwy 70 / Feather River Blvd. interchange: signalized 
intersection in conjunction with the Plumas Lake Specific Plan 
and the Hwy. 70 widening (Phase 2).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     22,333,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Rupert Ave. Widen: 3 lanes from Hammonton-Smartsville Rd. to Puddle Dr.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,700,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Scales Rd Bridge Widening

Scales Rd, over Slate Creek, 3 miles northeast of La Porte Rd.: 
replace existing 1 lane bridge with a new 2 lane bridge. (Toll 
Credits for PE, ROW & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,076,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Smartville Rd Bridge Replacement

Smartville Rd, over Vineyard Creek, 0.3 miles southwest of 
Waldo Rd: Replace existing timber bridge with new 2 lane 
bridge.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,869,001 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Spenceville Rd. Left Turn

Intersection of Spenceville Road at Camp Far West/Monarch 
Trail: Construct new left-turn lane at nonsignalized intersection.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          395,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Spring Valley Rd/ Browns Valley 
Ditch Bridge Replacement

Spring Valley Rd, over Browns Valley Ditch, 2 mi NE of SH 20. 
Replace the existing functionally obsolete 2 lane bridge with a 
new 2 lane bridge.Toll credits programmed for PE, ROW, & 
CON.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          770,200 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works SR 65 Interchange at Forty Mile Road

South of Marysville, SR 65 at Forty Mile Road Interchange: 
construct interchange to accommodate traffic from the Yuba 
County Motorplex.  $                 2,070,000  $                       2,584,564 

Project complete by 
2035
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Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Timbuctoo Rd. Bridge Replacement

In Yuba County: Timbuctoo Road, over Deep Ravine No.1, 1 
mile NW/O SR 20.  Replace the existing structurally deficient 
one lane bridge with a new two lane bridge. (Toll Credits for 
ROW, & CON)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          868,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Traffic Signal

In Linda, Intersection of Hammonton-Smartville Rd. and 
Simpson Ln.: Install 3-phase traffic signal.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          343,945 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works

Waldo Rd/Dry Creek Bridge 
Replacement

Waldo Rd, over Dry Creek. Replace the existing one lane truss 
bridge with a new two lane bridge. (Toll credits programmed for 
PE, ROW, & CON.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,868,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Woodruff Ln. 

Roadway Safety Improvements: Widen shoulders on each side 
of road from Hwy. 70 to Hwy. 20.  $                 2,300,000  $                       2,871,738 

Project complete by 
2035

Yuba
Yuba County Dept of 
Public Works Woodruff Ln. Pavement Rehabilitation: from Hwy. 70 to Jack Slough Rd.  $                    600,000  $                          676,672 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Yuba Sutter Transit
New Freedom Accessible Path in 
Linda

Construction of an ADA accessible path to a currently 
inaccessible, but high use bus stop on North Beale Road in the 
unincorporated community of Linda.  Includes curbs, gutters, 
and sidewalks; accessible curb cuts; accessible pedestrian 
signals; and other accessibility features as necessary and 
appropriate for the selected bus stops.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            50,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Yuba Yuba Sutter Transit
North Beale Rd & Lowe Ave Transit 
Accessibility

At North Beale Rd & Lowe Ave: Construct an ADA accessible 
path to a high use Yuba-Sutter Transit bus stop including the 
curbcuts, sidewalks, accessible pedestrian signals and other 
accessibility features as necessary.  (FFY 2007 and FFY 2008 
FTA Section 5317 funds programmed in 2008 with Yuba County 
General Funds for the local match.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            57,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 ED/Pla/But Guardrail

In El Dorado, Placer, and Butte Counties at various locations - 
Install metal beam guardrail (MBGR) and end treatments 
(Safety CT Minor project) [Locations: ED-49-35.12/35.23 (Near 
Cool, 0.7 mi N of SR 193); ED-50-53.51/53.89 (Near Kyburz just 
W of Wrights Lake Rd); Pla-193-7.96/8.00 (2 mi W of I-80 near 
Summer Star Lane); But-191-8.19/8.26 (S of Paradise, 0.5 mi S 
of Airport Rd).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,026,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

Flashing Beacons at Various 
Locations

In El Dorado, Sacramento, Sutter and Yolo Counties on Routes 
50, 51, 80 and 99 at Various Locations - Install flashing beacons 
[CTIPS ID 107-0000-0801].

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          650,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 I-80 / U.S. 50 Bus/Carpool Lanes

Bus/Carpool Lanes: Mace Blvd. (in Davis) to Downtown 
Sacramento.  Inc. new bike bridge across the Yolo Causeway.  $             100,000,000  $                   167,615,788 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 Install TMS Units

In Placer, Sacramento and Colusa Counties, at various 
locations - Install Transportation Management System 
(TMS)Units for monitoring congestion and delay.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       7,817,659 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 ITS Installation - Various Locations

In El Dorado and Placer Counties at various locations on U.S. 
50, SR 89 and SR 267 (outside Tahoe Basin) - install Intelligent 
Transportation Systems.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,605,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 Ramp Meters

Installation of Ramp Meters: Various Locations in Placer, 
Sacramento, and Yolo Counties.  $                 2,800,000  $                       3,293,518 

Project complete by 
2020
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Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 Rumble Strips

In Butte, Colusa, Placer, Sacramento and Sutter Counties on 
various routes at various locations - Install rumble strips 
(SHOPP - Collision Reduction) [But-99: Eaton Rd to Tehama 
Co Line, But-99: Shippee Rd to Freeway, Col-20: Niagara Rd to 
Jct Rte 45, Col/Sut-20: Sycamore Rd to Humphrey, Pla-80: 
Applegate Rd OC to 174 Jct, Sac-99: Near Walnut St to near 
Grant Line Rd, Sut-113: Knight's Landing to Sutter Causeway]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,400,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 Sac/Pla/Nev Thin Friction Surface

In Sacramento, Placer, and Nevada Counties at various 
locations - Place a thin high friction surface [Sac-05-17.27, Sac-
50-R0.39/R0.79, Sac-50-R2.68, Sac-50-9.5, Sac-50-17, Pla-80-
8.87, Nev-20-30.5] (CTIPS ID 130-0000-2089).

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          842,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

Sac/Yol/Sut/Yub/Nev Crash 
Cushions

In Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter, Yuba, and Nevada Counties on 
Routes 5, 50, 51, 80, 99, 49, and 20 - Upgrade crash cushions 
at various locations [SHOPP Collision Reduction - Safety 
Enhancements] (Sac-5-22.27/26.96, Sac-50-L0.27/L2.35, Sac-
51-0.09/3.93, Sac-99-21.94/24.30, Sac-80-M9.19, Yol-50-
2.0/2.1, Yol-80-R10.20, Nev-20-R16.5/16.9, Nev-49-R13.27, 
Sut-20-16.72, Yub-20-0.54)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,912,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

SACOG Region Emergency Repair 
Program

Lump Sum - Emergency Repair (excluding Federal Emergency 
Relief Program funds)for non-capacity increasing projects only.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          400,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Bridge Preservation

Various bridge preservation projects throughout the six-county 
region.  $             860,000,000  $                1,178,712,160 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Collision Reduction SHOPP - Collision Reduction  $             505,000,000  $                   692,150,745 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Emergency Response SHOPP - Emergency Response  $               10,000,000  $                     13,705,955 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Facilities SHOPP- Facilities  $               20,000,000  $                     27,411,911 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Mandates SHOPP - Mandates  $                 9,500,000  $                     13,020,658 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Minor SHOPP - Minor  $             200,000,000  $                   274,119,107 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Mobility SHOPP - Mobility  $             105,500,000  $                   144,597,829 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Roadside Preservation SHOPP - Roadside Preservation  $               15,000,000  $                     20,558,933 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SHOPP - Roadway Preservation SHOPP - Roadway Preservation  $             570,000,000  $                   781,239,455 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SR 20 10th St. Bridge Improvements 

Widen Bridge: six (6) lanes on 10th St. Bridge in Sutter and 
Yuba Counties.  $               60,000,000  $                   100,569,473 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 SR 99 Bus/Carpool Lanes

Bus/Carpool Lanes: I-5 to SR 99/ SR 70 Wye in Sacramento 
and Sutter Counties. #REF!  $                     13,705,955 Project Analysis /1/
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

System Management/Traffic 
Operations System on  U.S. 50 
between I-80 and Cedar Grove

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring stations, closed 
circuit television, highway advisory radio, changeable message 
signs, and other system management infrastructure in El 
Dorado and Sacramento Counties.  $                 4,000,000  $                       4,994,327 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

System Management/Traffic 
Operations System on I-5 between 
the San Joaquin County Line and 
SR113

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring stations, closed 
circuit television, highway advisory radio, changeable message 
signs, and other system management infrastructure in Placer, 
Sacramento and Yolo Counties.  $                 5,000,000  $                       6,242,908 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

System Management/Traffic 
Operations System On I-80 between 
SR113 and Bell Road

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring stations, closed 
circuit television, highway advisory radio, changeable message 
signs, and other system management infrastructure in Placer, 
Sacramento and Yolo Counties.  $                 5,000,000  $                       6,242,908 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

System Management/Traffic 
Operations System on SR 65 
between I-80 and SR 70

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring stations, closed 
circuit television, highway advisory radio, changeable message 
signs, and other system management infrastructure in Placer 
and Yuba Counties.  $                 4,000,000  $                       4,994,327 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

System Management/Traffic 
Operations System on SR99 between 
the San Joaquin County Line and 
SR20

Operational Improvements: traffic monitoring stations, closed 
circuit television, highway advisory radio, changeable message 
signs, and other system management infrastructure in 
Sacramento and Sutter Counties.  $                 5,000,000  $                       6,242,908 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 UP Third Track

Add third track to existing UP rail line for improvement to rail 
freight and possible future passenger service through 
Sacramento and Placer Counties.  $             200,000,000  $                   214,784,131 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 Upgrade MBGR at Various Locations

Various locations in El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, Butte and 
Nevada counties on Routes 99,20, 49 and 50 - Upgrade metal 
beam guard rail (MBGR) end treatments [approx. 50% of work 
in El Dorado, Placer and Sutter counties; 29% in Butte county; 
and 21% in Nevada county]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,170,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3

Upgrade MBGR End Treatments in 
Various Counties

In Sacramento, Placer, Yuba and Yolo Counties at various 
locations - Upgrade metal beam guard rail end treatments 
(EFIS ID 0300000467, CTIPS ID 107-0000-0759)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,854,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 Various Counties - Upgrade Guardrail

In Yolo, Glenn, Colusa, Sacramento, Yuba, Butte, El Dorado 
and Placer Counties at various locations on various routes (5, 
50, 65, 70, 99, 113 and 505) - Upgrade guardrail.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,505,400 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans District 3 Yol/Sac-80 Gore Paving

In Yolo and Sacramento Counties on I-80 at Various Locations - 
Gore paving / road safety improvements [SHOPP Collision 
Reduction - Roadside Safety Improvements]

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       3,163,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Multiple 
Counties Caltrans Headquarters

FTA Section 5310 Elderly and 
Disabled Transit Program  Grouped 
Projects

transit capital purchases, including large, medium, and small 
buses, minivans, bus lifts, scheduling software, mobile radios, 
and other equipment. Most funds are used to purchase 
vehicles, but acquisition of transportation services under 
contract, lease or other arrangements and state program 
administration may also be included. (The detailed list of 
projects can be found in the lump sum back-up list.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          266,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties

City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation 
and City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Sacramento River Crossing

New Southern Bridge: from Sacramento to West Sacramento 
across the Sacramento River. Includes: Auto, transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  The Sacramento River Crossings 
Alternatives Study analyzed a new crossing at either Broadway, 
Marina View, or Sutterville Road, but final alignment options will 
be studied in subsequent planning efforts.  $             150,000,000  $                   251,423,681 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties

City of Sacramento 
Dept of Transportation 
and City of West 
Sacramento Dept of 
Public Works Sacramento River Crossing

New Northern Bridge: from Sacramento to West Sacramento 
across the Sacramento River. Includes: Auto, transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  The Sacramento River Crossings 
Alternatives Study analyzed a new crossing at either Richards 
Blvd or C Street, but final alignment options will be studied in 
subsequent planning efforts.  $             150,000,000  $                   251,423,681 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties

City of Yuba City Dept 
of Public Works Feather River Bridge at 5th St

From SR 99, east along Bridge St in Yuba City, crossing the 
Feather River and along 5th/3rd St in Marysville to SR 65/70: 
Reconstruct or modify the existing 2-lane 5th Street Bridge and 
Railroad Trestle to provide a 4-lane crossing of the Feather 
River between Yuba City and Marysville as well as providing 
improvements to connector roads from east to west. (HPP# 
3631)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     76,931,962 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies

Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvements

Lump sum for bicycle and pedestrian projects throughout the 
region 2011-2035.  $          2,384,897,175  $                3,268,729,418 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies

Regional Planning, Programs, and 
Project Analysis

Lump sum for programs, planning, and project analysis 
throughout the region 2011-2035.  $          1,757,121,681  $                2,408,303,129 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies

Road and Highway Maintenance and 
Rehabilitation

Lump sum for road and highway maintenance and rehabilitation 
throughout the region 2011-2035.  $          7,413,061,340  $              10,160,308,769 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies Transit Operations Transit operations and maintenance 2021-2035  $          5,534,896,500  $                8,644,425,398 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies Transit Operations Transit operations and maintenance 2011-2020  $          1,761,742,634  $                1,974,634,914 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies Transit Vehicle Purchases

Transit replacement and expansion vehicle purchases 2021-
2035  $          1,797,439,000  $                2,807,248,038 

Project complete by 
2035

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies Transit Vehicle Purchases

Transit replacement and expansion vehilce purchases 2011-
2020  $               73,325,100  $                     82,185,843 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties

Multiple Lead 
Agencies

Unidentified Roadway Operational 
Improvements

Operational improvements to enhance automobile, transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian movement throughout the region.  $             400,000,000  $                   548,238,214 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties

Sac. Metro Air Quality 
Management District Bicycle Parking

Purchase/installation of 1,000 bicycle racks for short term 
bicycle parking within the SMAQMD. All racks will be available 
for public use. (This implements Measure A.7.2 in SACOG 
Bike/Ped Master Plan.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          310,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
 TOTAL COST (2010 

DOLLARS) 

 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Multiple 
Counties

Sac. Metro Air Quality 
Management District

Cascade Sierra Solutions Long Haul 
Trucking

Construct a showcase and provide ongoing technical 
assistance and education to truckers on emerging 
transportation technology. Provide a revolving loan program to 
truckers to purchase EPA approved Smartway products; 
provide incentives to truckers to implement aftermarket 
technology on their trucks that would reduce vehicle emissions; 
and a monitoring program. CMAQ funds will be used for 
outreach and education, not for construction of the showcase, 
or for the revolving loan program. (Emissions: NOx .11, ROG 
.02 kg/day)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,900,372 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties

Sac. Metro Air Quality 
Management District Spare the Air Phase 2

Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area: Spare The Air 
Voluntary Driving Curtailment Program. [Continued from 
SAC21080, Larger MTP project is VAR56022] (Emission 
Benefits in kg/day: ROG 0.2, NOx 0.2)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,252,591 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties

Sac. Metro Air Quality 
Management District

Urban Forest for Clean Air (Phases 1-
3)

Evaluate the potential of SIP control strategy to capture the 
effects of the urban forest on regional air quality today and in 
the future.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          725,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG Connect Card

Connect Card (previously known as Universal Transit Fare 
Card): Implement Connect Card in the SACOG region, including 
hiring a consultant.  (Emission Benefits in kg/day: 0.06 ROG, 
0.12 NOx)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                     10,919,126 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Elk Grove-Rancho-El Dorado 
Connector Study

In Sacramento and El Dorado Counties: study a multi-modal 
connector between Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova and El Dorado 
Hills.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,863,776 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG JARC Program Administration

SACOG JARC Administration and Planning Activities (FTA 
5316) 3% of Sacramento Urbanized Area JARC Funds 
allocated to SACOG by the regional Transit Coordinating 
Committee (TCC) for FFY 2009. Matching funds are not 
required for program/project administration FTA JARC funds.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            29,581 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

JARC Program Administration & 
Planning

The SACOG Transit Coordinating Committee allows SACOG to 
claim 3% of the JARC and New Freedom funds for Program 
(project) Administration purposes.  In FFY 2010 the TCC 
allowed SACOG to claim an additional 3% to fund the required 
update of the SACOG Public Transit and Human Services 
Transportation Coordinated Plan that must be updated on the 
same schedule as the SACOG MTP (RTP).  These JARC 
Administration funds do not require a match.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            56,566 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

New Freedom Program 
Administration

The SACOG Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC) allows 
SACOG to claim 3% of the available New Freedom funds for 
program/project administration. SACOG will continue to 
manage and administer the New Freedom program for the 
Sacramento Urbanized Area. No matching funds are required 
for FTA New Freedom program administration funds. (Funds 
are from FFY 2009)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            13,708 

Project complete by 
2020
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COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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 TOTAL COST 
(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

New Freedom Program 
Administration and Planning

Each FY the SACOG Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC) 
allows SACOG to claim 3% of the available FTA New Freedom 
funds for Program (project) Administration.  For FFY 2010 the 
TCC allowed SACOG to claim an additional 3% to complete the 
update of the SACOG Public Transit and Human Services 
Transportation Coordinated Plan as required on the same 
schedule as the MTP (RTP).  Matching funds are not required 
for New Freedom Program (project) Administration funds.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            31,016 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Paratransit, Inc. Mobility Management- 
JARC

Provide Mobility Management services, specifically: Employer 
supported transportation options, Travel Training, and Travel 
Ambassador Services.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          156,250 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Paratransit, Inc. Mobility Management- 
New Freedom

Establish a Transportation Management Association in the 
South Sacramento area. The project will encompass mobility 
management activities such as, planning for and implementing 
programs designed to coordinate transportation services and 
mobility options for disabled, senior, and low income 
populations. Providing options to those who are unable to 
independently access existing alternative commute options by 
introducing the following programs: Employer supported 
transportation options; Travel Training; Travel Ambassador 
Services.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          257,146 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG Programming and Monitoring (RSTP)

Perform state and federal programming and monitoring 
activities, including revisions to the MTIP and STIP, ensuring 
timely delivery of projects using state and federal funds, 
coordination with FHWA, FTA, Caltrans, CTC, transit operators, 
and local project sponsors. Ongoing. (Programming and 
Monitoring work is eligible for RSTP per 23 CFR, Part 450, 
section 133.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,495,621 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG Regional Bicycle Trip Planner

Develop and launch a fully-functional web-based Bicycle Trip 
Planner.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          285,564 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Regional Transit ADA 
Rehab/Renovation

SRTD Rehab/Renovation to Enhance ADA Accessibility at 
Transit Stops/Stations. Provide enhanced system access for 
persons with disabilities, including particularly persons with 
visual impairments.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          397,799 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG Regional Transit Mobility Training

Regional Transit Mobility Training: Encourage and train new 
riders to use public transportation. (Emissions Benefits in 
kg/day: 0.1 ROG, 0.1 NOx)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            82,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Regional Transit On-Board Survey for 
Connect Card

Pre and post on-board survey of transit riders to determine 
current market and subsequent availability and usage of the 
Connect Card (VAR56028).  This will identify needs for outreach 
and develop strategies to increase Connect Card availability 
and usage for underrepresented transit riders.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          342,283 

Project complete by 
2020



Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy Project List

115 of 117

COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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DOLLARS) 
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(YEAR OF 

EXPENDITURE 
DOLLARS) Draft MTP/SCS Status

/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Roseville Transit Mobility 
Management

The proposed mobility management services would enhance 
the ability of passengers to successfully ride transit in multiple 
areas (Placer County, Loomis, Rocklin,Lincoln, Auburn and 
Roseville). The goal of the program would include providing 
travel training from transit staff, trip planning training, and 
practice trips with staff.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            47,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Roseville Transit Route B Operating 
Assistance

Roseville, Transit: Provide one(1) additional bus added to Route 
B to decrease headways to every 1/2 hour. Adding the 
additional bus doubles the service, transfer opportunities, to 
major employment stakeholders and provides greater 
connectivity for the approximately 39,000 low-income potential 
passengers.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          329,430 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

SACOG After 9 PM Alternative 
Transit/Transportation

Provide a variety of alternative transportation services to assist 
transit dependent persons in getting to employment, training 
and educational opportunities.  The services provided will be 
based, at least in part, on the results of the SACOG After 9 PM 
Alternative Transit (Transportation) Study. (Toll Credits for 
CON) (These are FFY 2010 funds)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          400,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

SACOG After 9PM Alternative 
Transit/Transportation Study

This Study conducted by SACOG to describe viable 
transportation options for those transit dependent person who 
need to travel after 9 PM for employment, training and 
educational purposes.  The study builds on the recently 
completed SACOG Lifeline Transportation Study and will use 
recently released Census 2010 data.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                            43,750 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

SACOG Region Safe Routes to 
School

For all schools in El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, 
and Yuba Counties: Create tools, programs, and materials that 
promote safe walking and bicycling; conduct outreach and 
educate partners. (SRTS# S0203019)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          240,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Sacramento Regional Transit 
Operating Assistance

Provide early morning, late evening, and weekend transit 
service to assist transit dependent residents to keep and retain 
jobs in the Sacramento Regional Transit District, with a focus on 
socio-economically challenged areas in the north, south and 
east of the CBD.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          600,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG SRTD Operating Assistance

Maintain evening service on five existing RT bus routes (Routes 
1, 13, 14, 56, and 74), and maintain weekend service on three 
RT bus routes (Routes 55, 72, and 75). All the bus routes listed 
serve areas where high proportions of the population have low 
incomes, as well as areas with many employment, educational 
and training opportunities.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          478,978 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG STARNET Integration

Develop and install an information exchange system--the 
Sacramento Transportation Area Network, or STARNET--and 
connect 18 traffic and emergency centers. (Emission Benefits in 
kg/day: 223 ROG, 223 NOx, 330 CO)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,345,419 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Transit 511/Automated Trip Planning 
Implementation

Transit 511/Automated Trip Planning Implementation: Provide 
the software, consultant and staff services necessary to fully 
implement the automated trip planning system and to operate 
and maintain the database. (previously programmed as 
REG17410)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          225,912 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG

Western Placer CTSA Operating 
Assistance

Provide operating assistance for the urban portion of the 
"Health Express" service, a transportation alternative to public 
transit service. The "Health Express" is being provided as a new 
transportation alternative to traditional public transit fixed route 
and dial-a-ride services. The service is a low-to-no cost, 
scheduled door-to-door transportation service for Placer 
residents for medically related appointments.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          324,412 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG YCTD Beyond ADA Services

YCTD will provide service to Yolo County residents to and from 
medical appointment beyond YCTD's ADA required area. This 
area beyond ADA would include Kaiser Hospitals in both 
Sacramento and Vacaville and other medical facilities on the 
eastern side of downtown Sacramento.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          173,970 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG YCTD Operating Assistance

Continue funding the current weekday, weekend and holiday 
service on Routes 40,41,240,241 and 340 that serve an 
estimated 24,000 lower income and transit dependent Yolo 
County residents allowing them to get to employment, training 
and educational opportunities.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          130,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties SACOG Yolobus Operating Assistance

Continue current weekday, weekend, and holiday service on 
Routes 40,41,240,241 and 340. The portion of the routes 
funded focus on serving areas of high employment opportunity 
and lower-income residential areas.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          130,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties

Sacramento Regional 
Transit District, YCTD, 
City of Sacramento, 
City of West 
Sacramento

West Sacramento/Sacramento 
Streetcar

A 9 mile urban streetcar network connecting the Intermodal 
Terminal in Downtown Sacramento to West Sacramento, Old 
Sacramento, the Convention Center, and Midtown (Phase 1); 
South to R Street and Broadway corridors (Phase 2). Alignment 
to be determined in Fall 2011.  Includes YCT18199 and 
YCT18198  $             133,181,000  $                   182,537,284 

Completion phased 
throughout plan

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit

Commuter Fleet Replacement & 
Minor Fleet Expansion

Purchase up to five, 40 to 45', specially equipped, high-capacity, 
heavy-duty, clean diesel commuter buses to replace three 2002 
model, medium-duty, buses and expand the commuter fleet 
from 16 to 18 buses.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       2,750,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit

Fixed Route Fleet Replacement & 
Minor Fleet Expansion

Purchase up to ten, 30' to 35', heavy-duty, low-floor, clean 
diesel, local fixed route buses to replace six 2001 model, 
medium-duty buses and expand the local fixed route fleet from 
18 to 22 buses.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       4,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020
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/1/ Project Analysis projects are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2035.  These projects remain eligible to 
seek federal and state funding, but under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not covered.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available, these projects 
will require future amendments to the MTP/SCS to reflect full construction costs.

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit

JARC Small Urban & Rural Operating 
Assistance

Operating assistance to provide transit services for low income 
and transit dependent riders to employment and training outlets. 
Hours of operation are Monday through Friday, 7:55 am to 3:30 
pm; 6:00 pm to 9:30 pm; and Saturdays 8:30 am to 5:30 pm.  
Services will be extended one weekday to downtown 
Sacramento and extended one hour on Saturdays. (Small 
Urban is $303,050, Rural is $12,700.) (This amount includes 
$150,000 of JARC funds transferred to the 5307 account.)

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                          631,500 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit Operating Assistance for FY 2012 Yuba-Sutter Transit Operating Assistance for FY 2012

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,000,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit Operating Assistance for FY 2013 Yuba-Sutter Transit Operating Assistance for FY 2013

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,300,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit Operating Assistance for FY 2014 Yuba-Sutter Transit Operating Assistance for FY 2014

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       6,600,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit

Operating Assistance for Yuba-Sutter 
Transit 2011 Yuba-Sutter Transit Operating Assistance for 2011

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       5,626,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Multiple 
Counties Yuba Sutter Transit YST Commuter Bus Purchase

Purchase three specially equipped, heavy duty clean diesel 
commuter buses, with a seating capacity of 45 or more to 
replace one 1997 model medium duty commuter bus and 
expand the projected fleet of commuter buses from 14 - 16.  
These three commuter buses will be 40' to 45' in length.

 MTIP Project: Year of 
Expenditure Costs 
Only  $                       1,650,000 

Project complete by 
2020

Sacramento
City of Elk Grove Dept 
of Public Works Hi Bus from I-5 toBradshaw Rd

Develop an East-West enhanced bus corridor in Elk Grove 
along Elk Grove Blvd. from I-5 to Bradshaw Road.  $                 1,000,000  $                       1,370,596 Project Analysis /1/
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PART 1: Plan Finances 
  
The funding to support the transportation investments in the MTP/SCS comes from a number of 
federal, state, and local sources, each with specific purposes and restrictions.  The dollar amounts 
are presented in both current year (2010) dollars and nominal or “year of expenditure” nominal 
values.  The MTP/SCS provides current year dollars to illustrate the magnitude of investments in 
terms of the 2010 fiscal year.   However, federal statute requires regional transportation plans to 
provide costs and revenues in “year of expenditure” nominal dollars.  Accordingly, the 
discussions below provide dollar values first in current year terms, followed in parentheses by 
“year of expenditure” (YOE) values.    
 
In total, SACOG forecasts $35.2 billion in revenues ($49.8 billion YOE) over the planning 
period. On average, this comes out to approximately $1.4 billion ($2.0 billion YOE) per year 
over 25 years. Compared to the 2008 MTP, the revenues supporting this MTP/SCS reflect a 
roughly 13 percent drop in total budget as a result of the economic recession, which was 
particularly hard on local revenues. However, SACOG anticipates the population of the region 
will grow mores slowly over the next 25 years, resulting in nearly 300,000 fewer people by 2035 
than estimated in the 2008 MTP. This smaller population results in a decrease in revenues of 
only 5 percent on a per capita basis.  

Conversion between Current Year (2010) and Year of Expenditure (YOE) Dollars 

 
The federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA-LU) requires that all cost estimates be escalated to YOE or nominal values to 
reflect both the decrease in purchasing power of today’s dollar and the increase in costs for 
maintaining and building the transportation system over time.  The average Rrate of Iinflation 
(ROI) used in the MTP/SCS is 2.7 percent.   The first five years of the plan uses an inflation rate 
consistent with the California Legislative Analyst’s Office assumptions used in The 2010-11 
Budget: California’s Fiscal Outlook.  Following fiscal year 2015, the MTP/SCS assumes a 1/10 
percent increase in the ROI inflation rate per year until reaching the historical average ROI of 3.2 
percent and then maintains this average through the rest of the planning period.  Table 1.1 below 
illustrates the ROI inflation rate assumptions for each year of the MTP.   

 

Table 1B1.1. MTP/SCS Rate of Inflation Rate Assumptions (ROI) 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016-2028 2029-2035 

ROIInflation 
rate 2.2% 2.1% 1.9% 2% 1.9% 

Previous year + 
0.1% 3.2% 

2011 through 2015 based on California Legislative Analyst’s Office assumptions in The 2010-11 Budget: California's 
Fiscal Outlook 

On the revenue side, the nominal rate of growth (ROG) for each funding source is determined by 
extrapolating recent trends, either on a straight line basis or in some cases using a trend curve.  
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This methodology yields revenues in YOE dollars, which are then de-escalated using the ROI 
described above to yield current year dollars. 

On the expenditure side, project sponsors provide SACOG with project costs in current year 
dollars, which are then uniformly escalated to YOE dollars using the ROI inflation rate described 
above through the assumed completion year for the project. 

Summary of Revenue Sources and Assumptions 

The MTP/SCS must be financially constrained, meaning that the amount of funding programmed 
must not exceed the amount of funding estimated to be reasonably available within the planning 
period.  To meet this requirement, the revenue assumptions in the plan are based on existing 
federal and state sources of funding and existing or SACOG Board-approved sources of local 
funding for transportation purposes.  Each funding source is extrapolated at historic rates of 
growth to determine the total amount of that source that will be available for implementation of 
the MTP/SCS.  Attachments A and B describe the revenue amounts for each funding source over 
five-year increments throughout the planning period.  In developing the MTP/SCS, SACOG has 
taken into consideration both transportation funding revenues and the costs of building, 
operating, and maintaining the regional transportation system over 25 years (Federal FFY 2010-
11 through FY 2034-35).   
 
Changes from the 2008 MTP 
 
Since the adoption of the 2008 MTP, a major economic recession has seriously reduced the 
amount of funding available for transportation purposes.  Local revenues making up two-thirds 
of the MTP/SCS budget have been particularly hard hit by the economic decline.  Compared to 
the 2008 MTP, this MTP/SCS assumes a 13 percent reduction in the revenues available to 
support investments over the next 25 years (from $40.2 to $35.2 billion).  However, this 
represents only a five percent decline per capita given the slower population growth assumed in 
this MTP/SCS.  Wherever relevant, the tables in this document show the difference between 
assumptions from the 2008 MTP and the current MTP/SCS.    
 
Federal Funding 
 
Federal funding assumptions are derived from the annual apportionments provided to SACOG 
by the federal government or from historical funding levels.  SAFETEA-LU, which was signed 
into law in 2005, sets the program structure and distribution formulas for federal transportation 
funds.  Despite its expiration in September of 2009, Congress has extended the act through a 
series of continuing resolutions, the latest of which extends the bill through March, 2012.  
Despite potential changes that may occur as part of the next federal transportation act 
authorization, SAFETEA-LU provides the basis for the federal assumptions in the MTP/SCS 
financial plan.  SACOG projects funding for from both the Federal Highway Administration and 
Federal Transit Administration Programs outlined listed below, with revenue assumptions 
outlined in Table B1.2, compared with those in the 2008 MTP.: 
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Federal Highway Administration Programs 

 Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 
 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) 
 Other federal programs including Highway Bridge Program and federal discretionary funding  

Federal Transit Administration Programs 
 Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula 
 Section 5309 New Starts 
 Section 5309 Fixed Guideway Modernization 
 Section 5309 Bus Allocation 
 Section 5310 Elderly and Disabled  
 Section 5316 Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) 
 Section 5317 New Freedom 
 
Table B1.2. Federal Revenue Sources and Assumptions 
 

Federal Source 2008 MTP MTP/SCS 
Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) 

Base Year: 2007 Board-Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: SACOG region 
will continue to receive CMAQ 
funds in a manner consistent with 
historical apportionments.  
 
Growth: 2% annual growth plus 
20% every six years for growth in 
Ffederal Rreauthorizations 
beginning in 2010. 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions: SACOG region 
will continue to receive CMAQ 
funds in a manner consistent with 
historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 5% annual growth.  No 
increases at in federal 
reauthorizations.     

Regional Surface 
Transportation 
Program (RSTP) 

Base Year: 2007 Board-Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: SACOG region 
will continue to receive RSTP funds 
in a manner consistent with 
historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 2% annual growth plus 
20% every six years for growth in 
Federal Reauthorizations 
beginning in 2010. 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions:   SACOG region 
will continue to receive RSTP 
funds in a manner consistent with 
historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 5% annual growth.  No 
increases at in federal 
reauthorizations.     

FTA Funds: 5307, 
5309(a), (5309(c) 
5310, 5311(b), 5313, 
5317 

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions:  SACOG region 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions:  SACOG region 
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will continue to receive FTA funds 
in a manner consistent with 
historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 5% annual growth plus 
10% every six years for growth in 
Federal Reauthorizations 
beginning in 2010. 

will continue to receive FTA funds 
in a manner consistent with 
historical apportionments. 
 
Growth: 5% based on historic 
precedent set by TEA-21 and 
SAFETEA-LU. 

FTA 5309(b) New Rail 
Starts 

Base Year:  N/A 
 
Key Assumptions: Presume 
continuation of FTA grants to 
Sacramento Regional Transit at 
50% of new rail capital project 
costs.  

Base Year: N/A 
 
Key Assumptions: No Change 

 
State Funding 
 
Senate Bill 45 (SB 45) establishes the program structure and distribution formulas for most state 
transportation funds.  The MTP/SCS assumes state funding will continue in a manner consistent 
with SB 45.  Additionally, every two years, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
approves a STIP Fund Estimate that details the distribution of funding for state transportation 
programs that pass through the State Highway Account over a six-year priod. The MTP’s 
assumptions for state revenues, shown in Table B1.3, are derived primarily from the 2010 State 
Transportation Improvement Program Fund Estimate (STIP-FE).  SACOG made appropriate 
adjustments to state transportation funding to compensate for the passage of ABX8 6 and ABX8 
9 (Gas Tax Swap) passed by the California Legislature during the Eighth Extraordinary Session 
in March, 2010.   
 
The state funding programs assumed in the MTP/SCS include: 
 
 State Highway Operations and Protection Program - (SHOPP) 
 State Transportation Improvement Program - (STIP) including; 

o Interregional -  ITIP 
o Regional - RTIP 

 Traffic Congestion Relief Program - (TCRP) 
 State Transit Assistance - (STA) 
 Intercity Rail 
 State Highway Maintenance 
 Proposition 1B- Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service 

Enhancement Account Program (PTMISEA) 
 

Table B1.3. State Revenue Sources and Assumptions 
Federal Source 2008 MTP  MTP/SCS  
State Highway 
Operations and 

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 

Base Year: 2010 
 



 APPENDIX X1B1-6 

Protection Program 
(SHOPP) 

 
Key Assumptions: Based on historical 
transfers from the State Highway 
Account (SHA) and the Federal Trust 
Fund (FTF).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Growth: Growth in SHA dependent on 
annual growth in Truck Weight Fees (3% 
real), Diesel Fuel Tax (3% real), and 
State Gas Tax (varies). 
 
Growth in FTF Federal Trust Fund equal 
to 2% annual growth plus 20% every six 
years for growth in Federal 
Reauthorizations beginning in 2010. 

 
Key Assumptions: Based on transfers from 
the State Highway Account (SHA), Federal 
Trust Fund, and the new excise tax on 
gasoline.   
 
Includes adjustments resulting from ABX8 
6 and ABX8 9 (Gas Tax Swap) including 
12% of the revenues generated by the new 
excise tax on gasoline following transfers 
for bond debt service.   
 
Growth: 3.1 % average annual growth 
based on: 

1. California Energy Commission 
2009 estimates for fuel price and 
consumption 

2. Caltrans 2009 estimates for truck 
weight fees 

3. Obligation Authority from Federal 
Trust Fund 

 
Interregional 
Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(STIP- ITIP)  

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: ITIP will continue to 
receive 25% of the total STIP allocations 
from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, 
State Highway Account, and the State 
Transportation Investment Fund.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Growth: Real growth of federal 
revenues equal to 2% per year plus 20% 
at each reauthorization.  Adjust for 
inflation. 
 
Escalate state sources (excluding the 
PTA) by 2.2% for VMT growth, escalate 
by 33% in 2011 and another 17% in 
2021 for state gas tax increases, add in 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions: ITIP will continue to 
receive 25% of the total STIP allocations 
from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, 
State Highway Account, Public 
Transportation Account and the new 
excise tax on gasoline. Includes 
adjustments resulting from ABX8 6 and 
ABX8 9 (Gas Tax Swap) including STIP 
receipt of 44% of the revenues generated 
by the new excise tax on gasoline following 
transfers for bond debt service.  
 
Growth: 6.7% average annual growth 
based on: 

1. California Energy Commission 
2009 estimates for fuel price and 
consumption 

2. Caltrans 2009 estimates for truck 
weight fees 
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Prop 42 sales tax on gasoline starting in 
2009.    
 
Escalate PTA revenues by 4% for 
gasoline prices, escalate for windfall 
price spikes in 2011-12 and 2019-20, 
add in Prop 42 PTA funding starting in 
2009. 
 
Reduce the combined total transfers to 
Caltrans SHOPP and Maintenance 
programs escalated by 2%. 

Regional 
Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(STIP- RTIP) 

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: Assume, 50% of 
revenues are from federal sources and 
50% from state sources (20% PTA and 
30% other state).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Growth: Escalate federal revenues by 
2% per year plus 20% at each 
reauthorization, for growth in 
authorizations, based on historic trend 
from 1991.   
 
Escalate state sources (excluding the 
PTA) by 2.2% for VMT growth, escalate 
by 33% in 2011 and another 17% in 
2021 for state gas tax increases, add in 
Prop 42 sales tax on gasoline starting in 
2009.   Escalate PTA revenues by 4% for 
gasoline prices, escalate for windfall 
price spikes in 2011-12 and 2019-20, 
add in Prop 42 PTA funding starting in 
2009. 
 
Reduce the combined total transfers to 
Caltrans SHOPP and Maintenance 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions: RTIP will continue to 
receive 75% of the total STIP allocations 
from the Federal Highway Trust Fund, 
State Highway Account, Public 
Transportation Account and the new 
excise tax on gasoline. Includes 
adjustments resulting from ABX8 6 and 
ABX8 9 (Gas Tax Swap) including STIP 
receipt of 44% of the revenues generated 
by the new excise tax on gasoline following 
transfers for bond debt service.  
 
Growth: 6.7% average annual growth 
based on: 

1. California Energy Commission 
2009 estimates for fuel price and 
consumption 

2. Caltrans 2009 estimates for truck 
weight fees 
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programs escalated by 2%. 
Traffic Congestion 
Relief Program  

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: Based on existing 
state commitments 

Base Year: NA 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Based on existing state 
commitments 

State Transit 
Assistance 

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions:  Transit agencies in 
the region will continue to receive STA 
funds in a manner consistent with 
historical allocations. 
 
 
 
 
Growth: Escalate FY 2004 amount by 
4% per year for increase in gasoline 
price, add half of Prop 42 PTA funds 
after 2009 escalated by 2.2% for VMT 
growth and 4% for gasoline price 
inflation, de-escalate for fleet fuel 
efficiency at 3.5%. Escalate for windfall 
price spikes in 2011-12 and 2019-20. 

Base Year: 2011 (state projected) 
 
 
Key Assumptions:  STA will receive $400 
million for the remainder of FY2010 and 
FY2011.  The STA will receive an infusion of 
Non-Article XIX revenues in FY2012 and 
FY2013.  In 2011-12 and thereafter, 75% of 
diesel sales tax revenues will be 
transferred from the PTA to STA. 
 
Growth: 4.2% average annual growth 
based on California Energy Commission 
2009 estimates for diesel price and 
consumption. 
 

Intercity Rail 
(Operations) 

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: Based on 15% 
transfer from ITIP. 
 
 
 
 
Growth: Same as STIP-ITIP 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions: ITIP portion of Intercity 
Rail capital revenues included in the ITIP 
assumptions above.  Intercity Rail 
Operations based on historical share of 
state resources to CCJPA and San Joaquin. 
 
Growth: 4.9% based on rate of increase in 
estimated operating expenses reported in 
the 2008 California State Rail Plan. 

State Highway 
Maintenance 

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: Equivalent to 80% of 
total SHOPP, plus escalations for 
population and lane miles. 
 
 
Growth: Same as SHOPP. 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions:  State Highway 
Maintenance will continue to receive 
transfers from the State Highway Account 
at an escalating rate indexed to inflation. 
 
Growth: 2.8 % average annual growth. 
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Local Funding 
 
Local revenues are based on historical funding from local sources for each city, county, 
transportation commission, and transit operator in the region.  Local funding sources provide the 
majority of the funds that support the MTP/SCS and include: 
   

• Local Transportation Fund (LTF) 
• Sacramento County Measure A - (1/2-cent)  
• Sacramento County Measure B - (1/2-cent) 
• Gas Tax Subventions 
• Gas Tax Swap (Excise Tax Subventions) 
• Local Streets and Roads 
• Developer In-Kind 
• Caltrans Discretionary 
• Transit Fares 
 

Note on Local-Option County Sales Tax in the MTP 
 
All of the local revenues assumed in the MTP/SCS are based on the continuation of existing 
funding mechanisms with the exception of a new local option county sales tax measure in 
Sacramento County.   Measure B would institute a new ½-cent sales tax equivalent to support 
road maintenance and transit operations within the county of Sacramento.  In the 2008 MTP, 
Measure B was anticipated to take effect in fiscal year 2012.  However, in air quality 
nonattainment and maintenance areas, such as the SACOG region, projects may only be included 
in the first two years of the federal transportation improvement program (TIP) if funds are 
“available” or “committed.”  Because Measure B is not yet adopted, it did not meet the 
requirements of available or committed and therefore was pushed out to an anticipated adoption 
year of 2014.  
 
 Table B1.4. Local Revenue Sources and Assumptions 

 2008 MTP  MTP/SCS  
Local Transportation 
Fund (LTF) 

Base Year: 2007 Board-Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: ¼-percent general 
sales tax for transportation will remain 
in place at existing rate. 
 
Growth: Escalate FY 2005 amounts by 
8% in Placer County, 6% in Sacramento 
County, and 5% in the other four 
counties for sales tax growth. 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions: ¼-percent general sales 
tax for transportation will remain in place 
at existing rate. 
 
Growth: 1% in FY2012 increasing by 1% 
per year until 5% in 2016, then 5% 
annually thereafter based on preliminary 
draft estimates from the Sacramento 
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Transportation Authority. 

Measure A Base Year: 2007 Board-Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions:  ½-cent general sales 
tax in Sacramento County will remain in 
place at existing rate.  
 
Growth: Escalate by 5% per year for 
growth in sales. 

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions: ½-cent general sales tax 
in Sacramento County will remain in place 
at existing rate. 
 
Growth: 1% in FY2012 increasing by 1% 
per year until 5% in 2016, then 5% 
annually thereafter based on preliminary 
draft estimates from the Sacramento 
Transportation Authority 

Measure B Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: ¼1/2-percent general 
sales tax will begin in 2012 and last 
through 2035.  
 
Growth: Escalate by 5% per year for 
growth in sales. 

Base Year: 2014 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Equivalent of ¼-1/2-
percent general sales tax will begin in 2014 
and last through 2035. 
 
Growth: 5% annually based on preliminary 
draft estimates from the Sacramento 
Transportation Authority. 

Gas Tax Subventions Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions:  Subventions will 
continue to flow to cities and counties 
based on existing formulas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Growth: Escalate for increases in VMT 
and population based on SACOG 
forecasts. Escalate by 33% in 2011 and 
another 17% in 2021 for state gas tax 
increases; add in Prop 42 sales tax on 
gasoline starting in 2009.   

Base Year: 2010 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Subventions will 
continue to flow to cities and counties 
based on existing formulas.  Revenues will 
grow with increases gasoline consumption.  
In 2011 and thereafter there will be a 
slight reduction in subventions due to the 
reduction in the diesel excise tax.  The 
amount of diesel excise tax available will 
depend on State Controller adjustments to 
maintain revenue neutrality with the diesel 
sales tax. 
 
Growth: 2% average annual growth 

New Gasoline Excise Base Year: N/A Base Year: 2011 
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Tax Subventions  
Not Applicable: The new gasoline excise 
tax supplants the Proposition 42 
transfers to the Transportation 
Investment Fund. 

 
Key Assumptions: Beginning in 2011, 44% 
of the revenues generated by the new 
excise tax on gasoline (after reductions for 
debt service payments) will flow to local 
streets and roads.  The state will adjust the 
excise tax annually to compensate for the 
loss of the gasoline sales tax. 
 
Growth: 7% average annual growth based 
on California Energy Commission 2009 
estimates for fuel price and consumption 
 

Local Streets and 
Roads 

Previously, this category was broken 
out into several categories including 
Impact fees from Development, Special 
District Funds, and General funds and 
Other.  

Base Year: 2009 
 
Key Assumptions:  Based on 10-year 
historical average of budget information 
provided by local jurisdictions to the 
California State Controller.  Contains all 
revenues from local sources dedicated to 
local streets and roads.  
 
*This category increases the level of 
funding over the combined total of the 
budget line items identified in the 
MTP/SCS 2035 due to capture of revenues 
not included previously. 
 
Nominal Growth Rate:  1% per year 
through 2014, 2% in 2015, 3% in 2016, 
3.2% in 2017 through 2024, and 4% in 
2025 and thereafter. 

Developer In-Kind Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: Estimated using 
average cost per mile for developer 
built roads.  Growth based on growth in 
new housing units. 
 
Growth: 3.2% average annual growth 
 

Base Year: Projected 2010 from MTP 2035 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Same as previous.  
Updated to grow with new draft housing 
unit assumptions. 
 
 
Growth:  Held flat through 2014.  Average 
annual growth of 3.1% thereafter 

Caltrans Discretionary 
Funds 

Base Year: 2007 Board Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: Assume 5% of 

Base Year: Projected 2010 from MTP 2035 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Assume 5% of statewide 
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statewide total goes to Region.  
 
Growth: escalate 2% per year plus 20% 
at each reauthorization 

total goes to Region. 
 
Growth: 2.5% average annual growth 

Transit Fare revenues Base Year: 2007 Board-Adopted 
Financial Assumptions 
 
Key Assumptions: Fare revenues grow 
with anticipated growth in ridership and 
fare increases based on SACOG and 
operator forecasts. 
 
Growth: 6.4% average annual growth in 
fare revenues 

Base Year: 2009 
 
 
Key Assumptions: Based on SACOG 
ridership projections and average fare per 
rider.   
 
 
Growth: 5%  average annual growth in fare 
revenues 

 
 
 
PART 2: Plan Investments 
 
The MTP/SCS spends $32.5 billion ($49.8 billion YOE) to build, operate, and maintain the 
region’s transportation system.   MTP/SCS expenditures are distributed among five general 
purposes including: 1) maintenance and rehabilitation of existing and future facilities; 2) 
expansion, operations, and maintenance of public transit; 3) road and highway expansion and 
operational improvements; 4) bicycle and pedestrian retrofits and new facilities; and 5) programs 
and planning.  Table B1.52.1 shows how revenues in the MTP/SCS are invested among the 
various purposes.  A more detailed discussion of each expenditure purpose follows. 
 

 Table 2.1B1.5: MTP/SCS Expenditures by Purpose (in billions) 

 
 
Nearly two-thirds of the revenues supporting the MTP/SCS are already dedicated or committed 
to specific purposes as described in Table B1.6.  

Expenditure Purpose Total Expenditures 
(Current) 

Total Expenditures 
(YOE) 

Maintenance and Rehabilitation $11.5 $16.4 
Public Transit $11.3 $15.9 
Road and Highway $7.4 $10.5 
Bicycle and Pedestrian $2.8 $4.0 
Programs and Planning $2.2 $3.1 
TOTAL $35.2 $49.8 
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Table B1.6. MTP/SCS Revenues by Purpose (in millions - 2010 dollars) 

 

 2008 MTP MTP/SCS  

  

Total      
2008 MTP 
Revenues 
(millions) 

 % of 
Total 

Revenues per 
Capita (dollars) 

Total 
MTP/SCS 
Revenues 
(millions) 

% of 
Total 

Revenues 
per Capita 
(dollars) 

% Change 
in Total 
Revenues 

% Change in 
Per Capita 
Revenues 

Transit Operations $9,570 24% $2,858 $7,866 22% $2,547 -19% -11% 

Transit Capital $1,649 4% $492 $1,335 4% $433 -14% -12% 

Caltrans Restricted Capital $1,368 3% $408 $1,064 3% $345 -22% -15% 
Dedicated Road 
Maintenance/Rehabilitation  $11,933 30% $3,563 $11,285 32% $3,657 -15% 3% 

Discretionary Funding $15,658 39% $4,675 $13,601 39% $4,407 -6% -6% 

Total $40,178 100% $11,997 $35,150 100% $11,389 -13% -5% 
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The remaining third is discretionary funding that the region can elect to spend on a number of 
purposes. SACOG controls decisions on only about 20 percent of the discretionary funds in the 
plan. State and local agencies serve as funding partners on essentially all regional-scale projects, 
reflecting the importance of local funding sources in overall transportation investment.  

 
Figure B1.1. Discretionary Funding Distribution 

 

Discretionary funding in the MTP/SCS is distributed among the purposes described in Figure 
B12.1.  New road capital and operations make up the largest share with 46 percent of the total.  
Of this, about 80 percent pays for road and highway capacity improvements with the remaining 
20 percent paying for operational improvements.  Bicycle and pedestrian improvements receive 
the next largest share with 21 percent of the total.  However, this number represents only those 
investments that are exclusively for bicycle and pedestrian modes.  A number of road capital and 
rehabilitation projects also contain bicycle, pedestrian, and ADA improvements.  On average, 
between 10 percent and 30 percent of the total expenditures on road capital and rehabilitation 
projects go toward enhancements or retrofits that improve bicycle and pedestrian access on 
roadways. 

 
The transit capital budget is the third largest receiver of discretionary funding in the MTP/SCS 
with 15 percent of the total.  Most of this goes toward purchasing replacement and expansion 
vehicles as well as strategic infrastructure expansion for the region’s transit system.  
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Discretionary funding is generally not available to support local transit operations, partly because 
of the ongoing nature of operating expenses.  More discussion on funding for transit operations is 
contained in Part 5 of this appendix. 
 
Programs and planning make up 16 percent of discretionary expenditures.  These expenditures 
make include support for community design incentives, travel demand management (including 
the regional rideshare program), clean air, open space, technology deployment, and enhancement 
programs.  Some of this funding also goes toward local planning efforts such as the development 
of local bicycle and pedestrian plans. 
 
Road maintenance and rehabilitation receive the remaining two 2 percent of discretionary funds.  
However, this amount is in addition to an assumed set-aside of SACOG controlled funds 
dedicated to road maintenance purposes.  Since 1998, the region has diverted between 15 and 25 
percent of state and federal funds to road rehabilitation instead of road improvementscapacity.  
The MTP/SCS assumes that this practice will continue, and maintains a commitment of 25 
percent of Regional Surface Transportation Program funds to fund road rehabilitation projects.   

The sum of committed funds dedicated for specific uses and the distribution of discretionary 
funds for various purposes make up the full investment outlined in the MTP/SCS. Table B1.73 
provides a summary of MTP/SCS expenditures by category followed by a discussion of each. 
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Table B1.7: MTP/SCS Expenditures by Purpose (in millions - 2010 dollars) 

 

 
2008 MTP MTP/SCS  

   
 
 
 
 
2008 MTP 
Expenditures 
(millions) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
% of 
Total 

 
 
 
 
 
Expenditures 
per Capita 
(dollars) 

 
 
 
 
 
MTP/SCS 
Expenditures 
(millions) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
% of 
Total 

 
 
 
 
 
Expenditures 
per Capita 
(dollars) 

 
 
 
 
 
% Change in 
Total 
Expenditures 

 
 
 
 
 
% Change in 
per Capita 
Expenditures 

Transit Operations $9,570 24% $2,858 $7,866 22% $2,553 -18% -11% 

Transit Capital $4,048 10% $1,209 $3,400 10% $1,104 -16% -9% 

Maintenance/Rehabilitation  $11,967 30% $3,573 $11,505 33% $3,734 -4% 4% 

New Road Capital & Operations $9,330 23% $2,786 $7,348 21% $2,385 -20% -14% 

Bike, Pedestrian, and Trails $2,853 7% $852 $2,812 8% $913 -1% 7% 

Programs and Planning $2,411 6% $720 $2,221 6% $721 -8% 0% 

TOTAL $40,178 100% $11,997 $35,151 100% $11,409 -13% -5% 
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Public Transit Investments 

 
The MTP/SCS provides $11.3 billion ($15.9 billion YOE) in transit capital and operating 
investments.  Most of this investment, two-thirdsabout 70 percent of the total, is consumed by 
the cost of operating and maintaining the transit system.  The balance pays for capital expenses, 
such as purchasing replacement and new buses and rail vehicles, infrastructure associated with 
adding routes and stations to the bus and rail system, building new storage and maintenance 
facilities, and other improvements to help bus transit vehicles move quickly through traffic.   
 
The level of transit investment in the MTP/SCS results in a 116 98 percent increase in transit 
service from today.  Most Much of the increase in transit service is due to higher frequency of 
buses and rail vehicles on the most productive transit lines.  With this emphasis on transit 
productivity, tThe MTP/SCS quadruples the amount of 15-minute or faster service by 2035, with 
an emphasis on serving areas that can be productive with higher ridership due to the density and 
mix of land uses served.    In addition to higher frequency service, tThe MTP/SCS provides a 
mix of transit options including bus rapid transit (BRT), express (or commuter) bus routes, local 
fixed route bus service, limited service rural bus routes, neighborhood shuttles, light rail, 
streetcar, and regional rail, and high speed rail.  The types of transit offered throughout the plan 
area vary by area; investments include increasing the amount of service on existing fixed route 
and express bus lines, to introducing new services including BRT and neighborhood shuttles or 
adding high capacity rail to high-demand corridors.  

Maintenance and Rehabilitation 

 
The MTP/SCS prioritizes maintenance of existing assets before considering expansion of the 
system.  The maintenance and rehabilitation budget spends $11.56 billion, ($16.4 billion YOE), 
to preserve, maintain, and rehabilitate the region’s roadways, trails, sidewalks and other bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  Cities and counties are responsible for approximately 43 57 percent of 
the maintenance and rehabilitation budget to maintain local streets and facilities for bicycles and 
pedestrians.  The state maintained highway system consumes the remaining 543 percent.  In 
current dollars, the MTP/SCS sustains an annual investment between $200 and $300 million per 
year through 2035 to maintain and rehabilitate local streets and facilities for bicycles and 
pedestrians. State highways in the MTP/SCS receive around $200 million annually from state 
funding sources the region does not control. 
 
The plan area covers nearly 4,000an estimated 22,000 lane miles of existing collector and local 
streets and over 1,9005,000 lane miles of freeway, carpool, auxiliary, expressway, and arterials 
that must be kept in a good state of repair for the transportation system to operate efficiently.  
Additionally, the MTP/SCS accounts for the future maintenance and rehabilitation needs of new 
roads and highway lane miles in the plan, including approximately 773 6,000 lane miles of 
collectors and local streets and 103 1,730 lane miles of freeway, carpool, auxiliary, expressway, 
and or arterials lane miles.  
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This The plan includes a number of activities that maintain a state of good repair on both the 
existing and expanded systems including routine maintenance and more extensive repairs, 
reconstruction, and rehabilitation.  Routine maintenance activities include sealing cracks, 
repairing pavement, cleaning and repairing drains, fixing signals, and sweeping streets.  Major 
repairs, rehabilitation, and reconstruction activities include sealing pavement, repaving, 
reconstructing subgrade and drainage, replacing obsolete bridges, and reconfiguring 
intersections. 
 
Road and Highway Investments 

The MTP/SCS spends $7.4 billion ($10.5 billion YOE) on road and highway capital and 
operational projects.   The MTP/SCS contains a mix of road and highway investments including 
expansion of existing facilities to relieve existing or future bottlenecks, realignments and 
bypasses to improve or redirect traffic flow, other operational and safety improvements such as 
the addition of guardrails to highways, rumble strips, intersection signalizations, restriping, etc., 
and new facilities that serve new development and high-growth areas. 

More than two-thirds of the total road and highway investment pays for improvements to 
existing facilities such as road widenings, intersection or interchange improvements, intelligent 
transportation system upgrades, turn pockets, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, auxiliary 
and transition lanes, and other improvements.  The remainder of the budget pays for new road 
and highway facilities such as roads serving high-growth areas or new development, new 
interchanges, road extensions, and new river crossings to connect development across the 
region’s three major rivers.  

The main focus of road and highway capacity investments on existing and new facilities is to 
provide access to infill development areas, support bus transit, and reduce congestion.  The 
MTP/SCS assumes that the Sacramento region is unlikely to support significant freeway 
widening or new freeways, therefore the plan conserves a portion of existing freeway capacity 
for trucking and interregional travel by providing arterial system alternatives for regional and 
local travel.   The majority (89 97 percent) of new roadway lane miles in the MTP/SCS are on 
surface streets, not freeways.  Added freeway lane miles account for 11 3 percent of the total in 
new roadway capacity. Of the added freeway lane miles, 75 percent are carpool, auxiliary lanes, 
new ramps or widened ramps; 25 percent are added mainline, mixed-flow lanes.  Most of the 
carpool, auxiliary, and transition lane additions occur in the urbanized part of the plan area and 
are directed at closing gaps that relieve congestion along major commute corridors during peak 
commute periods.  The MTP/SCS also includes increased frequency of express bus services 
along these corridors to maximize the capacity of the carpool lanes and give transit a travel-time 
advantage.   

Bicycle and Pedestrian Investments 

The MTP/SCS includes $2.8 billion ($4.0 billion YOE) in investments for bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities.  Bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the MTP/SCS facilitate walk and bike trips within 
and between communities in the plan area.  Projects include direct bicycle and pedestrian 
investments such as new shared-use paths and trails, as well as complete streets projects that 
incorporate bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure into existing, expanded or new road and transit 
facilities.  In addition to the projects listed in the project list contained in Appendix A-1— 
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Project ListX, the MTP/SCS contains funding for a number of unspecified bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements intended to increase connectivity and safety.   

 

Programs and Planning 

The MTP/SCS invests $2.2 billion ($3.1 billion YOE) in supportive programs and planning that 
encourage efficient use of transportation investments contained in the MTP/SCS.  The programs 
and plans contained in the MTP/SCS include the following:  
 
 Community Design Program: provides seed funding to smart-growth development 

projects;  

 Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transportation Grant Program (SECAT): provides 
funding for replacing or retrofitting commercial diesel engines and trucks; 

 Spare the Air Program: provides notifications and incentives to avoid driving on days 
when air quality conditions are poor; 

 Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Strategic Deployment Plan: includes 
management and installation of automated message signs, crosswalk signals with 
pedestrian countdown timers, real-time transit message signs, transit signal priority for 
buses, operation of the regional Traffic Operations Center, and other ITS strategies; 

 Travel Demand Management (TDM) Program: includes management and operation of 
the 511 Traveler Information website and call center as well as funding for initiatives that 
provide assistance to travelers seeking information on carpools, vanpools, walking,  
biking, and transit services; and 

 Development of local plans and programs related to transportation planning and system 
management.  
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PART 3: Transit Operations and Capital Cost Analysis 
 
 
The MTP/SCS Transit Cost Model relies on certain assumptions to estimate the capital and 
operating costs associated with implementation of the transit service planned in the MTP/SCS. 
These assumptions are the basis for determining how much transit service the region can support 
given the financial constraints of the MTP. In the following pages, the major assumptions driving 
the MTP/SCS Transit Cost Model are identified and explained.  
 
2008 Base Year Transit Service Assumptions 
 
The MTP/SCS base year is 2008. Although recent service cuts have reduced transit service in the 
region, the 2008 service levels must be used to be consistent with other base year considerations, 
such as land use allocations. Table 3-1B1.8 outlines the vehicle service hours (VSH) and peak 
vehicles for the base year. This level of service is assumed to be operated throughout the life of 
the MTP, with new (expansion) service on top of the 2008 level of service added incrementally 
throughout the plan.  
 
Table 3-1B1.8: Base Year Assumptions for Transit Cost Model 

Operator 2008 Annual VSH* 2008 Weekday Peak Vehicles** 

 Bus Rail 
Demand 
Response Bus Rail*** 

Demand 
Response 

Auburn Transit 4,653 - - 3 - - 
Davis Community Transit - - 4,285 - - 3 
Delta Breeze (Isleton only)*** 567 - 189 1 - 1 
El Dorado Transit 31,161 - 20,811 18 - 16 
Elk Grove Transit 80,720 - 15,987 43 - 7 
Folsom Stage Line 11,910 - 7,831 4 - 3 
Lincoln Transit 4,618 - 3,453 3 - 2 
Paratransit, Inc. - - 284,706 - - 130 
Placer County Transit 26,588 - 16,623 18 - 6 
Roseville Transit 41,139 - 13,023 14 - 7 
Sacramento Regional Transit 677,676 215,947 - 187 56 - 
South County Transit 19,612 - 8,415 7 - 7 
Unitrans 68,477 - - 35 - - 
Yolo County Transportation District 92,813 - 11,069 34 - 5 
Yuba-Sutter Transit 50,496 - 20,535 21 - 10 
Total 1,110,430 215,947 406,927 388 56 197 
Total with 20% spares****    466 97 236 
*Data taken from 06/07-08/09 Triennial Performance Audits       
**Data taken from 06/07-08/09 Triennial Performance Audits and 2008 State Controller's Reports 
***Isleton has an MOU with the City of Rio Vista in Solano County for transit services in their City.  The data reflects 
Isleton operations only based on 06/07-08/09 Rio Vista’s Triennial Performance Audit prepared by MTC.   
****The total regional bus and demand response fleet is assumed to be 20% higher than the vehicles needed for 
peak service. The total light rail fleet is known to be 97 vehicles.  
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Operating Cost per Hour Assumptions 
 
Table 3-2 B1.9 shows the transit operating cost assumptions used by the MTP/SCS, based on 
revenue hours (cost per hour when transit vehicles are in active service).  
 

Table 3-2B1.9: Operating Cost per Hour Assumptions 
Mode Cost per Revenue Hour 

Light Rail Train $220 
Hybrid Light Rail Train $220 
Streetcar $145 
Express Bus $139 
BRT $139 
Fixed Route Bus $116 
Shuttle $74 
Demand Response $74 

 
 Light rail assumptions are based on Regional Transit’s December 2010 Key 

Performance Report. Hybrid light rail operating costs are assumed to be the same as 
traditional light rail.    

 Streetcar operating cost assumptions are based on a review of peer city operating costs.  

 Fixed route bus, demand response, and shuttle operating cost assumptions are based 
on regional averages taken from the 2008 NTD and inflated to 2010 dollars.  

 Express bus and bus rapid transit operating costs are assumed to be 20 percent higher 
than the cost of fixed route service.  

Annual Days in Operation Assumptions 
 
The MTP/SCS Transit Cost Model expresses transit service in Daily Vehicle Service Hours. In 
order to calculate annual service hours, or to convert annual VSH to daily VSH, the model makes 
assumptions about the annual number of days in operation. All vehicle types, including demand 
response vehicles, are assumed to operate 312 days per year (about 6 days per week), except 
express buses, which operate only on weekdays and are assumed to be operated 260 days per 
year. This in turn affects underlies the operating cost of providing service over the life of the 
plan.  

 
 
Unit Vehicle Cost Assumptions 
 
All replacement and new vehicles replacements and vehicle expansions included in the 
MTP/SCS Transit Cost Model use the unit cost assumptions shown in Table B1.103-3. Unit cost 
assumptions are based on recent procurements by regional operators. For vehicle types not 
currently operated in the region (streetcar, BRT), estimates were taken from peer city 
procurements and industry averages 
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                                                       Table 3-3B1.10: Vehicle Unit Cost Assumptions 

Vehicle Type Cost per Vehicle 
Light Rail Vehicle  $4,000,000  
Hybrid LRT Vehicle  $4,000,000  
Streetcar  $3,750,000  
Express Bus  $550,000  
BRT (60’)  $750,000  
Fixed Route Bus (40')  $450,000  
Shuttle   $120,000  
Demand Response (cutaway)  $75,000  

 

Useful Life  
 
In order to calculate the number of replacement vehicles needed throughout the MTP/SCS 
planning horizon, the MTP/SCS Transit Cost Model makes the following assumptions regarding 
the useful life of transit vehicles:  

Table 3-4B1.11: Useful Life Assumptions 
Vehicle Type Useful Life (years) 
Light Rail Vehicle 32.5 
Hybrid LRT Vehicle 32.5 
Streetcar 32.5 
Express Bus 14 
BRT (60’) 14 
Fixed Route Bus (40') 14 
Shuttle  5 
Demand Response (cutaway) 5 

 
 Light rail vehicle assumptions are taken from the RT SRTP, which begins replacing 

light rail vehicles at 30 years and finishes replacing vehicles at 35 years. Hybrid LRT 
vehicles and streetcar vehicles are assumed to have the same useful life as traditional 
light rail vehicles.   

 Fixed route bus, express bus, bus rapid transit, shuttle, and demand response 
vehicle assumptions were taken from current practice and industry standards.  

 
Replacement Cycles for Existing (2008 base year) Vehicles 
 
Vehicles that are currently in revenue service (2008 base year levels) will require replacements 
throughout the life of the MTP, based on the useful life of the particular vehicle class and the 
average age of the fleet. Table B1.123-5 shows the varying number of replacement cycles 
assumed necessary by 2020 and by 2035 to operate existing transit service (2008 base year 
levels).  
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    Table 3-5B1.12: Vehicle Replacement Assumptions 

ModeVehicle Type # of Vehicle 
Replacement 
Cycles 2020 

# of Vehicle 
Replacement 
Cycles 2035 

LRT 0.27 1.00 
Express Bus 1.13 2.20 
Fixed Route Bus 1.13 2.20 
Shuttle 2.46 5.46 
Demand Response 2.46 5.46 
Hybrid LRT, Street Car, BRT 0.00 0.00 

 
 RT’s entire existing light rail fleet will need to be replaced during the life of the MTP. 

Based on RT’s SRTP, it is assumed that about one-quarter of those replacement vehicles 
will be needed before 2020.  

 For fixed route and express bus service, the MTP/SCS Transit Cost Model assumes that 
the entire regional bus fleet will need to be replaced slightly more than one time by 2020 
and 2.2 times by 2035.  

 Since demand response and shuttle vehicles have a much shorter useful life than fixed 
route buses, they are assumed to need two and a half2.5 full fleet replacements by 2020 
and nearly five and half5.5 full fleet replacements by 2035.   

 Since the region does not currently operate hybrid LRT, streetcar, or bus rapid transit 
service, there will be no replacements for existing service; however, the plan does include 
adding such service in the future. Replacement cycles for expansion service are shown 
below.  

 
Average Years of New (Expansion) Transit Service  
 
The MTP/SCS uses 2008 vehicle service hours as the base for the amount of service provided to 
the region. This base level of service is operated for the entire length of the plan. Additionally, 
new (expansion) transit service is added incrementally. Some expansion service might begin 
operating earlier, while other service will not begin operating until the last few years of the MTP. 
Table 3-6 B1.13shows the MTP/SCS Transit Cost Model’s assumptions for the number of years 
new service will be in operation. These assumptions affect both the number of vehicle 
replacements needed for expansion service and the cost to operate expansion service over the life 
of the MTP. The bullet points below the table provide some insight into which major service 
expansions influence the average years of new service.  
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                                                              Table 3-6B1.13: New Service Assumptions 

Mode 

Average Years of 
New Service (to 

2020) 

Average Years 
of New Service 

(to 2035) 
LRT 6.00 16.67 
Hybrid LRT 6.00 16.67 
Streetcar 3.00 9.50 
Express Bus 3.00 13.00 
BRT/Enhanced Bus 3.00 13.00 
Fixed Route Bus 4.00 14.13 
Shuttle 5.20 13.00 
Demand Response 5.20 13.00 

 
 By 2020, the Green Line to the River District and the Blue Line to Consumnes River 

College light rail extensions will both be operational. By 2035, new light rail service will 
also include Phases 2 and 3 of the Green Line to Natomas and terminating at Sacramento 
International Airport.  

  The West Sacramento/Sacramento streetcar project will come on line pre-2020, with 
additional streetcar service in Sacramento becoming operational in the last year of the 
MTP.  

 Because of recent cuts to many transit services, fixed route, express, and enhanced bus 
services do not experience a great deal of growth above 2008 base year levels before 
2020. It is assumed that the bulk of these expansion services will come on line in the later 
years of the MTP.    

Replacement Cycles for Expansion Service 
 
As noted above, the number of years that expansion service is operated and the useful life of the 
vehicle type in question determine how many vehicle replacement cycles are necessary. Table 3-
7B1.14 below shows the replacement cycles assumed necessary to operate expansion service 
throughout the MTP/SCS timeframe.  
 
                                                         Table 3-7B1.14: New Service Assumptions 

Mode 
Replacement 
Cycles 2020 

Replacement 
Cycles 2035 

LRT 0.00 0.00 
Hybrid LRT 0.00 0.00 
Streetcar 0.00 0.00 
Express Bus 0.21 0.93 
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BRT 0.21 0.93 
Fixed Route Bus 0.29 1.01 
Shuttle 1.04 2.60 
Demand Response 1.04 2.60 

 
 Any expansion light rail, hybrid light rail, or streetcar vehicles bought to implement 

expansion services will not need to be replaced during the life of the MTP/SCS because 
the useful life of such vehicles is longer than the plan timeframe.  

 Replacement cycles for all other modes are calculated by taking the average years of 
new service and dividing by the useful life of the vehicle type.  

 
PART 4: Local Streets and Roads Analysis 
 
Since the 2008 MTP was developed, local jurisdictions have been hit hard by an economic crisis 
that has encompassed the nation.  Increased volatility and uncertainty has led to greater scrutiny 
of financial planning assumptions statewide by the U.S. Department of Transportation, 
particularly surrounding local sources of revenue.  In response, SACOG and other regional 
agencies across the state are reducing their short and long term projections to adjust to the new 
realities.   
 
To better understand local revenue sources, SACOG conducted an analysis of historical revenues 
generated by the cities and counties in the region.  This analysis serves as the basis for the local 
street and road revenues assumed in the MTP/SCS and as a guide for refining local investments 
in transportation projects.  As part of this effort, SACOG collected data for each local 
jurisdiction in the region from the California State Controller’s Streets and Roads Annual Report, 
which notes:  
 

California Streets and Highways Code section 2151 requires each city and county 
to file an annual report of expenditures for street or road purposes with the State 
Controller’s Office on or before October 1 of each year.  Streets and Highways 
Code section 2154 requires the California State Controller’s Office to distribute a 
compilation of those reports annually. The State Controller’s Office prepared the 
financial tables presented in this report from data submitted by each city and 
county in its report; the data in these tables has not been audited.  

 
SACOG collected information on local revenues generated and expended specifically for 
transportation purposes for the years 1999 through 2008.   Figure 4.1B1.2 provides a time-series 
glimpse of the local revenues used for transportation in the SACOG region.  The figure also 
shows a trend line for the local transportation share of the statewide general sales tax.  SACOG 
uses the general sales tax as a proxy for indicating overall economic conditions across the state.  
The purpose of this analysis was to determine whether the State Controller Reports provided an 
accurate representation of annual local transportation revenues.  Because both lines follow a 
similar trend line, SACOG concluded that the transportation expenditures reported by the cities 
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and counties in the region track fairly well with statewide economic conditions and therefore are 
a fair representation of local revenues on an annual basis.   
 
 
 
Figure B-1.24.1. SACOG Region Locally- Generated Revenues and Revenues from the 

Statewide General Sales Tax. 
 
 
In addition to serving as the baseline for projecting future local revenues (as described in Part 1 
of this appendix), the historical background provided a useful tool for ensuring the project 
listings within each city and county were in proportion with that jurisdiction’s available 
resources.  On average, SACOG assumed that each local agency would need to meet roughly 
two-thirds of its expenditure needs using local sources. This two-thirds rule of thumb was 
applied to the project submissions from each local agency to determine whether it was 
reasonable to assume that local resources would be sufficient to cover the local share of the total 
investment. 
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PART 5: Funding Shortfall and Vision Element 
 
The new draft MTP/SCS is referred to as the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) because the transportation investments of the MTP/SCS 
are intended to support the forecasted land use pattern of the SCS.  These two elements 
together achieve the air quality, congestion, and greenhouse gas performance benefits that 
federal and state laws require the plan to address and that the region hopes to achieve.   
 
At the same time, the MTP/SCS does not contain the complete picture of where the Board 
and partner agencies would like to go by 2035 because it is a financially-constrained plan.   A 
key objective of the SCS is to achieve performance benefits through local implementation of 
plans that reflect Blueprint principles and transportation investments that support those land 
use decisions. One challenge is that the financially-constrained MTP/SCS can include only 
projects backed by revenues reasonably expected to be available during the planning period.  
As a result, there are unfunded transportation investments that would help support the land 
use pattern of the SCS, and if additional funding were available, could further enhance the 
implementation of a high-performing and cost-effective regional transportation plan by the 
2035 horizon year. 
 
Project Development Expenditures 
 
To keep the plan financially constrained, not all of the projects envisioned by local agencies 
could be included in the MTP/SCS .  However, a number of projects that are not included 
would still provide performance benefits for the regional transportation system.  To provide 
flexibility for local agencies to respond to changes in the economy or other conditions, the 
MTP/SCS sets aside roughly $400 million for future project development work, to support 
early stages including project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and 
right-of-way acquisition for these projects.  However, due to the limited revenues in the 
financially constrained MTP/SCS, these projects are not anticipated to have sufficient 
funding to complete construction during the planning period.  These projects remain eligible 
to seek federal and state funding.  If sufficient funding is secured for a project prior to the 
next major update to the MTP/SCS, it may be amended into the MTP/SCS to reflect full 
construction. 
 
Vision Element 
 
Improved maintenance of the existing transportation system has been raised consistently as a 
key interest of stakeholders during the planning process.  While the MTP/SCS places a high 
priority on system maintenance, there are revenue limitations in the financially-constrained 
portion of the plan.  An increase in system maintenance investments beyond the financially 
constrained levels would support the following outcomes: 
 
 Increased transit operating funds for expanding bus and rail services sooner.  An 

estimated $510 million would generate enough revenues to increase transit services 
by 25 percent by 2020.  These earlier services are currently anticipated in the post-
2020 phase of the financially-constrained MTP/SCS. 
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 Increased road maintenance/rehabilitation funding to reduce the rolling backlog of 

deferred investments and raise the regional transportation system to a state of good 
repair.  Better-maintained local roads and bicycle/pedestrian facilities increase road 
safety and reduce repair costs to the traveler from poor pavement conditions.  An 
estimated additional $110 million annually over the course of the planning period 
would raise the region's average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) for roads from the 
"at-risk" range to the "good" condition range.  The "good" range is when lower-cost 
and regular preventative maintenance investments make it possible to minimize 
costly reconstruction efforts.  Better-maintained local roads and bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities also increase road safety and reduce repair costs to the traveler from poor 
pavement conditions.   
 

 Additional funding for road maintenance/rehabilitation investments also helps the 
region develop a more extensive network of Class II and III bicycle facilities, safer 
intersections, and ADA accessible walkways.  At a minimum, when major repairs 
are undertaken on public right-of-way, the facility must be brought up to federal and 
state ADA standards through improvements that include curb ramps at intersections 
and access improvements on public walkways.  Because the ADA improvements are 
costly, other opportunities to improve bicycle and pedestrian travel are sometimes 
missed.  These opportunities include bike laine striping and improved signage that is 
best better to do through a comprehensive rehabilitation project than attempting to 
do as a retrofit between rehabilitation cycles.  Other opportunities that are often 
missed through limited maintenance/rehabilitation funds are road diets, 
roundabouts, lighting, sidewalk bulb-outs and refuge islands at intersections.   

 
The following sections of thise paper appendix provide more detailed background on the needs 
and opportunities for increased investment for in road maintenance/rehabilitation and transit 
operations.   
 

Road Maintenance / Rehabilitation 
 
Maintaining a state of good repair for the region’s local roads is a significant challenge for 
SACOG’s 22 member jurisdictions.  The roadways carry high volumes of vehicular traffic, and 
also must absorb the increasingly damaging impacts of heavy trucks.  All the while, preservation 
costs are increasing due to a rapidly deteriorating system which but current revenue sources are 
unable fundlagging. Deferred maintenance caused by ongoing budget shortfalls has led to roads 
and bridges that are in worse shape by the time they are rehabilitated, significantly raising costs.  
All of these challenges have taken their toll, with investments in the preservation of the 
transportation network not keeping pace with our demands on those systems. This underfunding 
has led to the deterioration of one of our region’s most important transportation assets. 
 
Current Conditions 
 
The “California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment” – first released in 2009 
for 2008 conditions and updated in March 2011 for 2010 conditions – provides a comprehensive 
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analysis of statewide needs for local street and road system maintenance and preservation. The 
study solicited data from local jurisdictions regarding the current condition of the local road 
network. The 2011 Assessment found further deterioration and a growing funding shortfall just 
since the 2009 analysis. Table 5B1.15-1 below shows the number of centerline and lane miles in 
the assessment for each county of the SACOG region and also gives a score for the county’s 
Pavement Condition Index (PCI).  
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Table B1.155-1: 2010 California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment 
  Centerline Miles Lane Miles PCI 
County All  Major Local Unpaved All  Major Local Unpaved All Major  Local 

El Dorado  1,251  
      

416 
             

760  
               

75  
          

2,480  
             

841  
          

1,532  108 
               

58  
               

68  
               

53  

Placer  
          

2,012  
             

503  
          

1,449  
               

60  
          

4,183  
          

1,173  
          

2,890  120 
               

77  
               

80  
               

75  

Sacramento 
          

4,968  
          

1,414  
          

3,529  
               

26  
        

10,936  
          

3,763  
          

7,122  51 
               

66  
               

69  
               

65  

Sutter  
          

1,029  
             

279  
             

587  
            

163  
          

2,106  
             

621  
          

1,156  326 
               

56  
               

59  
               

54  

Yolo  
          

1,346  
             

431  
             

793  
             

122  
          

2,611  
             

939  
          

1,498  175 
               

67  
               

70  
               

64  

Yuba  
             

724  
             

282  
             

340  
            

102  
          

1,504  
             

592  
             

708  204 
               

56  
               

55  
               

57  

Total 11,330 3,325 7,458 548 23,820 7,929 14,906 984 
66 Weighted avg 

(centerline)  

66 
Weighted avg 
(lane miles) 

 
Placer County has the highest PCI score in the state and is the only county in the region to score 
in the “Good-Excellent” category. The other 5 counties all fall solidly into the “At-Risk” 
category, with PCI scores ranging from 56-66. The state average PCI score is 66, down from 68 
in 2008.  
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An average pavement condition of 66 is not necessarily good news. While it seems just a couple 
of points shy of the “Good-Excellent” category, it has significant implications for the future. 
From the generalized pavement life cycle curve (shown below), a newly constructed pavement 
will have a PCI of 100. In the first five years of its life, there is a gradual and slow deterioration. 
As more time passes, this pavement deterioration begins to accelerate, until the steep part of the 
curve is reached at approximately 15 years (the exact timing will depend on the traffic volume, 
climate, pavement design, maintenance, etc). From here, the pavement deterioration is very 
rapid. If repairs are delayed by just a few years, the costs of proper treatment may increase 
significantly, as much as ten times.  
 

 
 
The financial advantages of maintaining pavements in good condition are many; they include 
saving taxpayer dollars, less disruption to the traveling public, as well as environmental benefits. 
Therefore, a PCI of 66 should be viewed with caution – it indicates that our local streets and 
roads are at risk, with potential exponential costs ahead.  
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As can be seen in the maps above, a majority of the counties in the state have pavement 
conditions that are in either “At Risk” condition (shown in blue) or “Poor” condition (shown in 
red). For 2010, this means that 62 percent of the state’s local streets and roads are at-risk and 5 
percent rank as poor. Further, there has been an increase in the “blue” and “red” counties from 
2008. Finally, despite their current color, none of the “green” counties have an index rating 
above 77; in fact, most are in the low 70’s, indicating that they will turn “blue” in a few years.  
 
Road maintenance is a regionwide issue, but rural areas in particular face significant challenges 
in addressing road maintenance and rehabilitation. Rural areas have 13 percent ofa small 
percentage of the SACOG region’s population but must maintain 48 percenta much larger 
proportion of the region’s road miles (8,258 total road miles). Large and small urban areas, on 
the other hand, account for 73 percent and 13 percent of the population but contain only 41 
percent (7,054 total miles) and 10 percent (1,723 total miles), respectively, of the region’s road 
miles.  
 
Table 5-2: Road Miles in the Sacramento Region 

  Road Miles Population Road miles/person % of road miles % of  population 

Large Urban 7,054 1,508,600 0.0047 41% 73% 
Small Urban 1,723 272,819 0.0063 10% 13% 
Rural 8,258 275,824 0.0299 48% 13% 
Grand Total 17,035 2,057,243 0.0083 100% 100% 

 
Major causes of increased roadway deterioration 
 
Heavy vehicle traffic and wet weather comprise the two most critical factors in pavement 
deterioration: 
 
 Heavy trucks (particularly those hauling gravel, logs, construction materials, overseas 

containers, agricultural products, garbage) and large transit buses flex the pavement and 
create spaces underneath.  Heavy truck travel has increased significantly at a 50 percent 
greater rate than auto travel since 1990.1  

 In 1997, via TEA-21, Congress authorized a 10 percent increase in maximum truck 
weight (from 72,000 pounds to 80,000 pounds), which increased road wear from those 
trucks by 25 percent, without an increase in road maintenance funding.  

 Caltrans designs new state highway pavements for today’s heavy trucks, but heavy trucks 
do major damage to older rural county roads and urban arterials not built for 80,000-
pound loads.  

 With cracked pavement or poor drainage, wet weather can lead to water further 
undermining pavement. 

 
Road Maintenance & Rehabilitation Funding  
 

                                                 
1 FHWA Vehicle Classes with Definitions: Equivalent Single Axle Load 
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Road maintenance faces a funding squeeze, and there are no easy choices for more money.  
Preventive maintenance is the key to controlling long-term costs, but the primary funds available 
for this purpose are the local shares of the gas tax, sales tax funds, and local general funds. For 
rehabilitation, some state and federal funds can also be brought to bear.  
 
In the typical local road maintenance and rehabilitation budget, about 44 percent comes from gas 
taxes, 26 percent from sales tax-based revenues, 21 percent from other local sources including 
general funds, and nine percent from state and federal funds for road rehabilitation, but it varies 
among jurisdictions.  Figure B1.3 provides a breakdown of the funds available for road 
maintenance and rehabilitation in the MTP. 
 
 
Figure B1.3 Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Funding Sources 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The  2011 Statewide Assessment estimated the 10-year needs, shown in Table 5-3B1.16, to 
achieve a roadway pavement condition meeting industry Best Management Practices (BMPs) in 
each county in the region. This condition represents improving the pavement condition to a level 
where roads primarily need preventive maintenance treatments (i.e., slurry seals, chip seals, or 
thin overlays). These treatments have the least impact on the public’s mobility and commerce. 
Furthermore, these treatment types are more environmentally friendly than the next level of 
construction that would be required (i.e., rehabilitation and reconstruction). 
 
Table B.16: 2010 California Statewide Local Streets & Roads Needs Assessment, 10-year Needs 

County PCI 10-year Needs     
(in 2010 dollars) 

El Dorado $562,000,000 

Placer $577,000,000 

Sacramento $2,505,000,000 
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Sutter $502,000,000 

Yolo $589,000,000 

Yuba $448,000,000 

Region $5,183,000,000 

 
Funding Shortfalls 
 
The inadequacy of the state gasoline tax is widely misunderstood; it now covers only 25 percent 
of actual local road maintenance and rehabilitation costs, with nothing left over for road 
improvements. In 2003, out of 16 sampled agencies, the local share of the gas tax covered actual 
road maintenance costs for Yolo and Yuba Counties only. When rehabilitation is included, the 
gas tax covered no more than 50 percent of these costs for any city or county. Gas tax revenues 
have increased very slowly - about 1 percent per year - for the past 25 years. Fleet efficiency 
nearly cancels out the large growth in vehicles and miles of travel. The gas tax rate has not kept 
up with inflation either; the equivalent purchasing power of the 7-cents-per-gallon tax rate of 
1965 would have to be 42 cents per gallon, instead of the 18 cents it is today. 
 

 
 

Sales tax revenues – from Measure A in Sacramento County and Transportation Development 
Act (TDA)/Local Transportation Funds in rural areas –  have taken up the slack for the gas tax, 
and now provide about half of local road maintenance and rehabilitation funding in most cities 
and counties. 
 
In rural counties, TDA/Local Transportation Funds (LTF) from a ¼-percent sales tax can be used 
for road purposes once all reasonable transit needs are determined to be met.  For rural counties, 
none of which have enacted transportation sales tax measures, TDA/LTF funds cover 10 to 30 
percent of road maintenance costs, and public works departments assiduously defend their share 
of TDA/LTF funds. TDA/LTF and Measure A revenues expand with the economy, as do road 
maintenance and rehabilitation costs; thus, at least this part of the funding base keeps up with 
inflation. 
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Some local agencies still also use general funds for road maintenance, but other local funds 
dedicated to transportation are typically restricted to capital improvements. In 1976, local general 
funds covered 40 percent of city street maintenance costs and 20 percent of county road 
maintenance costs, since property access is considered one of the basic purposes for property 
taxation. But property tax funds allocated to local governments have shrunk dramatically since 
Proposition 13 in 1978, averaging less than 10 percent today, and zero in some cities and 
counties. Other local revenues used for transportation, including developer fees, assessments and 
bonds, are generally dedicated to capital improvements, not maintenance or rehabilitation. 
General sales taxes bear little relation to road use, so roadway users lose touch with the real cost 
of the system they drive on, and can – and do – over-use the system and ignore the public cost.  
Caltrans has been able to shift state and federal funds from the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP)double its expenditures for maintenance and rehabilitation of the highway 
system? since the mid-1990s by shifting state and federal funds from the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) – an elastic funding option not available to local agencies. 
 
Costs of Deferred Maintenance 
 
Deferred maintenance is the Achilles heel of the whole system.  Deferred maintenance forces a 
costlier fix and shortens the cycle when rehabilitation comes due, but because of funding 
shortfalls, essentially all cities and counties have been deferring both more maintenance and 
rehabilitation than they should. 
 
Texas Transportation Institute studies conclude that it costs less in the long run to have good 
roads than bad roads – if you keep up with preventive maintenance continuously. Deferred 
maintenance drives up long-term costs by shortening the cycle for rehabilitation which is four 
times as costly. Deferred rehabilitation compounds the problem, often leading to pavement 
failure and the need to reconstruct the whole roadbed, at ten times or more the cost. 
 
Older built-out cities such as Sacramento, Citrus Heights, and Marysville have a larger number 
of older roads built to past standards and years of deferred road maintenance, so are facing 
continuing major rehabilitation costs. Newer developing cities such as Elk Grove, Folsom, and 
Lincoln benefit from modern developer-built road mileage that boosts funding formulas without 
adding major rehabilitation liabilities yet, but these cities will soon face an increasing load of 
preventive maintenance to keep ahead of the curve. As discussed above, rural counties end up as 
losers in funding formulas, but face disproportionate shares of road lane miles to maintain, and 
many must deal with resource-based economies such as agriculture, logging, or mining that 
overwhelm old narrow roads with heavy trucks. 
 
Cities often must deal with extra costs due to utilities in the roadbed, pavement damage from 
past utility work, and landscaping in the right-of-way; counties must consider adding paved 
shoulders; and Caltrans faces added costs for complex traffic handling and night work. Increases 
of more than 50 percent in the cost of fuel and asphalt and nearly 100 percent in the cost of 
concrete and steel since 2004 are further squeezing beleaguered budgets for road maintenance 
and bridge repairs, affecting both local agencies and Caltrans. Given the shortfall of funding they 
have to work with, Ccity and county public works agencies seek to do a creditable job at keeping 
roads serviceable but overall funding continues to lag behind maintenance needs. 
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The following figures illustrate that deferring maintenance can move reconstruction needs up by 
10 years, and cost on average $820,000 more per mile than a more regular maintenance cycle.  
 
 

 
 
Improving the state of good repair for roads across the region has been a SACOG Bboard policy 
priority since the development of the original 2008 MTP2035 started began six years ago.  Thise 
MTP/SCS allocates $11.5 billion ($16.4 billion YOE) for road maintenance and rehabilitation. 
Although the MTP/SCS forecasts an overall decline in revenue, the actual per-capita expenditure 
in road maintenance and rehabilitation increases due to continuing the shift, begun in 1998, in a 
portion of flexible funds away from system expansion to system maintenance purposes.   
 
As part of the shift in flexible capital funds to system maintenance purposes, SACOG’s Regional 
and Local Funding Program allows agencies to submit road rehabilitation projects that help to 
maintain and support complete streets.  These projects must demonstrate that the roadway 
rehabilitation will include key features that clearly improve the facility to accommodate more 
users of the right-of-way.  Roadway users that would benefit from the project may include 
pedestrians, bicyclists, movers of commercial goods, and users of public transportation in a 
manner that is suitable to the urban, small community, or rural context of the proposed project.  
Investment areas covered include adding sidewalks or bike lanes to close gaps, safety 
improvements at intersections, signage, added or improved shoulders, rumble strips on rural 
roadways, or vehicle turn-outs.   
 

Transit Operations Funding 
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Significant funding challenges persist for the 14 transit agencies in the Sacramento region.  In 
2009, the latest year for which the state Controller has compiled data, the region’s transit 
operators provided over 4.4 million fixed-route transit trips and over 1.1 million demand-
response/paratransit trips to the region’s residents. Between 2000 and 2008, “vehicle service 
hours” or the quantity of active service offered by fixed-route operators increased steadily 
overall, from 975,081 000 hours in 2000 2001-02 to 1,325,8101,293,000 hours in 2008-09.  
However, this expansion of service was interrupted in 2009, with a 2.5 percent decrease in 
vehicle service hours due to transit funding reductions. 
 
With the decline in transit revenues in recent years, a number of the region’s transit operators 
have cut at least some transit service. Roseville Transit and Unitrans began reducing service 
hours in 2006 and 2007, respectively, and all of the Sacramento County operators have 
implemented significant service cuts or changes:  
 
 In 2009, Folsom Stage cut some of its fixed-route service and also the hours available for 

Dial-a-Ride service. 
 Sacramento Regional Transit (Sac RT) cut over 20 percent of its bus and light rail service 

in June 2010, which included eliminating routes, reducing coverage or frequency on 
others, and cutting off most service on buses and light rail after 9:00 pm.  

 SCT/Link fundamentally changed its service in Galt, switching from a fixed-route service 
to a higher-fare, general public dial-a-ride service requiring an advance reservation.  

 Elk Grove Transit cut 30 percent of its service in the fall of 2010 by significantly 
restructuring fixed-route services and eliminating demand-response service to and from 
destinations outside Elk Grove, except for medical trips.  

 
Major causes of transit funding declines 
 
Most of the MTP/SCS budget (about 67 70 percent) that supports transit operations comes from 
local sources, including transit fares and sales tax revenues.  The rest comes from various federal 
and state programs. Figure 5-8 provides a snapshot of the revenue sources available for 
supporting transit operations in the SACOG region.  Shifts in federal and state funding programs 
and declines in sales tax revenues have been the most critical factors in transit funding 
reductions:   
 
 Federal and state programs have increasingly tended to fund capital expenditures rather 

than operating expenses.  
 In the last decade, over $1 billion in funds that would have funded transit agencies 

statewide through the state’s Public Transportation Account were shifted to other state 
uses.  

 State Transit Assistance (STA) funds were reduced to the region’s operators. For 
example, SacRT’s revenues from the STA fell from $9.6 million in 2007 to $7 million in 
2008 to $2.8 million in 2009.  

 Changes were also made to the state gas tax formula to eliminate the provision of more 
funds to transit agencies when gas prices rose.  

 A significant percentage of total operating revenues for the region’s operators now come 
from two volatile sales taxes sources:  TDA/Local Transportation Funds (LTF) from a ¼-
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cent sales tax for transportation authorized by the state Transportation Development Act 
or TDA; and Sacramento County’s Measure A, a ½-cent county transportation sales tax. 
With sales tax receipts declining due to the economic downturn, both of these sources 
have yielded significantly less revenue for transit agencies in the last few years. SacRT, 
as the largest transit agency in the Sacramento region, saw a drop in revenue from these 
sources from $83.1 million in 2007 to $67.9 million in 2009. Since SacRT uses 90 
percent of its receipts from Measure A for operating expenses, the drop from $44 million 
in 2007 and $44.9 million in 2008 to $34.9 million in 2009 left a significant hole in the 
agency’s operating budget, leading to service cuts.     
 

Board Direction and MTP/SCS Assumptions  
 
The SACOG Board endorsed a framework for the MTP/SCS that included direction to use 
conservative revenue forecasts.  The result is a forecast that includes an 18 percent reduction in 
total dedicated transit revenues compared to the MTP adopted in 2008. Due to lower population 
projections for the plan, the per-capita reduction in revenues is closer to 11 10 percent for both 
capital and operations.   
 
The pie chart below shows the various sources assumed for transit operations funding in the 
MTP/SCS:  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The MTP/SCS partially offsets the projected decline in dedicated transit revenues by shifting 
more than $2 billion of flexible revenue from road to transit purposes over the course of the 
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planning period.  The region spent approximately $230 million/year in the 2008 base year on 
transit operations. The MTP/SCS increases annual operating expenditures by 90 percent to $435 
million/year in 2035, with over a near doubling of vehicle service hours (VSH) to nearly 12,000.  
However, this growth is 32 percent lower than the 2008 MTP, which assumes assumed over 
1512,000 daily VSH by 2035. 

The MTP/SCS assumes a continuing heavy reliance on sales taxes (40 percent of revenues) 
because of the limits on other funding sources for transit operations. However, the volatility of 
sales taxes, and uncertainty in state and federal funding due to the state’s economic condition and 
yet-to-be-completed Federal Reauthorization may mean that transit revenues fall short of 
projections and leave a larger gap in operating costs. The MTP/SCS includes the revenue 
equivalent to a new ½-cent Measure B sales tax in Sacramento County beginning in 2014, with 
half of the revenue going to supporting transit operational and capital needs. The MTP/SCS also 
assumes a significantly higher percent of operating costs covered by fares, due to higher quality, 
15-minute service in cCenters and cCorridors that attracts higher ridership.  However, if 
operating revenues lag for these new services, fare revenues may not materialize at this rate.  

Most of the region’s transit operators are approaching service restorations and expansions 
cautiously until the revenue picture becomes clearer. SacRT is currently undergoing a 
Comprehensive Operational Analysis to plan for how to restore service over the coming years in 
light of projected operating revenues as well as planned completion of the Light Rail South Line 
and the new Green Line segment and their associated operating costs.  
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Attachment A: Revenue Projections (in millions of nominal dollars)  

Federal 

FFY 
2011-
2015 

FFY 
2016-
2020 

FFY 
2021-
2025 

FFY 
2026-
2030 

FFY 
2031-
2035 

Total 

 Federal Highway & Other  $360 $454 $589 $763 $989 $3,155 

    -Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality - (CMAQ) $140 $172 $220 $280 $358 $1,169 

    -Regional Surface Transportation Program - (RSTP) $115 $141 $180 $230 $294 $960 

    -Federal Discretionary Programs $105 $141 $189 $252 $338 $1,025 

Federal Transit $347 $271 $626 $441 $562 $2,248 

    -FTA 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program $149 $190 $243 $310 $396 $1,288 

    -FTA 5309 (a) - Rail and Fixed Guideway Modernization $26 $33 $42 $54 $69 $224 

    -FTA 5309 (b) - New Rail Starts $135 $0 $281 $0 $0 $416 

    -FTA 5311 (b) - Rural Transit Assistance Program $9 $11 $15 $19 $24 $77 

    -FTA 5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program $5 $7 $9 $11 $15 $47 

    -FTA 5317 - New Freedom $2 $3 $4 $4 $5 $19 

    -FTA 5310 - Elderly and Disabled Specialized Transit Program $6 $7 $9 $12 $15 $48 

    -FTA 5309 (c) - Bus Allocations $15 $19 $24 $31 $40 $129 

Federal Stimulus $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Federal Subtotal $707 $725 $1,215 $1,204 $1,552 $5,403 

              

State 

FFY 
2011-
2015 

FFY 
2016-
2020 

FFY 
2021-
2025 

FFY 
2026-
2030 

FFY 
2031-
2035 

Total 

State Highway Operaions and Protection Program - (SHOPP) $715 $807 $956 $1,136 $1,376 $4,991 

State Transportation Improvement Program - (STIP) $273 $323 $484 $712 $1,049 $2,841 

    -Interregional -  IIP $66 $78 $116 $171 $253 $684 

    -Regional - RIP $207 $245 $367 $541 $797 $2,157 

Traffic Congestion Relief Program - (TCRP) $69 $0 $0 $0 $0 $69 

State Transit Assistance - (STA) $79 $91 $113 $146 $201 $629 

Intercity Rail $132 $168 $214 $273 $349 $1,136 

State Highway Maintenance $378 $414 $469 $543 $636 $2,440 

PTMISEA $70 $27 $0 $0 $0 $97 
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State Subtotal $1,716 $1,830 $2,235 $2,811 $3,611 $12,204 

              

Local 

FFY 
2011-
2015 

FFY 
2016-
2020 

FFY 
2021-
2025 

FFY 
2026-
2030 

FFY 
2031-
2035 

Total 

 Sales Tax  $878 $1,373 $1,752 $2,236 $2,854 $9,092 

    -Local Transportation Fund (LTF) $301 $371 $473 $604 $771 $2,520 

    -Sacramento County Measure A - (1/2%)  $407 $501 $639 $816 $1,041 $3,405 

    -Sacramento County Measure B - (1/2%) $169 $501 $639 $816 $1,041 $3,167 

Gas Tax Subventions $374 $415 $453 $499 $558 $2,300 

Gas Tax Swap (Excise Tax Subventions) $213 $247 $388 $591 $895 $2,334 

Local Streets and Roads $1,404 $1,588 $1,873 $2,261 $2,751 $9,877 

Developer In-Kind $588 $663 $791 $968 $1,196 $4,206 

Caltrans Grants $148 $166 $192 $223 $258 $986 

Transit Fares $342 $487 $652 $837 $1,043 $3,362 

Local Subtotal $3,948 $4,938 $6,100 $7,615 $9,555 $32,156 

              

Federal, State, and Local Total $6,371 $7,493 $9,550 $11,630 $14,718 $49,762 
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Attachment B: Revenue Projections (in millions of 2010 dollars)  

Federal FFY 

2011-

2015 

FFY 

2016-

2020 

FFY 

2021-

2025 

FFY 

2026-

2030 

FFY 

2031-

2035 

Total 

 Federal Highway & Other  $338 $385 $441 $493 $547 $2,204 

    -Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality - (CMAQ) $131 $146 $165 $181 $198 $821 

    -Regional Surface Transportation Program - (RSTP) $108 $120 $135 $149 $162 $674 

    -Federal Discretionary Programs $99 $119 $141 $163 $187 $709 

Federal Transit $326 $230 $466 $285 $311 $1,618 

    -FTA 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program $140 $161 $182 $200 $219 $902 

    -FTA 5309 (a) - Rail and Fixed Guideway Modernization $24 $28 $32 $35 $38 $157 

    -FTA 5309 (b) - New Rail Starts $127 $0 $207 $0 $0 $334 

    -FTA 5311 (b) - Rural Transit Assistance Program $8 $10 $11 $12 $13 $54 

    -FTA 5316 - Job Access and Reverse Commute Program $5 $6 $7 $7 $8 $33 

    -FTA 5317 - New Freedom $2 $2 $3 $3 $3 $13 

    -FTA 5310 - Elderly and Disabled Specialized Transit Program $5 $6 $7 $8 $8 $34 

    -FTA 5309 (c) - Bus Allocations $14 $16 $18 $20 $22 $90 

Federal Stimulus $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Federal Subtotal $664 $615 $907 $778 $857 $3,822 

       

State FFY 

2011-

2015 

FFY 

2016-

2020 

FFY 

2021-

2025 

FFY 

2026-

2030 

FFY 

2031-

2035 

Total 

State Highway Operations and Protection Program - (SHOPP) $672 $685 $717 $735 $761 $3,570 

State Transportation Improvement Program - (STIP) $256 $273 $362 $460 $579 $1,930 

    -Interregional -  IIP $62 $66 $87 $111 $139 $464 

    -Regional - RIP $195 $208 $275 $349 $440 $1,466 

Traffic Congestion Relief Program - (TCRP) $64 $0 $0 $0 $0 $64 

State Transit Assistance - (STA) $74 $77 $84 $94 $111 $441 

Intercity Rail $124 $142 $160 $177 $193 $796 

State Highway Maintenance $356 $352 $352 $352 $352 $1,762 
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PTMISEA $66 $23 $0 $0 $0 $89 

State Subtotal $1,613 $1,553 $1,675 $1,818 $1,995 $8,654 

       

Local FFY 

2011-

2015 

FFY 

2016-

2020 

FFY 

2021-

2025 

FFY 

2026-

2030 

FFY 

2031-

2035 

Total 

 Sales Tax  $821 $1,164 $1,313 $1,446 $1,577 $6,320 

    -Local Transportation Fund (LTF) $283 $314 $354 $391 $426 $1,768 

    -Sacramento County Measure A - (1/2-cent)  $383 $425 $479 $528 $575 $2,390 

    -Sacramento County Measure B - (1/2-cent) $155 $425 $479 $528 $575 $2,162 

Gas Tax Subventions $352 $352 $340 $323 $309 $1,677 

Gas Tax Swap (Excise Tax Subventions) $200 $209 $290 $381 $494 $1,574 

Local Streets and Roads $1,320 $1,348 $1,404 $1,463 $1,521 $7,056 

Developer In-Kind $554 $562 $593 $626 $661 $2,996 

Caltrans Grants $139 $141 $144 $144 $143 $710 

Transit Fares $321 $413 $488 $542 $577 $2,340 

Local Subtotal $3,707 $4,188 $4,572 $4,926 $5,281 $22,674 

       

Federal, State, and Local Total $5,983 $6,357 $7,154 $7,522 $8,133 $35,150 
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SACOG 2008 Base Year Update Technical Methodology Summary  
 
SACOG created a year 2008 spatial dataset of estimated land use, employment, and housing conditions 
for use in the MTP/SCS.  The SACOG 2008 existing conditions data is intended to be a “small-area 
estimate” of land use, housing and employment.  One reason SACOG uses a computed estimate of 
land use, rather than using a parcel-level inventory of actual uses, is because parcel-level inventories of 
dwelling units and jobs are not available for most of the region.  Additionally, the purpose of the 2008 
small-area estimates dataset is for creating projections and future land use scenarios and because 
projections are not set at the parcel-level, this methodology allows for an “apples to apples” 
comparison between the base year and future year estimates.   
 
The 2008 existing conditions small area dataset consists of three components: 1) an existing housing 
unit estimate, 2) an existing employment estimate, and 3) existing land use.  This memo describes the 
process SACOG used to create these three pieces of data and how, together, they become an estimate 
of existing conditions. 
 
Existing Housing Unit Estimate 
 
SACOG creates a housing unit estimate for existing conditions at the Census block group geography in 
order get the most accurate estimate of what is on the ground today and where it is located.  This is 
important for creating the future MTP/SCS land use forecast as well as for use in our travel model.  
SACOG began its small area housing estimate with 2000 Census housing unit data and then added to it 
parcel level housing permit data collected by SACOG from each jurisdiction from January 1, 2001 
through December 31, 2007.  Together these two datasets are the first step in developing a Census 
block group housing estimate current as of January 1, 2008.  The housing unit estimates are split into 
four categories of housing type: single family, multi-family 2-4, multi-family 5+, and mobile homes.   
 
The block group estimates were then aggregated to jurisdiction level and jurisdiction totals compared to 
the California Department of Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit (DRU) E-5 series.  Aside 
from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Population Estimates program that tracks housing units by state and 
county annually, the E-5 Series is the only annually updated data in California that tracks jurisdiction 
level housing by type.  There were some significant differences between the SACOG block group 
housing unit estimates and the DOF totals, particularly in high growth areas.  Much of the 
discrepancies were likely caused by permit recording errors and in areas where annexations have 
occurred, as DOF generally takes 1-2 years to reconcile annexations within their dataset.  In an effort to 
reconcile the difference between the SACOG housing estimate and DOF, a number of reviews using 
GIS data were completed.  Using GIS, the block group boundaries were overlaid with aerial 
photography, parcel-level assessor land use data, and any land use data provided by individual 
jurisdiction.  These data were then reviewed individually by block group literally counting rooftops to 
adjust our estimate up or down based on what is observed to be on the ground.  Because both SACOG 
and DOF data are estimates, there is still some variation at the jurisdiction level between SACOG’s 
block group based housing estimate and DOF’s jurisdictional housing estimate.  However, regionally, 
the SACOG estimate and DOF estimates are within 0.2 percent of each other.  County level 
comparisons of the two data show accuracy between 0.3 percent and 2 percent.  With only a few 
exceptions, jurisdiction level summaries were accurate within 5 percent, and most are even closer than 
that.  
 
Existing Employment Estimate 
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In addition to needing small area estimates of housing units, SACOG also needs to create small areas 
estimates of existing employment to inform the MTP/SCS land use forecast and the regional travel 
model.  To estimate employment in the region, SACOG purchased 2008 point level employment data 
from InfoUSA.  This data comes with employment sector information based on the North American 
Industry Classification System (NAICS).  Because of the very large number of NAICS employment 
sectors, SACOG created 24 employment sectors to categorize all the NAICS sectors and effectively 
generalize the data into a more manageable data set. 
 
While the InfoUSA data is one of the more comprehensive and detailed employment datasets available, 
it requires some review and edits to be as accurate as possible.  This data contains many duplicate 
records and has some specific sectors of employment for which the data is incomplete or lacking.  
These areas included primarily state and local government data, schools, and farming/agricultural 
production facilities.  To remove the duplicates, the data were visually reviewed and adjusted 
accordingly.  Supplemental data from a variety of sources, including state and local government data, 
California Department of Education school site data, and the Sacramento Business Journal Book of 
Lists, were reviewed and added as necessary.  The final data were then aggregated at Census block 
group to arrive at a total jobs estimate for 2008.  Because there are not many agencies that track total 
employment, across all sectors, there are few other data sources by which we can compare the SACOG 
employment estimates.  The State Employment Development Department, for example, tracks county-
level employment estimates only, and excludes public sector employment, and sole proprietors, from its 
estimates.    
 
Existing Land Use 
 
To create the 2008 existing land use estimate, SACOG started with its 2005 existing land use dataset 
and modified it with a number of more recent data sources, including local government inventories 
(where available), assessor land use data and aerial photography.  In combination with the housing 
permit and employment data sets referenced above, these data sources were used to update SACOG’s 
spatial estimate of existing land uses.  SACOG uses about two dozen general land use categories in its 
land use estimate.  In other words, while actual uses on the ground might have hundreds of different 
specific land uses (e.g., car wash, coffee shop, convenience store or single-family home, duplex, mobile 
home) SACOG has more general categories (e.g., neighborhood retail or medium density residential).  
The geography of this data is a "split" parcel file.  Parcels were the base geography, but then, depending 
on parcel size and location, they were split (into halves, quarters, etc.) to facilitate more accurate 
modeling of future conditions in the development of the MTP/SCS land use forecast.   
 
Existing Conditions  
(Housing Unit Estimate + Employment Estimate + Existing Land Use) 
 
Once the parcel level existing land use data were updated to the year 2008, the data are put into I-
PLACE3S to estimate housing and employment totals at a parcel level.  The foundation for I-
PLACE3S is its “place types” or land uses.  These user defined place types are set up to include 
assumptions about the land use (e.g., parking ratios, landscape setbacks, building square footage, etc.).  
SACOG uses place types created to correspond with the general land uses used in the existing land use 
inventory, described above.  Once defined, each residential place type has a maximum density (dwelling 
units per acre) and each non-residential place type has a maximum intensity (employees per acre and 
floor area ratio).  Once the 2008 existing land use parcel file is put into I-PLACE3S and place types are 
assigned, housing and employment estimates will be calculated using these maximum density and 
intensity factors, unless adjusted by the user.  For example, a two acre parcel with a low density land use 
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(maximum density of 8 units per acre) will result in 16 housing units on that parcel.  However, this can 
be adjusted by the user.  Real world development is not as simple as twenty four land uses, all built at 
maximum allowed densities, so SACOG calibrates these totals to the block group estimates of housing 
unit and employee totals described above.  A few simplified examples are noted below to illustrate this 
process: 

 
Census Block Group Total Housing Unit 

and/or Employment 
Estimate 

Parcel File Land Uses Outcome Modeled in 
I-PLACE3S 

Block Group A 100 single family 
housing units 

100 parcels with “low 
density” land uses 

100 low density parcels 
with one unit per 
parcel 

Block Group B 50 single family 
housing units and 200 
multi-family units 

50 parcels with “low 
density” land uses and 
2 parcels with “high 
density” land use 

50 low density parcels 
with one unit per 
parcel and two high 
density parcels with 
100 units each 

Block Group C 2,000 office employees 
and 500 retail 
employees 

10 parcels with 
“regional commercial” 
land uses and 50 
parcels with 
“neighborhood 
commercial” land uses 

10 regional commercial 
parcels with 41.6 
employees each and 50 
neighborhood 
commercial parcels 
with 41.6 employees 
each 

 
Once completed, this data is summarized and vetted with each jurisdiction’s planning department.  
Land use maps with jurisdiction wide housing and employment summaries were sent to each agency for 
review.  In some cases, more detailed summaries or GIS files were also shared.  Adjustments on both 
the land uses and the housing and employment estimates were made based on comments received. 
 
The result of this process is estimates of housing units and employment for small areas within the 
region.   In order to use I-PLACE3S, each developed parcel is assigned a place type and a housing 
and/or employment estimate, but it is not our intention that these data be used at a parcel-level.  As 
noted above, these data are calibrated in I-PLACE3S to match control totals of housing units and jobs 
by Census block group.  This means that on any given parcel, the estimate may not match the exact use 
at that parcel; however, if a number of parcels are added up to a larger area (e.g. census block group or 
greater), the estimates should closely match the mix of uses on the ground in 2008.  Note that for 
employment estimates, the discrepancy between the parcel-level estimate and the actual use of the 
parcel will vary more, in general, than the estimates of dwelling units.  This is due to several factors.  
First, employment at a given parcel varies by season, changes in the economy, factors related to specific 
industries, and individual factors related to specific employers.  For example, the total number of jobs 
at a multi-tenant office building on a single parcel will most likely change year to year based on natural 
turnover of tenants and economic and other factors.  Housing units, once built, generally remain in 
place from year to year.   
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Method for Developing MTP Update Growth Projections 
Draft – June 25, 2010 
 
 
1.   PURPOSE: This describes the general framework SACOG will use to develop the land use 
component, or growth pattern, for the next Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). The update to 
the MTP is expected to be adopted by the SACOG Board no later than December 2011. Every MTP 
contains a description of the expected growth pattern for the years covered by the plan. This update 
cycle, the land use issues will be especially influenced by SACOG’s new draft growth projections for 
the region and the requirements of SB 375. This memo may be refined and expanded as the process 
moves forward. SACOG wants to be as transparent as possible in this process. 
 
2.   REGIONAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS: SACOG typically updates its growth projections on 
four-year cycles. For the last few cycles, SACOG has contracted with The Center for the Continuing 
Study of the California Economy (CCSCE) to lead this work. Under the leadership of its Director, 
Stephen Levy, CCSCE prepares draft projections of future employment (by major employment sector), 
population and household growth at the six-county regional scale. This draft information is reviewed 
by the SACOG staff and Board, member cities and counties, and stakeholders, and is ultimately 
adopted by the SACOG Board. Demographic projections (e.g., household size, age, income) are 
included and used by SACOG to estimate demand for new housing units. 
 
The four-year update cycle is largely driven by federal Clean Air Act requirements, which require 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations such as SACOG to update regional transportation plans at least 
every four years to demonstrate compliance with federal regulations affecting regions not currently in 
attainment with federal standards for all criteria pollutants (i.e., pollutants regulated by the Clean Air 
Act). SACOG may amend its plan whenever it chooses, so long as its amended plan continues to 
demonstrate “conformity” with Clean Air Act requirements. 
 
The time period covered by SACOG’s MTP must be at least 20 years. Because SACOG typically 
updates the MTP every four years it chooses to have a minimum time period of 24 years on the date it 
is adopted. Sometimes a longer period is used. When SACOG adopted its current MTP in 2008, it 
purposely chose a time horizon of 2035 so that the same horizon year could be used in the 2011 
update cycle. 
 
3.   ALLOCATION OF REGIONAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS THROUGHOUT 
THE REGION: In each MTP update cycle SACOG also prepares an estimated growth pattern 
for the region (i.e., where throughout the region the projected amount of employment and 
housing will occur during the planning period). This process has always been governed by federal 
requirements related to regional transportation plans and the Clean Air Act (23 CFR part 450 and 
40 CFR part 93). This MTP update will also be affected by SB 375, and specifically its 
requirements to include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), and possibly an Alternative 
Planning Strategy (APS), and to document and analyze the effects of the SCS on several natural 
resources. (Gov. Code, § 65080, subd. (b)(F)(2)(B)). 
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SACOG considers a number of factors in developing the estimated growth pattern. Existing public 
policies and regulations are important. Local general plans, spheres of influence, community and 
specific plans, land division and development codes, and design guidelines affect the type and intensity 
of future land uses. State and federal policies and regulations also are considered, most notably (but 
not limited to) those relating to development in floodplains and other natural hazard areas (e.g., fire), 
federal Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act permit requirements, Transportation Control 
Measures in air quality plans under the Federal Clean Air Act, and state housing requirements. 
 
While local, state and federal policies and regulations have a strong influence on the estimated 
growth pattern, it is more accurate to state that they are the start, not the end, of the process. There 
are many reasons for this, but essentially the sum of all those policies and regulations never yields a 
growth pattern exactly consistent with the projected amount of employment and housing growth for 
the entire region. For example, the sum of retail-designated lands typically exceeds forecasted 
quantities.  The time horizon of general plans seldom exactly match the time horizon for an MTP. All 
of these plans and regulations are also likely to change many times throughout the 24-year planning 
horizon of the MTP.  So assuming that they are, in effect, frozen for two or more decades on the 
date the MTP is adopted is not likely to be accurate. 
 
Many other factors are therefore documented, analyzed and considered in creating the growth forecast. 
These sometimes include an estimate of the direction and magnitude of future changes to the policy 
and regulatory environment. If a major local general plan update is in process but not yet adopted, 
SACOG may consider the probable substance of the updated plan in addition to the currently adopted 
plan. Market and economic considerations are also analyzed. Practical considerations affecting the cost 
and timing of providing infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, transportation) are analyzed. Market 
considerations are also analyzed, such as people’s interest in different types of housing and 
developers’/builders’ ability to deliver that housing at prices people can afford. Future demographic 
trends (i.e., percentage of households with children, older heads of households, etc.) are an important 
part of this analysis. 
 
The policy priorities for the transportation funds covered by the MTP also influence the projected 
future growth pattern. Through the last two MTP updates, the overall policy priorities for SACOG 
funds and the establishment of specific programs reflect a commitment to support Blueprint 
principles. One early example of this commitment is through the Community Design Grant program 
SACOG established six years ago to incentivize development projects that support Blueprint 
implementation. During this period of increasing SACOG Board support for linking Blueprint 
principles to the MTP, a trend towards performance-based outcomes linking integrated land use and 
transportation decisions has become increasingly evident in federal and state transportation policies 
and investment priorities. 
 
Through its MTP and short-term funding decisions for transportation projects, SACOG emphasizes 
high performance in reducing vehicle miles traveled, increasing transit, walk and bike, and high-
occupancy vehicle mode shares, and reducing congestion at key bottlenecks. These transportation 
infrastructure investments will have some influence on shaping the future growth pattern. 
 
Taken together, SACOG estimates to the best of its ability what the future growth pattern is likely 
to be. It is a process that includes consideration of many variables. 
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In addition to estimating a 2035 growth pattern, SACOG also must estimate growth phasing for 
several near-term years: 2011, 2014, 2017, 2018 and 2025 under Federal Clean Air requirements, and 
2020 under SB 375. Because SB 375 requires SACOG’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 
to be consistent with the new SCS, it must also estimate a growth pattern for the next RHNA horizon 
year (to be determined by the California Department of Housing and Community Development). All 
of the considerations that affect the 2035 growth forecast are also addressed for these interim year 
forecasts, including transportation infrastructure. Under federal and state law, SACOG is required to 
create and maintain a Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). The MTIP covers 
a four or five year period, and is governed by fairly stringent rules that require SACOG to prove that 
funds are reliably available in the near term to construct projects in the MTIP. To the extent that 
transportation projects in the MTIP have strong influences on shaping growth, this can be an 
important factor in these interim growth forecasts. Federal rules also require the entire MTP, out to 
the year 2035 in this cycle, to be financially constrained. However, the federal government interprets 
the financial constraint requirements most strictly in the earlier years, especially during those years 
until transportation and air quality modeling indicates the region will attain federal clean air standards. 
 
Three land use and transportation scenarios will be developed during the summer of 2010 utilizing the 
factors listed above. The scenarios will be evaluated with a set of performance measures that are based 
on the legislative actions listed here, plus other measures that are important to staff, stakeholders, and 
the SACOG Board. The performance metrics from these scenarios are an opportunity to learn some 
strengths and weaknesses of the growth allocations that are part of the scenarios. The learning process 
is another factor that will be used to allocate growth for the draft plan, the SCS, and possibly the APS. 
 
4.   MTP AMENDMENTS AND CONSISTENCY ISSUES: In part because SACOG’s MTP 
growth forecast can never be just the sum of its 28-member local governments’ adopted general plans 
at any given point in time, the question often arises, “what are the implications for a land use project 
that is not shown in the MTP growth forecast”? Several issues must be considered in answering this 
question. The most important answer is that cities and counties have land use authority, and that 
nothing in the MTP alters that fact. So, for example, if a city has a general plan with a 50-year planning 
horizon, it would not be surprising if the MTP2035 growth forecast only indicated growth on a portion 
of the land designated in the city’s general plan for future growth. The reverse may also be true. The 
MTP2035 growth forecast may show growth in areas that are not yet formally included in a county’s or 
city’s general plan if SACOG estimates there is market demand for growth in that location and the 
entitlement process is underway and is projected to be successfully completed. 
 
Including growth within the MTP is not a guarantee it will happen, and growth that is not included in 
the MTP does not mean that SACOG has any authority to prohibit that growth from occurring. It is 
also important to remember that MTPs are updated on a federally controlled cycle of at least every 
four years. This means that if new information about individual development projects, for instance, 
becomes available after an MTP is adopted, SACOG is obligated to address that information in the 
next MTP update cycle. The planning work for the next update cycle typically starts approximately 
two years after the current MTP is updated. 
 
There are at least two other issues to consider when analyzing the effect of SACOG’s growth forecast. 
First, the growth forecast does have a significant effect on the content, phasing, and performance of 
the transportation system improvements in the MTP, which are designed to best serve the projected 
growth pattern. To the extent that growth not identified in the MTP is approved by local jurisdictions, 
transportation improvements in the MTP may need to be rescheduled or phased, modified in form, or 
otherwise changed. Changes and amendments to the MTP, and the programming documents which 
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are based on the MTP, must comply with the federal Clean Air Act, California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), and other regulations, which may limit the ability to adapt quickly to unforeseen growth. 
Second, SB 375 also provides CEQA benefits to certain housing and mixed-use projects that are 
consistent with either an SCS or APS that meets the greenhouse gas emissions reduction target that 
will be established by the California Air Resources Board by September 30 of this year. But this is a 
carrot, not a stick. In other words, there is nothing explicit in SB 375 that changes how CEQA applies 
to projects that are inconsistent with the SCS or APS. SACOG will be publishing more information in 
the future regarding this consistency determination for activating the CEQA benefits in SB 375. 
 
5. GROWTH ALLOCATION AND SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT: The first effort to 
allocate the regional growth to subareas within the region, and to develop packages of transportation 
projects which support the growth, will take place this summer and fall. Three MTP scenarios, 
combining different allocations of growth and packages of transportation projects, will be developed 
and evaluated over the summer. The results will be reported to the region in a series of public 
workshops in the fall. The basic concept for creating unique land use and transportation scenarios 
was discussed at the May SACOG committee meetings and the June SACOG Board meeting. The 
draft preferred scenario for the MTP will be generated in part through evaluation and public 
comment on the results of the scenarios. 
 
As approved by the SACOG Board in June, the three scenarios will vary on the land use side by: 

• Varying the amount of compact development—compact development has been shown to be 
more effectively served by transit, to support potentially higher rates of walking and biking, 
and to generate lower vehicle travel. 

• Varying the amount of development in high-quality transit corridors, where residents are 
more likely to use available transit. 

• Varying the amount of complementary, mixed-use development, which supports shorter 
vehicle trip making, and higher rates of non-motorized travel. 

 
Three key dimensions by which the transportation alternatives will vary are: 
• The location, intensity, and type of transit service, based on the extent of transit supportive 

land uses in corridors. Higher density, mixed-use corridors provide greater opportunities for 
higher capacity transit, such as light rail and streetcars. 

• Varying the amount, location, and type of investment in complete streets projects, which serve 
multiple users in locations where land use generates a mix of travel modes. 

• Varying the extent and location of roadway and other projects to alleviate major bottlenecks 
and congestion points. One dimension by which the scenarios will differ in this regard is the 
extent to which investments are made to alleviate existing bottlenecks, compared to reserving 
investments for future bottlenecks. 

• Varying the level of investment in Blueprint supportive programs and transportation systems 
management (TSM) strategies, including technology and demand management programs, that 
allow for greater optimization of existing transportation infrastructure. More compact and 
mixed-use development patterns can allow some shifts in investment priorities away from 
road extensions and expansions to improving the function of existing roads for multi-modal 
travel. 

 
The three scenarios will seek that fine line between analyzing truly distinctive alternatives, but 
only within the broad bounds of the type of land development and transportation investments 
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that could realistically be expected to occur over a 24 year period. This concept is easier to 
describe in concept than to execute in detail. Some examples that hopefully will add clarity: 
• The Base Case land use pattern from the original Blueprint will not be included as a scenario 

because market, policy and demographic trends strongly indicate the housing industry has 
moved permanently away from large lot, single family as a dominant product. 

• Some development projects that have been planned for a long time, and were assumed for at 
least partial absorption in the currently adopted MTP, may not be included in all of the 
scenarios. Some may not be included in any of the scenarios. This MTP will have 160,000 few 
dwelling units and 200,000 fewer employees than the current one. New projects, especially 
large master planned communities not included in the current MTP, will have a very high bar 
to meet to demonstrate feasibility for inclusion. 

• There are market, policy and demographic trends towards transit-oriented development. The 
CEQA reform in SB 375 gives the region the option to reduce the time, cost and uncertainty 
associated with transit-oriented development, thus presumably increasing its potential market 
share. But there are limits in this development category, too. There is little value in creating a 
scenario that assumes all or nearly all future growth will occur in this manner, or that the 
transit-oriented development that does occur will be at such high densities that market 
acceptance in the Sacramento region is unlikely. 

• For each scenario there will likely be transportation investments in the current MTP that are 
scaled back (i.e., fewer lanes, shorter distances) or eliminated due to the smaller growth 
footprint and/or reduced revenues projected through 2035. As explained earlier in this memo, 
this does not necessarily imply that the projects will never be built, or that they are 
unimportant for the region. It does mean that given the growth and financial parameters of this 
MTP cycle that the projects are not as high performing as the projects included in the 
scenarios. The Board may also decide to include some projects in an alternative, or vision, 
scenario to designate them as a high priority to add to the MTP if additional revenues are 
identified. 

 
Finally, the exclusion of a development project or transportation project from all scenarios does not 
definitively mean it will be excluded from the final MTP. SACOG will continue to gather new 
information over the next several months before the draft preferred MTP takes shape, which should 
occur towards the end of 2010 and early 2011. If new information leads to the conclusion that the 
three scenarios did not accurately bound the possibilities for the next MTP, there will still be an 
opportunity to address that 
in the final preferred scenario. It does not seem likely this will occur in many cases, but it certainly is a 
possibility. And as soon as this MTP is adopted in December 2011, SACOG will begin the process of 
creating the next one, which will be adopted four years later. It will have a time horizon of at least 
2039, and possibly longer. 
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Approve Framework for Development of a Draft Preferred Scenario for the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan 
Excerpt from December 9, 2010 Board Agenda Item 
   
Issue:  Staff seeks Board direction for developing a Draft Preferred Scenario in the next phase of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2035 update.   
 
Recommendation:  The Transportation Committee recommends that the Board direct staff to 
develop a Draft Preferred Scenario that is based on MTP workshop Scenario 3 with elements of 
Scenario 2 and that the process of scenario development include further technical research and work 
with local agencies to reflect the recent planning assumptions.   
 
Committee Action/Discussion:  Using the broad themes from the public workshop results, staff 
created a framework for developing a draft preferred MTP scenario that reflects the preference of MTP 
workshop participants in four counties for Scenario 3 and the preference in two counties for Scenario 2.  
Under this framework, a draft scenario would perform between Scenarios 2 and 3.  Attachment 1 is the 
MTP Scenarios “Score Card” from the public workshops which describes the differences between the 3 
scenarios.  Staff has added comments to some of the key metrics to articulate the nuances of Scenario 3.   
 
Key scenario features to compare:  The tables below describe the three scenarios in terms of their 
major transportation and land use characteristics.    Scenario 1 represents the adopted MTP updated to 
a new growth forecast and revenue assumptions and Scenarios 2 and 3 are incrementally different from 
Scenario 1. 
 

Transportation Inputs (total in billions of 
dollars) 

Share of 
funding in… 

Scenari
o #1 

Scenari
o #2 

Scenari
o #3 

Transit  $10.7 $11.7 $13.7 
Road, bike, 
pedestrian 
maintenance 
& operations 

10.9 11.0 11.0 

New road 
capacity 8.7 8.0 6.7 

Bike & 
pedestrian 
street and 
trail 
improvement
s 

2.8 2.9 3.0 

Programs 1.5 1.6 1.7 

Land Use Inputs (in percent of new homes) 
Share of growth 
in… 

Scenario 
#1 

Scenario 
#2 

Scenario 
#3 

Center & 
Corridor 
Communities 

19% 28% 37% 

Established 
Communities 27% 24% 23% 

Developing 
Communities 50% 45% 38% 

Rural Residential 
Communities 4% 3% 2% 
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Regional Scenarios Score Card 
 
Description of MTP Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 
 Land Use Inputs Scenario 

#1 
Scenario 
#2 

Scenario 
#3 

Staff Comments on Scenario 3 

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

19% 28% 37% 

Center & Corridor Communities receive 
their highest share of growth in Scenario 
3.  In terms of total homes (existing plus 
new growth), Centers & Corridors 
represent 17% of all housing.   

2 Share of growth in 
Established Communities 
(percent of new homes) 

27% 24% 23% 

3 Share of growth in 
Developing Communities 
(percent of new homes) 

50% 45% 38% 

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

4% 3% 2% 

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

39% 33% 25%  

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

30% 26% 23%  

7 Share of growth in 
attached homes 
(percent) 

31% 42% 52% Half of all new homes are attached in 
Scenario 3 

 Transportation Inputs Scenario 
#1 

Scenario 
#2 

Scenario 
#3 

Staff Comments on Scenario 3 

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

25% 24% 14% Greater share of projects aimed at 
alleviating existing bottleneck locations 
in the currently urbanized areas 
compared to future bottlenecks 
projected in new or developing 
communities.  

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

50% 85% 122% Transit scaled to support the different 
levels of development around the 
region.  

10 Funding for transit 
($ in billions) 

$10.7 $11.7 $13.7 Highest level of investment in new 
transit service, including higher 
frequency bus, street car, light rail, 
intercity rail, intercity bus, and 
community shuttles.  

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

$10.9 $11 $11 Higher levels of rural complete corridor 
investment to support rural mobility, 
including higher levels of investment in 
road rehabilitation and operational 
improvements to make rural corridors 
safer and support farm-to-market travel. 

12 Funding for new road 
capacity 

$8.7 $8 $6.7  
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($ in billions) 
13 Funding for bike and 

pedestrian street and 
trail improvements 
($ in billions) 

$2.8 $2.9 $3.0  

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

800 1,100 1,300  

15 Funding for Programs 
($ in billions) 

$1.5 $1.6 $1.7 Highest level of funding for 
Blueprint-supportive programs. 
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Framework for a Draft Preferred MTP2035 Update Scenario 
 
To direct the next steps of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan 2035 update, staff proposes use of the 
following framework for a Draft Preferred Scenario.  The framework for the Committee’s 
consideration includes two sections:  
 
  I. The Conceptual Basis of the Draft Preferred Scenario 
 II. The Process for Developing a Draft Preferred Scenario  
 
This framework is anticipated to lead to a preferred scenario that reflects the priorities that arose from 
the public outreach to date (MTP workshops and focus groups), the majority of comments received 
from agency stakeholders, and the knowledge gained from SACOG technical analysis.  
 
I.  Conceptual Basis of the Preferred Scenario 
Development of the MTP workshop scenarios reflected SACOG staff technical analysis and 
collaboration with agency partners to develop three distinct scenarios.  The workshop framework, 
adopted by the SACOG Board in June 2010, is summarized in the following matrix: 
 
Scenario 
Name 

 
Land Use 

 
Transit 

Local Streets 
Ped/Bike 

Bridges and 
Freeways 

1  Compact 
housing share 
= 61% (same 
as 2008 
MTP) 

 Compared to 
MTP:  

Smallest share of 
growth in TPAs of 
the 3 scenarios 

 Emphasis on 
shuttles, 
commuter 
bus, fixed 
route bus 

 BRT, street car 
and LRT 
where 
density/mix 
supports it 

 Complete streets 
opportunities in 
new growth areas 

 Some opportunity 
for complete 
streets 
“remodeling” 

 Conventional street 
widening for 
bottlenecks 

 Balance of 
projects 
between 
existing 
and 
future 
bottlene
cks 

 
 

2  Compact 
housing share 
= 68%  

 More growth in 
TPAs than 
#1 

 

 More 
opportunitie
s for higher 
frequency 
bus and 
street car 

 Similar to #1 
 More opportunities 

for complete 
streets 

 Emphasis 
on 
existing 
bottlene
cks 

3  Higher share of 
growth in 
TPAs 

 TPA more 
focused in 
location, 
higher 
density – 
more transit-
oriented 
development  

 More 
opportunitie
s for 
streetcar and 
LRT, and 
other rail 
services 

 

 More opportunities 
for complete 
streets 

 Greater reliance on 
ITS/management  

 Greater 
emphasi
s on 
existing 
bottlene
cks and 
urban 
core  
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The three workshop scenarios were a second round of scenario building.  They were based on several 
more general scenarios than were built through the spring and early summer to support the setting of 
greenhouse gas emissions targets by the California Air Resources Board under SB375.  The preparation 
of a draft preferred scenario represents the third round of scenario building.  It will naturally evolve 
from the prior work, with more extensive input from our members and partner agencies, and more 
refined technical work to try to ensure that it is both realistic to implement and also produces strong 
performance benefits. 
 
The performance measures presented to the public during the nine public workshops in October 
showed some performance advantages of Scenario 3.  Workshop participants in large majorities 
selected Scenario 3 as their preferred scenario, with notable variations in Sutter and Placer Counties, 
where there was more support for Scenario 2.  Staff will begin the preparation of the draft preferred 
scenario from the foundation of Scenario 3, but expect there to be substantial blending of all three 
scenarios, and refinements that may not have been in included in any of the scenarios, as this next 
phase evolves. 
 
SACOG staff has had a month to review both the technical and public preference results from the nine 
workshops.  A partial list of issues staff believes need further technical and process work with our 
members and partners in the next few months include:  
 
1. Integrating Scenario 2 in Placer and Sutter Counties with Scenario 3 in the balance of the region. 
2. More detailed analysis of the land use patterns and transportation investments in the centers and 

corridors.  For land use, this means rechecking General Plans, Community Plans and other local 
policies; market economics; and consumer demand to be clear-eyed about both the opportunities 
and constraints.  For transportation, this means further scrutiny of the types of transit, walking, 
biking, and complete streets investments that would be needed to support the revitalization of these 
areas.  Staff will look for realistic opportunities to increase the complete streets funding beyond the 
level in Scenario 3.  The associated HUD grant is specifically targeted at this work and should help 
us target the areas with the greatest potential.   

3. Big picture re-check of expected demand for various housing products, especially attached units.  
Staff will update expected demand for rental-versus-ownership products to determine whether it is 
expected to be any higher going forward than staff has projected in the past preliminary data 
indicate this may be the case. 

4. Begin to focus on the 2020 land use allocations since this timeframe more closely matches the 
timeframe for the state’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation requirements.  The workshop 
scenarios focused on 2035 performance. 

5. Re-check subregional job-housing balance issues, with particular attention on those portions of the 
region outside of the three major employment centers that are striving to increase their jobs base to 
achieve a better balance. 

6. Re-check and finalize the draft growth projections in May 2011 after the California Department of 
Finance releases its final growth estimates for the SACOG region. 

7. SB375 requires determining when housing/mixed use projects are “consistent” with the MTP.  
Staff is working on a definition of consistency that will strive to preserve some measure of 
flexibility in the market.  For example, if the MTP projects that 50 percent of Greenfield X will be 
built out by 2035, staff may define “consistent” as anything within the full (100 percent) build out 
of that development.  Likewise, in Centers and Corridors:  If the MTP estimates 250 new housing 
units will be built near Light Rail Station Y, staff probably would define “consistent” as a higher 
number of housing units built there, so long as they are consistent with local plans and other 
performance guidelines.  Staff thinks the consistency definition may be the key to preserving market 
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flexibility, honoring local land use authority, and meeting the performance imperatives of the MTP.  
8. For all of the transportation investments, refine the assumptions regarding expected revenues to 

ensure they are realistic.  Transit operations and road maintenance will receive special attention, 
since both rely in the current plan on new revenues in Sacramento County by 2012 that are not 
likely to occur.   

9. For the transportation investments, the corollary to realistic revenue projections is “right-sizing” 
the projects.  There probably will not be many projects in the current MTP that are eliminated 
entirely, but several may need to be refined (e.g., number of lanes of new road capacity, length of 
new carpool lanes) to fit the need and budget.  The timing, equipment and frequency of service for 
the region’s largest transit investment, providing rail to the airport, will be examined with this 
“right-sizing” principle. 

10. Particular attention will be placed on congestion issues to ensure that optimum investments are 
being made with scarce resources to resolve existing and future bottlenecks. 

 
In the big picture, much of this next level of work will be trying to answer the question whether it is 
realistic to attain the transit benefits of Scenario 3 in the draft preferred scenario.  The Board directed 
staff to ensure that Scenario 3 delivered a better transit performance than the current MTP or the 
Blueprint.  Scenario 3 met that test.  The next few months, with substantial support from the HUD 
grant, will give us the time to confirm whether the performance benefits in that scenario can be 
delivered through a plan that meets federal, state, and local feasibility standards. 
 
II.  The Process for Developing a Draft Preferred Scenario  
Attachment 4-C identifies key MTP milestones in the months ahead that support the presentation of a 
draft preferred scenario by fall 2011 that:  

 reflect the priorities from the SACOG Board provided through regular briefings and 
workshops; 

 reflect input received from public outreach and engagement with agency stakeholders; and 
 reflect knowledge gathered from SACOG technical analysis. 

Major tasks to be completed over the next few months to successfully translate the key elements of 
Scenarios 2 and 3 into a single, high performing Draft Preferred Scenario include the following: 

 
(1) Working with land use agency stakeholders to ensure the land use allocation meets all 

federal requirements and relates to adopted and proposed local land use plans, regulatory 
factors that affect the shape or timing of development, and the influence of the market 
through changing demographics and economics.  This effort will include working with local 
and partner agency staff to develop land use assumptions for the draft preferred scenario 
that reflect an analysis of real-world conditions including the following:  

 
 Complete “reality checks” of various jobs and housing inputs, including the actual 

housing market demand in different subareas of the region; job market detail for 
different subareas of the region; and the relationship of growth projections to adopted 
and proposed land use plans 

 
 Develop a definition of consistency with the land use projections (i.e., Sustainable 

Communities Strategy) for the purposes of activating SB 375 CEQA streamlining 
benefits.  A consistency definition needs to maintain flexibility for the market to act but 
should also be benchmarked to MTP policies and investments.   

 
(2) Working with transportation agency stakeholders to ensure the transportation project list 
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meets all federal requirements including financial constraint and the most recent planning 
assumptions.  A central effort related to this will be a call for projects review process to 
receive greater detail on proposed projects.  The workshop scenarios focused on budget 
category building blocks and modeled (capacity) projects.  The call for projects review 
process will offer more detail on operations and maintenance improvements that are 
presently described in lump-sum budget categories. Other transportation inquiries include 
the following: 

 
 Examine the pedestrian and bicycling investments of Scenarios 2 and 3 to determine if 

there are additional enhancements that could be made.  
 

 Conduct “stress-tests” of the workshop scenarios to determine weak or strong points to 
refine, such as changes to income or gas price assumptions that may impact travel 
demand and performance metrics. 

 
One of the initial staff efforts that reflects the collaborative processes described above is an analysis of 
the Centers and Corridors Communities that were popular in the workshops and offer significant 
performance promise.  Optimization of these areas was a defining trait of Scenario 3.  A consistent 
message from the nine workshops was support for the higher share of new growth and supportive 
transportation investments that would be accommodated in the Centers and Corridors by the horizon 
year of 2035.  
 
Based on the support for the concept of realizing vital Centers and Corridors across the region, and 
local agency plans to revitalize many of these Centers and Corridors, staff has begun the process to 
further analyze the opportunities and challenges in directing a higher share of future growth to these 
areas by 2035.  SACOG collaboration with stakeholders over the next few months will include 
refinements to the proposed transportation projects in these areas and a more detailed review of the 
new growth assumptions for each Center and Corridor included in the Draft Preferred Scenario.  The 
following schedule for local agency and stakeholder input identifies the advisory committee meetings 
that will focus on the development of the Draft Preferred Scenario:  
 
January 2011-May 2011: SACOG staff will  

1) work with local agencies through advisory committees on elements of draft preferred 
scenario  

2) solicit jurisdiction input individually on land use growth assumptions and transportation 
call for project review projects 

MTP Element Advisory Committee 
2011 Advisory Committee 
Meeting Dates 

Transportation project list Regional Planning Partnership  Jan. 26, Feb. 23, Mar. 23 
(Apr. 27 and May 25 as 
needed) 

Transit Coordinating 
Committee  

(Dates to be confirmed) 

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee 

Jan. 27 (Apr. 28 as needed) 

Public Works Coordination 
Group 

 (Dates to be confirmed) 
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Land use allocation Planners Committee, Regional 
Planning Partnership 

Jan. 27, Feb. 24, Mar. 24 
(Apr. 28 and May 26 as 
needed) 

By June 2011: Preliminary Draft MTP  
November 2011: Environmental impact analysis of Draft MTP completed 
November/December 2011: Draft MTP and EIR released for public comment  
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Jurisdictional 2035 Growth Allocation Technical Methodology Summary 
 
 
Background and Framework  
 
This memo is intended to accompany the “MTP Methodology Memo” and the “Framework for 
Development of a Draft Preferred Scenario”.  Together those two documents describe the general 
framework used to develop the MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast.  The purpose of this document is to 
provide specific information about how the jurisdiction level growth allocations were completed for the 
MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast.   
 
Creating Jurisdiction Growth Estimates 
 
SACOG’s process for creating a land use allocation begins with creating housing and employment 
growth estimates by jurisdiction.  The following is a description of how SACOG created the 2035 
housing units and employee estimates for each jurisdiction in the MTP/SCS.   
 
First, a database was created of all the numerical data considerations available and relevant to each 
jurisdiction.  This data is not intended to be definitive; it is simply useful information that is considered 
as part of the analytical process that leads to the jurisdictional growth estimates.  This includes 
jurisdiction level summaries of: 

• Base line data  

o Total number of housing units and employees today (2008) 

o Jobs/Housing ratio today (2008) 

o Percent of regional growth share for housing units and employees today (2008) 

• Historic reference data 

o Five year and ten year historic residential building permit average 

o Percent of regional five year and ten year residential permits 

o An extrapolation of the five year and ten year building permit averages to estimate 2008-
2035 housing unit growth if those past trends defined the future using those two 
averages 

o Historic county-level employment estimates from State of California Employment 
Development Department 

• Capacity data 

o General Plan and specific plan capacity for housing units and employees 

o How close existing housing units and employees are to reaching the capacity estimate 
(how close the jurisdiction is to build out today) 

DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 Update - Appendix E-3 Land Use Forecast Background Documentation 18



• Current MTP data 

o Housing units and employees assumed in the last MTP 

o Regional share of growth of housing units and employees in the last MTP 

o Job/Housing ratio in the last MTP 

o An estimate of housing unit and employee growth using the updated regional growth 
forecast and each jurisdiction’s regional percent share from the last MTP 

Next, for each jurisdiction SACOG gathers and considers a number of other data and factors that are 
not quantifiable in a spreadsheet.  This information came primarily from local government planning 
staff at each jurisdiction at the beginning of the MTP/SCS update.  Between December 2009 and 
January 2011, SACOG staff met with each jurisdiction’s planning staff individually to collect maps, 
project descriptions, shapefiles, and general planning related status updates.  The agenda from these 
meetings is included as Attachment 1.  Again this data is not intended to be conclusive by itself; it is 
part of the information gathered and considered in the process of creating jurisdictional growth 
estimates.  In summary, the information considered included: 
 

• What are the greenfield (Developing Communities) and/or infill opportunities (Center and 
Corridor and Established Communities) in and around the jurisdiction 

o For specific plans: 

 Is the plan approved; and what levels of approval does it have 

 If approved, what type of infrastructure needs to be built to support the 
development (wastewater treatment plant, water conveyance, etc). 

 Has construction started on the site 

 Are there other specific plans in the area and their entitlement status 

 Are there natural resource issues to consider 

 Have there been any recent plan amendments or upzoning 

• General Plan land use policies 

o When was the plan adopted 

o Is the plan currently being updated 

o Are there development agreements to consider 

o What are the land uses, densities, and intensities allowed 

o Are there policies about mixed-use and/or redevelopment 
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o Are there policies about jobs-housing balance 

o Are there agricultural preservation policies 

• Are there major job centers in or near the jurisdiction (existing or proposed) 

• How strong is the current residential market in the jurisdiction’s market area 

• Are there major infrastructure or natural resource constraints to building (such as water/sewer 
capacity, flooding, habitat issues, etc) 

• Proximity to transit 

• Existing housing and employment vacancies 

• Redevelopment and/or under-utilized parcel opportunities 

Using all the data and information above, SACOG creates a preliminary draft estimate of housing and 
employment growth for each jurisdiction.  The process and the resulting preliminary draft growth 
estimate consider each jurisdiction individually.  However, our growth projections are created for the 
region, so each jurisdiction must also be considered as a share of the regional economy.  To do this, the 
preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate is analyzed and adjusted to achieve the regional projections for 
housing and employment growth, by considering the following: 
 

• What is the jurisdiction’s share of regional housing and employment today compared to what it 
will be in the future and what is the basis for the changes 

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

o How might adopted and proposed plans change the jurisdictions growth rate from past 
trends 

• What is the amount of growth assumed in the market area  
• What is the jobs/housing ratio today compared to what it is for the estimated growth and for 

2035 

The MTP/SCS land use forecast is bounded by SACOG’s regional growth forecast of 303,000 new 
homes and 361,000 new jobs through 2035.   Creating jurisdictional growth estimates that match the 
region’s growth forecast is an iterative process involving the above steps.  Once preliminary housing 
and employment growth “targets” are set for all jurisdictions, they are then modeled in I-PLACE3S. 
 
To better describe the process for creating the jurisdiction growth estimates, below are some 
generalities that cover many of the jurisdictions in the region for this MTP/SCS planning cycle; 
however, any information on unique factors relating to a single jurisdiction that SACOG was aware of 
were considered as well.  Regulatory policies, market influences, and building constraints such as flood 
or infrastructure issues all may result in exceptions to these generalities.  
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• Jurisdictions that are close to build out today (i.e. have mostly small infill opportunities with no 
proposed specific plans and/or have specific plan communities that are already more than 50 
percent built) are likely to build out by 2035 

• Jurisdictions with large existing job centers, or jurisdictions in close proximity to the existing 
regional job centers, are likely to get a higher proportion of new jobs and housing by 2035 

• Jurisdictions that are close to build out today (not in 2035) and have development proposed in 
their currently adopted sphere of influence, are likely to annex and projects are expected to start 
begin construction during the planning period 

• Jurisdictions with large amounts of general plan capacity in rural residential areas see low 
growth rates for rural residential development  

• Specific plan areas that are currently building are expected to continue to build at rates that are 
roughly similar to historical averages for the area- inclusive of pre-recession years  

• Most specific plans that are approved today, but are not currently building are likely to start 
construction (but not complete construction) by 2035 

o The rate at which specific plans are assumed to develop is based on a number of 
factors, including: projected construction of other new specific plans in the area, 
jurisdiction’s growth rate, natural resource constraints (primarily the timing of receiving 
federal permits), timing and magnitude of infrastructure needed, housing demand in the 
area and for the planned product type, and a number of development related issues  
(such as no active developer, litigation issues, etc.) 

• Specific plans or proposed projects that are not currently adopted and potentially have natural 
resource and/or potentially significant infrastructure issues to resolve and/or have questions 
about market demand in that sub-area of the region are generally not assumed to start building 
by 2035 and are therefore not in the MTP/SCS 

 
Modeling the Preliminary Draft Growth Estimates 
 
The primary reasons for modeling the preliminary allocation in I-PLACE3S are to 1) be able to account 
spatially for the estimated growth, which makes it possible to make further refinements if needed and, 
2) to provide the ability to vet all preliminary assumptions with local jurisdictions in an easily 
understandable format. 
 
 I-PLACE3S is a tool for developing and comparing land use scenarios; by itself, it is not a projections 
or forecasting tool.  SACOG uses I-PLACE3S to spatially allocate development to jurisdictions by 
subareas (which are defined by local planning areas) to reach the jurisdictional estimates developed 
according to the process described above.  SACOG builds up the jurisdiction land use forecast of 
housing and employment using the information from land use plans and policies from local general 
plans, special plans, specific plans, and master plans (adopted and proposed), natural resource 
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constraints, market trends, and the framework adopted by the SACOG Board to make assumptions 
about the type and location of land uses in each jurisdiction.  This ‘bottoms-up’ allocation is then 
compared to the jurisdiction targets development according to the process discussed above.  If the 
resulting I-PLACE3S jurisdiction land use allocation does not match the jurisdiction target of housing 
and employment growth, both sets of numbers are then analyzed to determine whether one, or both, 
should be adjusted.  The allocation process is thus, an iterative process to achieve a land use forecast 
that reflects the regional growth forecast. 
 
Once the forecast is modeled in I-PLACE3S, the forecast can be visually displayed in a number of ways 
and can also be tallied and summarized by different geographies.  For the MTP/SCS land use forecast, 
SACOG primarily summarized and displayed the dataset using the MTP/SCS Community Types.   
More information on I-PLACE3S, including a User Guide, can be found on the SACOG website at: 
http://sacog.org/services/I-PLACE3S/ 
 
 
Vetting the Draft Land Use Forecast 
 
This preliminary forecast was then sent to planning staff at each jurisdiction in the region for review 
and comment.  The information was provided in a table format showing housing and employment 
estimates for 2008, 2035, and build out at the Community Type level.  A Community Type map was 
provided as well.  If other summaries, maps, or individual data files were requested, they were also 
provided.  After receiving comments and feedback from the jurisdictions, SACOG used the new 
information provided as well as all the data and considerations outlined earlier in this document, to 
determine if proposed refinements should be made to the forecast.  A change in one jurisdiction can 
affect growth assumptions elsewhere in the region so when refinements are proposed, all jurisdictions 
are re-analyzed to determine whether or not the refinements should be made and where other 
refinements may be required in order to maintain the regional growth totals of 303,000 new housing 
units and 361,000 new employees.  Then, again, the revised information was circulated to local 
jurisdiction planning staff for review.  Throughout the MTP/SCS process, SACOG conducted five 
comment periods directed specifically to local planning staff at various stages of the project, with many 
additional opportunities for review and comment through the regularly scheduled monthly Planners 
Committee meetings and individual meetings or phone calls as requested by jurisdiction staff.  The 
various review periods are summarized below and the staff reports that went to each jurisdiction as part 
of these review periods are included in Attachments 2, 3, and 4. 
 

• May 2010-June 2010- Requested review of 2008 existing conditions (land use map with 2008 
housing and employment estimates)  

• July 2010-August 2010- Requested review of three draft MTP/SCS land use scenario for use in 
public workshops (land use maps with 2008, 2035 and build out housing and employment 
estimates) 

• December 2010-Janurary 2011- Requested review of Preliminary Draft Preferred Assumptions 
(Scenario 2 or 3 housing and employment estimates as a base starting assumption, build out 
estimates, Community Type map, draft framework) 

• April 2011- SACOG hosted six county level meetings to discuss the RHNA factors (these 
meetings provided a refresh of the information gathering meetings SACOG held in December 
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2010; new information was used to complete edits to the 2035 land use forecast and were 
considered in creating the 2020 land use forecast) 

• April 2011-May 2011- Requested review of 2035 Preliminary Draft Preferred Scenario 
(Community Type map, housing and employment estimates for 2008, 2035, and build out, and 
the 2035 transportation project list) 

• July 2011-August 2011- Requested review of 2020 Draft Preferred Scenario (Community Type 
map and housing and employment estimates for 2008, 2020, 2035, and build out) 

 
Creating the 2020 Land Use Forecast 
 
The starting point for the 2020 MTP/SCS land use allocation is the 2035 MTP/SCS including all the 
assumptions that SACOG developed in coordination with local agency planning staff and that the 
SACOG Board endorsed in June 2011.   
 
SACOG’s 2020 projections for regional housing and employment growth project that the region starts 
to recover from the current recession sometime before 2020.  This assumption is an underlying 
assumption in all jurisdictions’ 2020 forecasts.  Regionally, 39 percent of the housing growth and 28 
percent of the employment growth in 2035 is projected to occur by 2020.  Most jurisdictions do not 
grow at a constant rate from 2008 to 2035 so each jurisdiction’s unique planning and development 
circumstance must be considered to determine whether its growth is likely to happen faster or slower 
(i.e. more of its growth between 2008 and 2020 or more of it between 2020 and 2035).  However, given 
that the regional growth forecast for 2020 through 2035 accounts for the majority of the growth in the 
MTP/SCS planning period, it is not reasonable in most cases to assume that a jurisdiction would 
receive less than 20 percent of its 2035 housing and employment growth by 2020.   The iterative 
process described earlier in this memo was used to create jurisdiction level growth estimates of the 2008 
to 2020 planning period.  The process for creating the 2020 growth forecast was defined by the longer-
term 2035 growth rate; in other words, the 2020 growth forecast of a jurisdiction and the region as a 
whole, must be consistent with the location and rate of growth defined in the 2035 forecast.  Because 
the 2020 forecast was built within the framework of the 2035 growth forecast, which was vetted 
through local jurisdictions and endorsed by the SACOG Board, only one local agency comment period 
was conducted for the 2020 forecast.   
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Attachment 1:  
Agenda from December 2009-January 2010 Individual Jurisdiction Meetings 
 

1. MTP overview 
a. Requirements of transportation assumptions 
b. Requirements of land use assumptions 
 

2. Method for creating the land use forecast 
a. Base year of existing housing, employment, land use 
b. Regional population, housing, employment forecast 
c. Planning assumptions used to develop land use forecast (local policies, market 

performance, regulatory and environmental influences) 
 

3. Existing Conditions Data:  
a. Do you have any existing land use inventory? 
 

4. Trend Data:  We use development trend data to help us develop the growth rate for each 
jurisdiction.  We are also look to your observations of local land development and planning for 
an assessment growth rate.   

a. What is your assessment of the local development market in housing? 
b.   Retail and other employment?   
c. What is you assessment of development activity in infill, redevelopment, greenfield 

areas, SOI (if applicable)?  
d. Are you revisiting impact fees?   
e. Are there any significant plans or projects in process that we should know about? Do 

you have any absorption studies associated with these? 
f. Are there any environmental or regulatory processes or constraints (e.g. HCPs, flood 

control) that we should be aware of that influence planning and development activity in 
your jurisdiction? 

 
5. Plan Data:  

a. We have collected the proposed general plan land uses from your GIS/Planning 
department. 

b. Are we missing any data?   
 

6. Data SACOG will be reviewing as part of MTP forecast development:  
a. information provided by each jurisdiction,  
b. market research information on employment and housing,  
c. environmental and regulatory constraints where applicable,  
d. 2035 MTP and Blueprint assumptions,  
e. regional economic forecast from Levy  
f. Any data that we acquire will be shared through the planners committee 
 

7. Draft time line for MTP update: 
 

- January 2010: Receive updated regional growth forecast 
- Mid 2010: Begin creating land use forecasts 
- March 2010: Updated Financial Plan 
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- March 2010: Submit proposed greenhouse gas emission target to CARB 
- May 2010-April 2011:  Conduct public involvement process for new MTP 
- Sept 2010: CARB issues SACOG greenhouse emissions target 
- September 2011: HCD issues SACOG Regional Housing Needs 

Determination (regional allocation) 
- December 2011:  MTP  target adoption date (could be adopted as late as 

March 2012) 
- May 2012: Final RHNA Plan (or adopted 6 months after Draft RHNA is 

released)  
- May 2013: Housing Elements by Cities/Counties Due to HCD (or due one 

year after adoption of RHNA; could be as late as September 2013, depending 
on the adoption date of the MTP) 

 
8. There will be CEQA streamlining opportunities as a part of the next MTP. One path will allow 

the environmental documents for certain residential and mixed-use projects to tier off of the 
MTP environmental analysis.  A second path will allow for negative declaration of evidence of 
substantial impact for areas that are located within a half mile of a high quality transit stop or 
corridor.  Has your jurisdiction looked into this process in any planning efforts?  Are there areas 
we should be aware of where these transit definitions might apply? 

 
9. Other matters 
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December 9, 2010 
 

To: City and County Planning Directors 

From: Kacey Lizon and Jennifer Hargrove 

Subject: Growth allocation assumptions for the Preferred MTP Scenario 
    

SACOG will begin preparation of the draft preferred MTP scenario from the 
foundation of Scenario 3 (Scenario 2 in Sutter and Placer counties) in an effort to 
create a preferred scenario that performs in between Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 
regionally.  Although the preferred scenario will start from Scenario 3, it will 
ultimately be a blending of all three scenarios and refinements that may not have 
been in included in any of the scenarios.  This will be based on the information we 
receive from local agencies as well as ongoing market and demographic research 
conducted by SACOG. 

 
Local Government Review of Land use Assumptions 
To start developing the land use assumptions for the preferred scenario, we have 
prepared a table of the growth assumptions in Scenario 3 (Scenario 2 in Sutter and 
Placer counties) that we would like your agency’s review and comment on.  Local 
government input is critical to developing the land use assumptions because the 
growth allocation for the MTP/SCS must meet federal requirements, that is, reflect 
the growth pattern that is mostly likely to occur, based on the best information 
available.    

 
The attached table shows the amount of new housing and employment allocated to 
each of the four community types in each jurisdiction. In the case of developing 
communities, these are further detailed by specific plan areas.  Some specific plan 
areas received no growth in Scenario 3 (Scenario 2 in Sutter and Placer); these are 
listed and noted as such.   

 
In addition to the Scenario 3 growth allocations, the table also includes a holding 
capacity for these geographies. The holding capacity is based on adopted general or 
specific plan designations or proposed plan capacity.   

 
As you review the table, please consider the following questions: 

 
1) How does the amount of growth in each community type compare to your 

observation of current development activity and/or entitlement processes 
underway?  For major land use projects in your community, can you provide 
their updated entitlement status?   

2) Have you observed any housing and/or employment (commercial, industrial) 
market trends in your jurisdiction that supports or contradicts this amount 
growth?  If so, please describe those trends.  
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3) Are there any environmental or regulatory factors to consider that would affect 
timing or location of development? (e.g. status of federal permits) 

4) For specific plan areas, we believe we have the most recent plans reflected in 
the “Holding Capacity” portion of the table, if you have updated information, 
please provide that to us.  In particular, many specific plans have employment 
land designated, but do not provide employment estimates.  In these areas, we 
have “No Data” written in the holding capacity.  Any employment estimates 
analyzed or assumed as part of these plans would be helpful.  

 
In your comments, please provide any supportive documentation or updated 
information that will help us as we draft the preferred scenario.  Please respond to 
Jennifer Hargrove at (916) 340-6216 or jhargrove@sacog.org.  Comments will be 
accepted in any manner that is most convenient (email, phone, meeting, letter, etc.), 
but all comments must be received no later than Monday, January 17, 2011. 
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April 14, 2011 
 
To: 

Cc: 

City and County Planning Directors 
City and County Public Works Directors  
 

From: Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services 
Kacey Lizon, MTP Project Manager 

Subject: Land use allocation assumptions for the Preliminary Draft 
Preferred 2035 MTP/SCS Scenario 

    
Thank you for your ongoing participation in the development of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035.  Attached for 
your review and comment is a Preliminary Draft Preferred Scenario for the 2035 
MTP/SCS.  This memo provides additional information for your review of the 
scenario.   
 
In December, we asked for each planning department to review the land use 
assumptions for MTP Scenarios 2 or 3 and provide updated information on 
development capacity of adopted and/or proposed land use plans, local development 
trends and other factors that may influence growth over the 25-year MTP planning 
period.  SACOG staff used information received from local agencies, updated 
demographic, housing, and employment market information, and ongoing technical 
analysis to create a Preliminary Draft Preferred land use scenario that meets the 
objectives of the MTP Scenario Framework adopted by the SACOG Board in 
December.  For your quick reference, this Scenario Framework can be found here: 
http://www.sacog.org/calendar/2010/12/16/board/pdf/11B-MTP%20Scenarios.pdf . 
The Preliminary Draft Scenario is composed of a transportation project list and land 
use allocation for each city and county in the region. The preliminary draft land use 
allocation for your jurisdiction is included in Attachment 1.  We are asking for your 
review and comment on this preliminary draft to help us refine it into a draft 
preferred scenario. At this halfway point in the MTP update process, we hope the 
following information is helpful context for your review of the preliminary draft 
scenario.   

 
Method for Developing the MTP Land Use Allocation 

In each MTP update cycle SACOG prepares an estimated growth pattern for the 
region (i.e., where throughout the region the projected amount of employment and 
housing will occur during the planning period). This MTP update is governed by 
federal requirements related to regional transportation plans and the Clean Air Act 
(23 CFR part 450 and 40 CFR part 93). It is also affected by SB 375, and 
specifically its requirements to include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), 
and possibly an Alternative Planning Strategy (Gov. Code, § 65080, subd. 
(b)(F)(2)(B)).  
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Given these requirements, SACOG considers a number of factors in developing the estimated 
growth pattern. These include:  

 
Local plans and policies: Local general plans, spheres of influence, community and 
specific plans affect the type and intensity of future land uses. Proposed and pending plan 
updates are also considered in addition to currently adopted plans.  

 
Other Regulations and Policies: State and federal policies and regulations are considered, 
most notably (but not limited to) those relating to development in floodplains and other 
natural hazard areas (e.g., fire), federal Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act 
permit requirements, Transportation Control Measures in air quality plans under the 
Federal Clean Air Act, and state housing requirements. 

 
Market and economic considerations: Practical considerations affecting the cost and 
timing of providing infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, transportation) are analyzed. Market 
considerations are also analyzed, such as the strength of subregional job markets, people’s 
interest in different types of housing, and developers’/builders’ ability to deliver that 
housing at prices people can afford. Future demographic trends (e.g. age of population, 
household composition, income, etc.) are an important part of this analysis.  

 
For the last few MTP updates, SACOG has contracted with The Center for the Continuing Study 
of the California Economy (CCSCE) to develop regional projections of population, employment 
and households. CCSCE prepares draft projections of future employment (by major employment 
sector), population and household growth at the six-county regional scale. SACOG staff must then 
allocate that growth to all of the jurisdictions of the region using the three factors described above. 
The growth pattern of the MTP is controlled to this total amount of population, employment and 
housing growth for the region.    
 
SACOG’s MTP/SCS growth forecast can never be just the sum of its 28-member local 
governments’ adopted general plans because the sum of all those policies and regulations never 
yields a growth pattern exactly consistent with the projected amount of employment and housing 
growth for the entire region. For example, the sum of retail-designated lands typically exceeds 
forecasted quantities.  The question often arises, “what are the implications for a land use project 
that is not shown in the MTP growth forecast”?  The short answer is that the land use assumptions 
in the MTP will not and do not preclude a local jurisdiction from planning and approving growth 
that is different in terms of total units and/or geographic extent. A longer answer adds on that 
SACOG must update the MTP/SCS every four years, so that as new information about individual 
development projects becomes available after the MTP is adopted, SACOG is obligated to address 
that information in the next MTP update cycle.  
 
Information to Consider when Reviewing the Land Use Scenario  

Attachment 1 shows the amount of new housing and employment allocated to each of four 
community types in each jurisdiction, detailed by plan area where applicable.  A “Holding 
Capacity” column is also included in the scenario table so that you can review the base land use 
assumptions used to develop the scenario.  If you believe a plan area to be omitted from the table, 
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it may be that it is included in another geographic category or that no growth is assumed to occur 
by 2035. Please don’t hesitate to contact us with any questions as you review the scenario.    
 
Planning and development conditions change on a regular basis and we understand that there may 
be new information to consider for any given plan area or project.  Therefore, in addition to any 

other comments you provide, please consider the following factors as you review the tables: 

 
1) Has the development status of any planning area changed since January 2011?   
2) Have you observed any development market trends or demographic trends in your jurisdiction 

that are different since January?   
3) Have any environmental or regulatory factors changed since January that could affect timing or 

location of development (e.g. status of federal permits)? 
4) Are there any other factors or considerations that may affect the land use allocation for your 

jurisdiction?  
 

A note on the 2020 land use allocation: a 2020 land use allocation for the MTP/SCS will be 
produced; however, regional growth projections for the 2020 time frame are not yet set, pending 
growth projection information from the California Departments of Finance and Housing and 
Community Development. 
 

To Provide Comments 

Comments will be accepted in any manner that is most convenient (email, phone, meeting, letter, 
etc.). Please respond to Jennifer Hargrove at (916) 340-6216 or jhargrove@sacog.org by 
Thursday, May 5, 2011.   
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July 18, 2011 
 
To: 
 

City and County Planning Directors 

From: Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services 
Kacey Lizon, MTP Project Manager 
Jennifer Hargrove, Land Use Coordinator 

Subject: Land use allocation assumptions for the Draft Preferred 2020 
MTP/SCS Scenario 

    
Thank you for your ongoing participation in the development of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2035.   
 
In April, we asked each planning department to review the Preliminary Draft 
Preferred Scenario for 2035.  In June, after jurisdiction comments and other factors 
were considered, the SACOG Board endorsed the Draft Preferred Scenario for 
2035.  A copy of the Board item was emailed as part of the June Planners 
Committee meeting and can also be found here: 
http://sacog.org/calendar/2011/06/23/planners/pdf/4a_MTP%20Draft%20Pref%20S
cenario.pdf 

 
As part of the MTP/SCS for 2035, we have to develop projections and a land use 
allocation for 2020.  Attached for your review and comment is a Draft Preferred 
Scenario for the 2020 MTP/SCS.  The method for developing this 2020 land use 
allocation builds on the method used to develop the 2035 land use allocation (see 
Attachment 1 for a description of this method). The 2020 land use allocation for 
each jurisdiction must represent an interim growth projection between the 
MTP/SCS base year of 2008 and the end year of 2035.       
 
Information to Consider when Reviewing the Land Use Scenario  
The draft land use allocation provided below shows the amount of new housing and 
employment allocated by 2020 to each of four community types in each 
jurisdiction, detailed by plan area where applicable.  The MTP/SCS 2035 Draft 
Preferred Scenario and the Build Out you reviewed previously are included in the 
table so that you can review the base land use assumptions used to develop the 
scenario.  If you believe a plan area to be omitted from the table, it may be that it is 
included in another geographic category or that no growth is assumed to occur by 
2035. Please don’t hesitate to contact us with any questions as you review the 
scenario.    

 
Planning and development conditions change on a regular basis and we understand 
that there may be new information to consider for any given plan area or project. 
Therefore, in addition to any other comments you provide, please consider the 
following factors as you review the tables: 
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1) Has the development status of any planning area changed that would affect the near-term 
(through 2020) timing of development?   
2) Have you observed any development market trends or demographic trends in your jurisdiction 

that would affect the near-term timing of development?   
3) Have any environmental or regulatory factors changed since January that could affect the near-

term timing or location of development (e.g. status of federal permits)? 
4) Are there any other factors or considerations that may affect the 2020 land use allocation for 

your jurisdiction?  
 
 

To Provide Comments 
Comments will be accepted in any manner that is most convenient (email, phone, meeting, letter, 
etc.). Please respond to Jennifer Hargrove at (916) 340-6216 or jhargrove@sacog.org by Monday, 
August 8, 2011.   
 
The SACOG Board will be asked to endorse the use of a 2020 Draft Preferred Scenario at its 
September meeting.
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Regional Growth Pattern 

As part of the MTP/SCS, SACOG develops a growth forecast, estimating new population, 
employment, and housing for the region, and a land use forecast, which is the distribution of this 
growth around the region. The purpose of this document is to describe the general use, density and 
intensity of the land use forecast for each jurisdiction.  

Growth rates and patterns within an area are influenced by various local, regional, and national 
forces that reflect ongoing social, economic, and technological changes. Ultimately, the amount and 
location of population growth and economic development that occurs within a specific area is 
regulated by city and county governments through zoning, land use plans and policies, and decisions 
regarding development applications. Local government and other regional, state, and federal 
agencies also make decisions regarding the provision of infrastructure (e.g., transportation facilities, 
water facilities, sewage facilities) and protection of natural resources that may influence growth rates 
and the location of future development. 

At any point in time, the 28 jurisdictions in the Sacramento Region are at various stages of 
updating or augmenting their local land use plans.  Since the adoption of the Blueprint Vision by the 
SACOG Board of Directors in December 2004, a number of jurisdictions in the region have been 
voluntarily implementing the Blueprint smart growth principles into their planning processes.  The 
general plan and specific plan development activities occurring in the region by the local 
jurisdictions are reflected in the 2035 land use forecast that accompany the population, housing and 
employment forecasts for the MTP/SCS 2035.  These plans fall within one of four categories:  

• Recently adopted general plans (Since 2004):  City of Citrus Heights, El Dorado County, 
City of Rancho Cordova, City of Galt, City of Lincoln, City of Live Oak, City of 
Sacramento, City of Wheatland, Yolo County, Yuba County, Sutter County, and the City 
of Yuba City. 

• Undergoing general plan updates (present): Sacramento County, City of Rocklin, and 
City of West Sacramento.  

• Developing or recently adopted area-specific land use plans: City of Davis, City of Elk 
Grove, City of Roseville, Placer County, City of Placerville, City of Folsom,. 

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

In developing the MTP/SCS 2035 land use forecast, SACOG worked with each of the local 
jurisdictions to develop a growth forecast and accompanying land use allocation that reflects each of 
their Blueprint implementation efforts.  At the same time, the MTP/SCS 2035 land use assumptions 
must reflect the growth pattern that is most likely to occur, based on the best information available 
(93 C.F.R. § 93.122).  The resulting growth patterns are a combination of local policies, many of 
which reflect or are influenced by Blueprint principles, and market forces leavened by issues such as 
flooding and habitat conservation.   
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Definitions for Frequently Utilized Terms 

The following terms are used throughout this document to describe the characteristics of the land 
uses identified in the MTP/SCS.   

General Plan- California law requires each jurisdiction in the state to develop and adopt a general 
plan, a long-term plan for the physical development of the city or county.  It must contain seven 
mandated elements, including: Land Use, Open Space, Conservation, Housing, Noise, Circulation, 
and Safety.   

Specific Plan- Sometimes referred to as a master plan, community plan, or planned unit 
development, this is a tool many cities and counties use to implement the general plan in new 
growth areas.  It effectively establishes a link between implementing the policies of the general plan 
and the development proposal of a specific area. 

Sphere of Influence (SOI)- A sphere of influence refers to a plan for the probable ultimate 
physical boundary and service area of a city, as determined by the Local Areagency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO).  LAFCOs are state-mandated, quasi-judicial countywide commissions 
whose function is to oversee boundary changes of cities and special districts, the formation of new 
agencies, including the incorporation of new cities or districts, and the consolidation of special 
districts and cities. 

Density- Housing units divided by net residential acres (land on which housing is built, exclusive of 
public rights-of-ways, parks, schools and public areas).  All densities discussed in this section of the 
MTP/SCS refer to net density. 

Rural Residential- Single-family housing that is typically one to two stories, built at a density less 
than or equal to one unit per acre. 

Very Low Density Residential- Single-family housing that is typically one to two stories, built at a 
density between two and four units per acre. 

Low Density Residential- Single-family housing that is typically one to two stories, built at a 
density between four and eight units per acre. 

Medium Density Residential- Single-family or multi-family (attached) housing that is typically 
built at a density between 9 and 12 units per acre.  Typical building heights are one to two stories. 

Medium-High Density Residential- Single-family or multi-family (attached) housing that is 
typically built at a density between 13 and 25 units per acre.  Typical building heights are one to 
three stories. 

High Density Residential- Multi-family (attached) housing that is typically built at a density greater 
than 25 units per acre.  Typical building heights are between two and six stories, with taller buildings 
in the more urban areas.  

Commercial- Commercial uses include retail and combined retail and office uses ranging from 
neighborhood scale to regional scale, generally one to two stories.  Up to three stories is allowed 
when mixed with residential in a vertical mixed use format.  Floor Area Ratios (FAR) generally range 
from 0.2 to 0.6; however, FAR can be up to 2.0 in mixed-use buildings. 
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Office- Office uses include a range of office buildings from single, small office uses (e.g., generally 
not including office parks or complexes) that range from one to three stories to multi-story towers 
(20 or more stories).  Minimum FAR are generally 0.8.    

Industrial- Industrial uses range from light industrial-office to heavy industrial.  This includes 
business park complexes, warehouses, manufacturing and processing facilities, and other industrial 
uses generally ranging from one to two stories.  FAR typically are 0.3 or less. 

Public- Public uses include schools, hospitals, fire stations, airports, military facilities, libraries, 
community centers, zoos, public pools, etc.  FAR are generally about 0.2 to 0.3; however, because of 
the wide range of public uses, this range can be much larger.  For example, universities and hospitals 
will often have FAR greater than 1.0 and airports, by contrast, are usually very low, at less than 0.05. 

Rural Residential Community- This refers to the MTP/SCS Community Types.  Please see 
Chapter 3- Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community Types.  Residential 
development forecasted in these areas in the MTP/SCS does not exceed the maximum density of 
one unit per acre, as defined by general plans.  Employment development is based on 80 percent of 
the allowed intensity of the land use designations in adopted general plans. 

Center and Corridor Community- This refers to the MTP/SCS Community Types.  Please see 
Chapter 3- Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community Types. Unless 
otherwise noted, development forecasted in these areas in the MTP/SCS is based on 80 percent of 
the allowed density or intensity of the land use designations in adopted general plans. 

Established Community- This refers to the MTP/SCS Community Types.  Please see Chapter 3- 
Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community Types. Unless otherwise noted, 
development forecasted in these areas in the MTP/SCS is based on 80 percent of the allowed 
density or intensity of the land use designations in adopted general plans. 

Developing Community- This refers to the MTP/SCS Community Types.  Please see Chapter 3- 
Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community Types.  These areas were 
modeled according to the adopted and proposed specific plans, master plans, and special plans 
discussed throughout this document. 

S U M M A R Y  B Y  J U R I S D I C T I O N  

EL DORADO COUNTY 

Placerville 
Land development in the City of Placerville is significantly limited by topography, as the city is 

located in a narrow valley surrounded by steep hills.  In the past several years, new development has 
occurred on individual infill sites, resulting in a slow growth rate for the city.  As the county seat and 
a major stop along the tourist routes into the Sierra Nevada foothills and mountains, Placerville has 
also maintained a relatively strong jobs base in the county.  Today the city is more than two-thirds 
built out and is primarily characterized in the MTP/SCS as an Established Community.  The 
MTP/SCS also designates a Center and Corridor Community along Placerville Drive and Highway 
50, in the city limits. This is consistent with the city’s Proposed Placerville Redevelopment Plan, 
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which focuses on a reuse and revitalization strategy for the city’s western gateway.  The proposed 
plan would allow for redevelopment by authorizing the Redevelopment Agency to use a portion of 
the property taxes within the project area to improve infrastructure, revitalize property, and facilitate 
development in accordance with the general plan.   

Growth projections through 2035 reflect continued infill of the city’s vacant and underutilized 
parcels, with approximately 1,110 new housing units and 820 new jobs by 2035 in Established 
Communities and Center and Corridor Communities.  These new housing units range from low to 
medium-high density.  The new jobs are primarily commercial in the Center and Corridor 
Community, with new commercial, office, industrial and public uses in Established Communities.  
The city’s strong jobs-housing ratio of 2.5 currently is expected to move towards a more balanced 
jobs-to-housing ratio of 2.1 by 2035.  Moderate growth in both jobs and housing will occur steadily 
through the time period, with 2020 growth that is on par with the regional average for housing and 
employment growth that, at 40 percent of the 2035 employment growth happening by 2020, is 
slightly higher than the regional average.  The build out estimate for the city provides an additional 
1,854 new employees and 665 new homes post 2035. 

The regional monitoring program will include tracking of the ultimate resolution of the future of 
redevelopment functions through the courts and state legislature, which may influence the city’s 
plans for revitalization along Placerville Drive. 

El Dorado (Unincorporated County) 
Residential development is concentrated in the western half of the county and historically has 

been rural in nature.  Commercial development is generally located along Highway 50 and State 
Routes 49 and 193.  In the last decade, robust suburban residential and employment growth has 
occurred at the county’s western edge, in the communities of El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park.  
Due to the fact that these areas have a significant amount of existing homes and employment areas, 
Cameron Park, the portion of El Dorado Hills that is west of El Dorado Hills Boulevard, the areas 
immediately adjacent to Placerville, and the Diamond Springs area are designated as Established 
Communities in the MTP/SCS.  Today, these areas are primarily made up of low density housing 
and supporting commercial and public uses.  The remaining portion of El Dorado Hills, along with 
the adopted specific plans of Carson Creek, Bass Lake Hills, Valley View, Missouri Flats, and 
currently proposed Marble Valley make up the Developing Communities in El Dorado.  A new El 
Dorado Hills Business Park south of Highway 50 and just east of the El Dorado-Sacramento 
County border has begun generating some job growth outside of the traditional jobs center in the 
city of Placerville.  This area is one of two Center and Corridor Communities in the county.  The 
other is located in the Diamond Springs area, along Pleasant Valley Road, between Missouri Flat 
Road and Highway 49.  The county recently adopted a mixed-use ordinance that allows mixed use 
development of commercial properties, up to 70 percent residential and 30 percent commercial.  El 
Dorado County’s general plan focuses the highest concentrations of housing and employment 
growth in these communities (designated Established and Center and Corridor in the MTP/SCS) 
while designating the rest of the unincorporated area for rural development and agriculture. The 
general plan also designates “agricultural districts”.  The purpose of these areas is to conserve, 
protect, and maintain agriculture use in these areas.  Within these districts, there are stronger policies 
on non-agricultural development, including providing a ten acre buffer between agricultural related 
and non-agricultural uses.  These areas, along with the eastern half of the county which is primarily 
forested and publicly owned lands, are designated in the MTP/SCS as lands not identified for 
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development in the MTP/SCS planning period, meaning no non-agricultural related development is 
projected in these areas.  The remaining county is considered Rural Residential Communities, 
consistent with the county general plan.  Although the general plan includes substantial theoretical 
opportunities for rural residential construction in these areas, market forces, county policies to 
protect and promote agricultural uses, and wildfire risk issues are expected to significantly limit the 
amount of actual rural residential development. 

The MTP/SCS forecasts 11,715 new housing units and 16,821 new employees in the 
unincorporated portion of El Dorado County by 2035.  The majority of this growth, 6,198 housing 
units and 14,925 employees, is located in Established Communities.  This new housing growth 
ranges from very low density to medium-high density.  Much of this is the continued build out of 
existing plans.  New employment in these communities is a mix of neighborhood supportive 
commercial and public uses, as well as filling in and expanding existing industrial/office parks along 
Latrobe Rd., and in various locations along Highway 50.   

Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS make up 5,107 of the new housing units and 691 
new jobs.  The portion of El Dorado Hills that is a Developing Community has approximately 3,500 
homes and 1,800 jobs today.  The MTP/SCS forecast includes an additional 1,472 new homes and 
258 new jobs in this area by 2035; however, planned capacity for this area includes an additional 
1,967 employees and 1,064 housing units.  The growth in this area is primarily very low density 
residential, averaging two units per acre with smaller scale neighborhood supporting commercial and 
new public uses.  Bass Lake Hills, immediately adjacent to El Dorado Hills is planned for almost 
entirely residential uses, has 1,183 new housing units and 57 new employees by 2035.  Similar to El 
Dorado Hills, this area is primarily very low density residential, averaging two units per acre.  This 
area is expected to build very close to its capacity by 2035, with only an additional 82 units.  The 
Valley View specific plan area, located just south of Highway 50 from El Dorado Hills has a planned 
capacity for 2,862 housing units and 340 employees.  This housing has recently started building and 
has approximately 300 homes as of 2008.  The MTP/SCS forecast assumes construction of another 
1,032 homes by 2035 and 132 new jobs.  Similar to its surroundings, this area has an average density 
of three housing units per acre and employment uses that are commercial and public.  Carson Creek 
is a Developing Community located on the Sacramento-El Dorado border, just south of Highway 
50, which has begun to develop in recent years.  This area is projected to build out its residential 
capacity in the MTP/SCS planning period, adding 705 new housing units, and averaging about three 
units per acre.  The southernmost portion of this plan is for new industrial uses that have the 
potential to generate 3,620 new employees.  This employment growth in the MTP/SCS forecast for 
the 2035 planning period.  Missouri Flats, Developing Community just outside of Placerville, has 
plans to more than double the current 3,239 employees, reaching a potential 6,185 employees at 
capacity.  This area is unique because it is currently more like an Established Community, however, 
the county has recently adopted design guidelines for the area to encourage revitalization and 
improve the quality and character of the area.  For this reason it is included as a Developing 
Community.  The MTP/SCS assumes only a small amount of housing and employment growth in 
this area, 197 new employees and 73 new housing units. Revitalization of an existing community 
often happens slower than new growth due to its location within the region; it is likely that this area 
will take time beyond the current planning period to realize its full employment capacity.  The final 
Developing Community is Marble Valley.  Though not yet adopted, the plan is expected to provide 
3,013 new homes and 1,041 new jobs.  Because the plan it not yet adopted the MTP/SCS forecast 
projects only 646 of the new homes will occur by 2035.  Because it is a new plan, the average density 
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is expected to be five units per acre, somewhat higher than the surrounding Developing 
Communities.   

Rural Residential Communities in El Dorado County are expected to experience low amounts of 
growth, approximately 395 new housing units and 770 new jobs by 2035.  The MTP/SCS forecast 
assumes relatively small amounts of new rural residential homes to be constructed in the region by 
2035.  This is in part due to the current recession combined changing demographics which suggest a 
higher percent of the population will want to live on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing 
jobs, services, and with more transportation choices.   

Unincorporated El Dorado County as a whole is forecasted to grow in pace with the regional 
average.  This means it will experience slower growth rates between now and 2020 as the region 
comes out of the current recession. Regionally, 28 percent of the 2035 employment growth is 
forecasted to occur by 2020 and 39 percent of the housing growth forecasted by 2035.  El Dorado 
County is projected to build 31 percent of its 2035 employment and 39 of the housing by 2020.  The 
jobs-housing ratio in 2035 is forecasted to improve slightly to 0.7, from 0.6 today. 

Trends that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program that could influence future 
land use forecasts in El Dorado County include the rate of increased job growth in the foothills, the 
degree to which the County’s priority of protecting and growing its agricultural activities succeeds, 
and the pace of rural residential construction. 

PLACER COUNTY 

Auburn  
Auburn has experienced a slow pace of growth over the past twenty years.  Development 

opportunities within the city are limited to a single greenfield site south of Interstate 80, scattered 
infill parcels, and redevelopment in the city’s redevelopment district.  Though it covers a large area, 
Auburn’s sphere of influence (SOI) similarly has few large development parcels outside of the 
redevelopment potential along the Highway 49 corridor (north of the city limits).  Given the nature 
of existing development in the Auburn area, large, capacity-adding annexations are not projected to 
occur.  For this reason, most of the city and the SOI area are Established Communities in the 
MTP/SCS.  The half mile radius around the existing Amtrak station is a Center and Corridor 
Community.  The greenfield site, south of Interstate 80 has an adopted Specific Plan, known as 
Baltimore Ravine is a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.  Auburn has historically maintained 
a strong balance of jobs to housing, due in part to its role as the county seat, a shopping and service 
destination for the surrounding rural areas, and as a stop along heavily-traveled tourist routes to the 
Sierra Nevada foothills and mountains.   

Auburn’s Established Communities are primarily built out today in terms of new residential and 
employment capacity.  These areas have capacity to add approximately 2,000 new housing units; 
however, this is all through individual infill opportunities at maximum allowed densities and would 
take significant time to achieve.  Given the historic nature of residential growth in Auburn, the 
MTP/SCS forecast is for 360 new homes in Established Communities by 2035.  Similarly these areas 
have capacity for about 2,100 new employees, but the MTP/SCS forecast is for 636 new employees 
by 2035.  About 208 new employees and 287 new housing units are expected to be added to the 
Center and Corridor Community around the train station in the MTP/SCS planning period.  The 
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remaining growth in the MTP/SCS, 714 new housing units and 63 new employees, is in the 
Developing Community, Baltimore Ravine.  This plan is approved and expected to total 726 housing 
units with an average density of 10 units per acre and supporting commercial and public uses, 
generating potentially 200 employees at build out. 

Although the ratio of jobs-to-housing units is expected to remain jobs-heavy, it does improve 
slightly, from 1.4 to 1.3 in 2035.  A greater share of the housing growth will occur in the later years 
of the planning period as it is expected that the housing units in Baltimore Ravine will likely not 
begin construction right away.  Similar to many Developing Communities around the region, it is 
expected to start building by 2020, with the majority of the development will likely occur between 
2021 and 2035.  The employment forecast in the MTP/SCS for Auburn is similar to the majority of 
the region in that it will take time for the job market to recover and so slower job growth is expected 
in the early years.  However, Auburn job growth, because of its strong job base currently, is 
forecasted to occur a bit faster than the regional average.   

Among the factors that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program is the possible 
interplay between growth on the county’s valley floor and growth rates in Auburn.  If the expected 
success of the on-going effort to adopt a habitat conservation plan in this area stalls or fails it is 
possible that growth pressures may shift up into the foothills and change the projected pace of 
growth in Auburn.  Another factor that could increase Auburn growth rates would be the provision 
of additional commuter rail service to the city. 

 Colfax 
Colfax is a relatively small city that has experienced historically slow growth.  Though the city is 

not built out, much of the current development has been there for a long time and the city does not 
have any large new growth areas.  For this reason, most of the city is considered an Established 
Community in the MTP/SCS.  The city is currently working on a Highway Corridor Revitalization 
Plan for the area along Interstate 80 to encourage economic development of the area.  This portion 
of the city is a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS. 

Through 2035, Colfax is anticipated to grow slowly, with 659 new jobs and 180 new housing 
units by 2035. New development is likely to be small-scale and a significant amount of it 
concentrated in and around the Interstate 80 and Highway 174 corridors.  

Issues that we will track through the regional monitoring program include whether there are any 
unexpected market dynamics that increase growth rates substantially.  The recent resolution of the 
city's wastewater treatment issues has removed one important impediment to growth. 

Lincoln 
     The City of Lincoln has been one of the fastest growing cities in the Sacramento region for much 
of the last decade, more than tripling its population in the past ten years. The majority of the growth 
has been residential development in a few large specific plan areas, though commercial development 
has accelerated in the three to four years preceding the current recession. As a result of this growth, 
the residential capacity within the city limits is about 80 percent built out today. For this reason, the 
entire city limits, with the exception of the downtown area, is an Established Community in the 
MTP/SCS. The downtown area, because of its location along Highway 65 and its history as being 
the town center, is distinguished in the MTP/SCS as a Center and Corridor Community. The city’s 
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recently adopted 2050 General Plan will accommodate a major expansion of the population and city 
limits. The Plan was developed at approximately the same time as the Blueprint and the two 
documents are essentially consistent with each other. The general plan organizes new growth into 
“villages.” There are seven villages, each containing a mixture of land uses and densities designed to 
implement smart growth principles and to recognize the environmental and physical constraints of 
each village area. Large commercial, industrial and employment uses are planned for the areas along 
the nearly completed Highway 65 Bypass. All seven villages are in the city’s sphere of influence 
(SOI). Village 7 has a currently adopted specific plan, while the others do not. Villages 1 and 2 are 
likely to be the next two villages to propose land use plans as they have had initial discussions with 
city staff, although activity/progress on Village 2 recently has slowed. Throughout the expansion 
areas of the city (east and west), a minimum of 45 percent of the land area will be dedicated open 
space and parklands. As a participant in the Placer County Conservation Plan, Lincoln is working 
with Placer County and federal and state resource agencies over those lands that will be preserved 
and developed within its future city limits. For the reasons stated above, it is most likely that Villages 
1, 2, and 7 will begin construction within the current MTP/SCS planning period and they are, 
therefore, designated as Developing Communities. A portion of the current SOI, outside of the 
Villages, along Highway 65 is designated by the general plan for employment uses, including a 
medical center and light industrial uses. This area is also a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. 
 
     The MTP/SCS forecasts 11,275 new housing units and 9,963 new employees in Lincoln by 
2035. About 4,000 of the new housing units are in the Center and Corridor Community and 
Established Communities. This growth ranges from very low density to medium-high density and is 
assumed to build out the residential capacity of the current city limits. Employment growth in 
Established Communities accounts for 4,754 of the new employees, which includes commercial, 
office, industrial, and public land uses. Within the Established Communities there still exists 
additional land capacity for another 5,800 employees. 
 
     The Developing Community that is located along Highway 65, currently in the SOI area of the 
city, includes 4,229 new employees by 2035 in the MTP/SCS forecast. This area is designated by the 
general plan for employment only and, therefore, no housing growth is assumed for this area in the 
MTP/SCS. This area has capacity beyond the MTP/SCS forecast for an additional 5,557 new jobs. 
Village 7 is the first of the Villages assumed to begin construction. As a result, the MTP/SCS 
forecasts this specific plan area will likely build out its 3,298 housing units and 395 employees by 
2035. This village includes an average residential density of ten units per acre with neighborhood 
serving commercial and public uses. Villages 1 and 2 make up the remaining growth for the city. 
Village 1 has a capacity of 3,524 housing units and 676 employees. The MTP/SCS forecasts 2,010 
new housing units and 275 employees by 2035. The average residential density is seven units per 
acre and the plan includes neighborhood serving commercial and public uses. Developing 
Community, Village 2, includes 1,997 new units and 235 new employees in the MTP/SCS. However, 
this village is planned for a capacity of 3,901 housing units and 352 employees. Similar to the other 
villages, Village 2 includes neighborhood serving commercial and public uses, and has an average 
residential density of eight units per acre. 
 
     While Lincoln has experienced rapid growth in the early part of the decade, the current recession, 
high foreclosure rates, and changing demographics are likely to contribute to a slower housing 
growth rate for the city that is on par with the regional average rather than significantly higher than 
it. Close to the regional average of 39 percent, the MTP/SCS forecast assumes 38 percent of the 
2035 housing growth will occur by 2020. Much of this growth is expected to occur in the existing 
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city limits, in Established Communities, with the build out of currently developing subdivisions. 
Lincoln is projected to experience increased job growth into the future as it merges with the growing 
southwest Placer job center along the Highway 65 corridor. The completion of the Highway 65 
Bypass also contributes to the higher percentage of jobs in the city. By 2020, the MTP/SCS 
forecasts approximately 37 percent of the 2035 jobs will be realized, compared to the regional 
average of 28 percent. Because of the employment growth expected to occur in the city, housing 
development in Village 7 is forecasted to begin by 2020 as well. This growth forecast works to 
improve the city’s jobs-housing ratio from 0.5 today to 0.7 by 2035. 
 
     There are at least three key variables to monitor carefully that may influence the timing and 
nature of growth in Lincoln in future MTP/SCS updates. First, the Lincoln Bypass, a major 
investment whose first phase is well under construction and expected to be completed in 2012.  
Second, the timing of completion of the Placer County Conservation Plan, which currently appears 
to be on a positive trajectory headed towards resolution; however, challenging issues remain 
including some involving lands within the Lincoln SOI. Third, Placer County has started an informal 
discussion about the pros and cons of designating cities as the primary entities responsible for 
urbanizing lands in southwest Placer County. Any one of these three variables could alter market 
conditions enough to warrant changes in future MTP/SCS’s. 

Loomis 
The Town of Loomis is a small, rural community that has experienced very little growth in the 

past seven years despite its location in the fast-growing southwestern region of Placer County.  
Loomis’ general plan aims to maintain the town’s rural character overall, while the Town Center 
Master Plan supports some infill and redevelopment in the downtown area.  Because of this, the 
Town Center area is a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS, while the housing and 
industrial employment areas bordering it are characterized as Established Community and the 
remaining portions of the city are Rural Residential Community. 

Loomis’ projected MTP/SCS growth of 947 new employees and 938 new housing units by 2035 
is expected to happen slowly over the planning period and primarily in the Center and Corridor 
Community and Established Community.  This growth is consistent with the general plan allowed 
uses and densities in these areas.  With no plans for expansion, the town’s residential growth is 
limited to development of the remaining vacant rural residential lands, and minimal development in 
its downtown.  Employment growth will be concentrated along the Interstate 80 corridor and in the 
downtown.  Residential growth will be slow, with the town only likely to see 20 percent of its 2035 
housing growth by 2020.  The town’s strong existing jobs-housing balance is expected to be 
maintained through 2035. 

The regional monitoring program will include tracking the fate of funding for urban infill 
development such as envisioned in the town’s core area, and the potential impact any additional 
commuter train service in Placer County might have on growth rates and patterns in and around 
Loomis. 

Rocklin  
The City of Rocklin is surrounded on all sides by the cities of Lincoln and Roseville, the Town 

of Loomis, and the Roseville SOI.  The city experienced significant residential growth prior to the 
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current recession and as a result, today the city is about 75 percent built out in its housing capacity.  
The city is currently completing a general plan update, which assumes build out of the city 
residential uses by 2035.  As part of the general plan update (in progress), the city is incorporating its 
Conceptual Downtown Rocklin Plan that will provide significant capacity for residential and 
employment growth in the downtown area.  The Downtown Plan area is located within the half mile 
radius of the existing Amtrak station.  This entire area is a Center and Corridor Community in the 
MTP/SCS.  The city has four new growth areas, two residential focused and two employment 
focuses within the city.  These areas are Developing Communities in the MTP, while the remainder 
of the city is considered an Established Community.   

As the city has no sphere of influence, these four Developing Communities represent the next 
increment of significant new growth in the city.  Sunset Ranchos is an adopted specific plan area that 
has begun building in recent years.  At build out the plan will include a total of 4,339 housing units 
and 1,944 jobs.  With an average residential density of eight units per acre, this area is primarily low 
and medium density uses with some neighborhood supporting commercial and public uses.  Directly 
west of Sunset Ranchos, along Highway 65 is the city’s newest employment center.  Though 
building activity has just started, this area could accommodate up to 13,473 employees at build out 
and is primarily made up of commercial, office, and light industrial uses.  The second employment 
only Developing Community in Rocklin is along Interstate 80.  At build out, this area could 
potentially add 3,347 new employees to the city.  The fourth and final Developing Community in 
Rocklin is the Clover Valley Specific Plan area.  Clover Valley is planned for 564 low density units, 
averaging four units per acre and some small commercial and public uses. 

Similar to the general plan update projections, the MTP/SCS forecast for Rocklin is that most of 
the city’s residential capacity will be built by 2035.  The city’s employment centers are expected to 
grow significantly by 2035, but will not likely reach its capacity for some time beyond the MTP/SCS 
planning period.  By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecast for the city includes 6,358 new housing units and 
9,128 new jobs.  About 85 percent of this housing growth will occur by almost building out the two 
residential Developing Communities and by building out existing subdivisions and infill in 
Established Communities.  The Center and Corridor Community is expected to grow by 975 
housing units.  This growth is expected to be higher density and will be added through small-scale 
infill and redevelopment and, therefore, is expected to be implemented slowly over the MTP/SCS 
planning period.  Because the city is approaching build out and Sunset Ranchos is about one-third 
built out today, residential growth is likely to happen most robustly in the early portion of the 
planning period and then diminish in the latter half for the capacity reasons cited above.  As in the 
rest of southwest Placer County, Rocklin has experienced consistent employment growth over the 
past several years.  This trend is expected to continue given the rise of Rocklin and Roseville as a 
regional jobs center. For this reason, Rocklin’s job growth, similar to the housing growth, is also 
expected to outpace the regional average in the early years with 43 percent of the 2035 employment 
growth projected by 2020, compared to the regional average of 28 percent of 2035 employment 
growth by 2020.    

The regional monitoring program will include tracking the resolution of local government 
redevelopment authorities and the impact of the county’s proposed PCCP on future growth rates 
and pressures in Rocklin. 
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Roseville 
     Roseville sits at the heart of the southwest Placer employment center. In the past decade, the city 
experienced significant housing growth; however housing growth still did not keep pace with 
employment. Employment uses have been concentrated in the areas around Interstate 80 and 
Highway 65. While residential uses surround these areas, the majority of the city’s housing is located 
west of the Interstate 80/Highway 65 corridors. With the exception of the West Roseville specific 
plan area, the city’s residential capacity is about 88 percent built out. For this reason, most of the city 
is considered Established Communities in the MTP/SCS. Roseville has three Center and Corridor 
Communities. The first includes the half mile radius around the existing Amtrak station, including 
the Downtown Specific Plan and Riverside Gateway areas. The second two are centered on the 
Sunrise Boulevard and Douglas Boulevard intersection, and correspond with two of the city’s 
primary target infill and revitalization areas. The West Roseville specific plan, adopted in 2004, 
began construction of homes in 2006. Since adoption of the plan, landowners have applied for 
rezones to increase the capacity and density of the plan. While this area has about 1,200 homes 
today, it has capacity for an additional 7,626 and for this reason it is a Developing Community in the 
MTP/SCS.  Two other Developing Communities are identified for development during the 
MTP/SCs planning period: Sierra Vista and Creekview. Sierra Vista is a recently adopted specific 
plan, also recently annexed into the southwestern city limits. In the development of this specific 
plan, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was developed with federal resource agencies. 
Creekview, within the city’s northwest SOI is currently in the entitlement process. The city entered 
into an MOU with Placer County that designated Roseville as the lead agency to plan the 
urbanization of both the Sierra Vista and Creekview planning areas.. The city has one additional new 
growth area it is considering at this, which is located just north of the Creekview specific plan, 
outside of the current SOI area. This project does not currently have a development application and 
is not considered for development in this MTP/SCS planning period. 
 
     With 28,480 new jobs and 18,162 new housing units, jobs growth is expected to outpace housing 
growth through 2035 in Roseville. About 65 percent of the job growth is forecasted to occur in 
Established Communities. This is primarily through filling in existing employment areas, including 
regional retail centers, office parks/light industrial complexes, and industrial parks. These 
Established Communities have land capacity for an additional 10,690 new employees. Residential 
growth capacity in these Established Communities is much smaller as much of it is small, infill 
development. The MTP/SCS forecasts 3,179 new housing units in these areas by 2035. The majority 
of the new housing growth is in Developing Communities. The West Roseville area is assumed to 
build out its planned 8,845 housing units, at an average of seven units per acre, by 2035.  This area 
also has plans for new commercial and office uses, which could result in 3,342 new employees at 
build out. The MTP/SCS forecasts 2,618 of the new employees by 2035. Sierra Vista is also 
projected to reach close to its build out potential by 2035. With 6,100 new housing units and 4,797 
new jobs by 2035, the MTP/SCS forecast is nearing the 6,650 new homes and 5,382 new jobs in the 
plan’s build out capacity. Housing growth in this area will range from low to high density, with an 
average density of 10 units per acre. Employment uses include commercial and neighborhood 
supporting public uses. The remaining Developing Community, Creekview, is assumed to start 
building later in the planning period than Sierra Vista and is forecasted to build a little more than 
one-quarter of its 2,011 housing unit capacity by 2035. This area is mostly medium density 
residential, with an average density of 11 units per acre. It includes some neighborhood supportive 
commercial and public uses, generating 380 new employees in the MTP/SCS, with capacity for an 
additional 38. Unlike Established Communities, which experience high employment growth relative 
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to housing growth, Developing Communities experience high housing growth relative to 
employment growth. This is due to two factors: (1) most of the residential growth in Developing 
Communities is not expected to fully build out by the horizon year of the MTP/SCS and, therefore, 
a critical mass of housing is not present to support planned employment growth; and (2) most 
Developing Communities are located around existing regional jobs centers in southwest Placer 
County, southeastern Sacramento County, and urbanized Yolo County and are intended to provide 
nearby housing for those jobs centers. 
 
     Job growth in Roseville is somewhat slower in the early years of the plan compared to historic 
trends, but is expected to keep pace with residential development and outpace the regional average 
for growth by 2020. With approximately 9,800 new employees and 9,700 new housing units by 2020, 
the city is forecasted to get 34 percent of its 2035 job growth and 53 percent of its 2035 housing 
growth by 2020. Over three-quarters of this jobs growth is expected in the existing job centers in 
Established Communities. Most of the housing growth in the early years, by 2020, is in the West 
Roseville and Sierra Vista areas. Redevelopment and infill, both mixed-use and residential, in the 
Center and Corridor Communities are forecasted to be slow and steady throughout the planning 
period. These Center and Corridor Communities are forecast for 696 new housing units and 2,178 
new employees in the MTP/SCS planning period. Build out potential in these areas is significant, 
14,697 additional employees and 823 additional housing units. With other large established 
employment centers in the city, it is unlikely that these areas will reach their employment capacity for 
some time, well beyond the current MTP/SCS planning period. 
  
     There are several on-going planning initiatives which may influence the growth projected for 
Roseville in future amendments to the MTP/SCS, including new, linked discussions between the 
City and Placer County regarding the possibility that Roseville may become a part of the PCCP, and 
that the county may decide to ask the cities in southwest Placer County to be the local governments 
with primary responsibility for future urbanization decisions. Either or both of these, as well as 
other dynamic planning issues in the city, could result in changed conditions that warrant 
refinements to some of the assumptions on which this land use forecast is based. 

Placer (Unincorporated County) 
Historically, development in unincorporated Placer County was concentrated in rural 

communities, the majority of which are clustered along the Interstate 80 corridor.  The MTP/SCS 
describes these areas as Rural Residential Communities.  Clusters of more concentrated housing and 
employment are located near more urban areas of the county.  The areas immediately surrounding 
the cities of Auburn and Colfax, as well as Granite Bay, and the Sunset Industrial area are all 
examples of this.  These areas are characterized as Established Communities.  In the past several 
years, Placer County has approved a number of new specific plans, which will allow significant new 
residential and employment growth in the county.  Because these areas are new development areas, 
they are characterized as Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS.  These Developing 
Communities include the specific plans for Placer Vineyards, Regional University, Riolo Vineyards, 
and Bickford Ranch.  The remaining portions of the county are not identified for development in 
the current MTP/SCS planning period. 

Placer Vineyards is the largest Developing Community in Placer County, located on the 
Sacramento-Placer county line.  At build out this plan will accommodate land for about 7,691-8,267 
employees and 14,132-21,631 housing units.  Employment uses include commercial, office, 
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industrial and public uses.  Residential uses range from low density to high density, including mixed-
use, with an average density of 7-11 units per acre.  Regional University, located adjacent to the 
Roseville city limits is planned for 4,389 new housing units and about 1,900 new jobs at build out.  
This plan includes land for a new university campus, which is where the majority of the jobs are 
expected to come from, along with some neighborhood serving retail and commercial uses.  Because 
the plan includes a major university campus and it is adjacent to a more urban part of the county, 
Roseville, the residential densities planned for this area will average 13 units per acre, not including 
the on-campus housing.  These two plans represent a shift in the traditional type of development 
Placer County has done historically.  Riolo Vineyards is located between Placer Vineyards and the 
established, but rural community located around PFE Road and Walerga Road.  This plan, at build 
out will include 938 housing units, at an average density of four units per acre and about 170 jobs, 
mostly neighborhood service commercial and public uses.  The Developing Community, Bickford 
Ranch, is located in a primarily rural residential area, east of Lincoln.  This plan has capacity for 
1,900 new homes, averaging three units per acre, and about 200 new employees that are mostly 
neighborhood supporting commercial and public uses. 

Because of the amount of development planned in the southwest portion of the county, Placer 
County, in partnership with South Placer Regional Transportation Authority, Placer County Water 
Agency, the City of Lincoln, CA Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board is developing the 
Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP).  The Conservation Plan is being prepared in three phases.  
Phase 1 is currently underway and covers 273,983 acres of the valley floor and low foothill portions 
of Placer County.  The Agency Draft Placer County Conservation Plan was released on February 1, 
2011. 

 
Capacity in Established Communities and Developing Communities is estimated at 31,768 new 

homes and 94,309 new jobs.  Established Communities, if built out, would add 82,900 new jobs, 
most of which in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan area.  Established Communities, also if built 
out, would add 8,437 new housing units.  The remaining capacity comes from Developing 
Communities, cited above.   

While there is a large amount of residential capacity in Rural Residential Communities, that 
capacity is not considered in the capacity number cited above.  Rural Residential Communities in 
Placer County are expected to experience low amounts of growth, approximately 2,090 new housing 
units and 342 new jobs by 2035.  The MTP/SCS forecast assumes relatively small amounts of new 
rural residential homes to be constructed in the region by 2035.  This is in part due to the current 
recession combined with changing demographics which suggest a higher percent of the population 
will want to live on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs, services, and with more 
transportation choices.  In Placer County, this is also in part due to potential wildfire risks in these 
areas. 

     In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Placer County includes 17,799 new housing 
units and 17,971 new jobs by 2035.  Of this, the majority of new jobs, 14,143, are in Established 
Communities, primarily located in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan area and the area around 
Auburn.  Established Communities also account for 2,686 of the new housing units.  The majority 
of the new homes are in the southwest Placer Developing Communities.  Placer Vineyards, the 
largest of the plans is projected to construct 7,886 new housing units and 3,007 new employees in 
the MTP/SCS.  Regional University includes 2,781 new housing units and 349 new jobs.  The 
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development of the university is not included in the MTP/SCS because it is most likely to begin 
construction after the current planning period.  The MTP/SCS forecast includes 928 new housing 
units and 130 new employees in Riolo Vineyards and 1,428 new homes are in Bickford Ranch.  The 
MTP/SCS forecast assumes 30 percent of the 2035 housing and job growth will likely occur by 
2020.  This early job growth outpaces the regional average and is likely to occur because the 
southwest Placer area is a strong and growing regional job center today.  The housing growth is 
slower in the early years than the regional average of 39 percent primarily because so much of the 
new housing growth is in Developing Communities that have not yet begun building.  While it is 
anticipated that all four Developing Communities will begin construction prior to 2020, it will likely 
begin very close to 2020 and therefore most of the growth in these communities is expected to 
happen in the latter half of the planning period.     

The timing of PCCP adoption will be the dominant issue tracked through regional monitoring 
that might influence Placer County growth patterns in future MTP/SCS updates.  The ultimate 
resolution of the PCCP may also influence the expected pace of rural residential development. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

Citrus Heights 
Citrus Heights has limited growth opportunities in the near term as the city is nearly built out, 

with 78 percent of its employment growth capacity and 91 percent of its housing growth capacity 
built today.  For this reason, much of the city is characterized as Established Community in the 
MTP/SCS.  The city has one large remaining infill opportunity in the Established Community area 
and that is the golf course located near Greenback Lane and Sunrise Avenue.  The city and the 
redevelopment agency have identified two corridors in the city for targeted redevelopment and 
revitalization.  These areas, the Auburn Boulevard corridor and the Greenback Lane corridor, make 
up the Center and Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS within the city.  The city will use the 
approved Auburn Boulevard Specific Plan,  and the Sunrise Market Visioning Project, in process, to 
facilitate redevelopment and infill in these Center and Corridor Communities.   

The MTP/SCS forecast for Citrus Heights is 3,760 new housing units and 4,539 new employees 
by 2035.  Of this, 59 percent of the new jobs and 34 percent of the new housing units are expected 
to occur in Center and Corridor Communities while the remaining growth is in Established 
Communities, including the development of the golf course property noted above.  Most of this 
development is expected to occur in the latter half of the planning period because market forces are 
still weak in the near term to support significant infill growth in either of these community types in 
Citrus Heights.  Only 19 percent of the city’s 2035 employment growth and 20 percent of the city’s 
housing growth is expected to occur by 2020.  In both cases, this is significantly lower than the 
regional average of 28 percent of 2035 job growth and 39 percent of 2035 housing growth by 2020.  
Because employment in the city is projected to grow slightly faster than residential, the city’s jobs-
housing balance will improve slightly from 0.5 today to 0.6 in 2035. 

Regional monitoring will focus on the future of redevelopment authorities for local 
governments, which could in turn influence the pace of growth in Citrus Heights. 
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Elk Grove 
Over the last decade Elk Grove has experienced significant residential growth.  While much of 

this development is newer, particularly west of Highway 99, it has happened so rapidly that the city 
is almost 75 percent built out in terms of residential uses and 56 percent build out in employment 
uses.  For this reason, much of the city is considered an Established Community in the MTP/SCS.  
Not included in the Established Community area are the rural residential areas, historic Elk Grove, 
and the newest and not yet built planning areas.  The northeast corner of Elk Grove has historically 
been rural residential uses.  This area is intended for continued rural residential uses in the city’s 
general plan and as a result, this area is a Rural Residential Community in the MTP/SCS.  Old Town 
Elk Grove is a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS, consistent with the city’s 
revitalization effort in its Old Town Special Planning Area.  The newest specific plan in the city to 
be adopted and start building in recent years is Laguna Ridge.  Less than ten percent built out today, 
Laguna Ridge is a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.  A second Developing Community is 
known as the Triangle Special Planning Area.  Similar to Laguna Ridge this plan area has also started 
building in recent years and is just less than half built out today.  Three other new growth areas in 
the city, all in the southern portion of the city adjacent to Laguna Ridge, represent the next 
increment of new growth for the city.  This area is covered by three Developing Communities, the 
adopted Lent Ranch specific plan and two proposed specific plans, Sterling Meadows and Southeast 
Planning Area.  Elk Grove recently completed a Market Study for the city to identify economic 
development opportunities and land use needs for the city.  The study supports the city’s strong 
desire to add more jobs to the city to help balance the currently housing concentrated character.  
The city also currently has a sphere of influence amendment application in with Sacramento 
LAFCO to create a sphere of influence directly south of the existing city limits. The city has 
indicated that its intention for the proposed SOI is to help in bringing more employment 
opportunities to the city in the long term.  This area is not identified for development within the 
current MTP/SCS planning period.     

By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecast for Elk Grove adds 16,992 new housing units and 19,189 new 
employees to the city.  Approximately 26 percent of these housing units and 47 percent of the 
employees are building out the city’s Established Communities and Rural Residential Communities.  
The majority of the new growth, approximately 74 percent of the housing growth and 53 percent of 
the employment growth, will occur in the city’s Developing Communities.  The Laguna Ridge 
Specific Plan is approved to build 7,767 housing units; however, the city has estimated a reduced 
build out estimate of 6,260 units will likely be built.  The MTP/SCS forecast is for a total of 7,590 
housing units built by 2035 in this area, with an average density of eight units per acre.  This area is 
also planned for employment uses including retail, office, and a recently completed civic center that, 
together, will generate 4,291 employees in total by 2035.  Because the plan is adopted, has no 
infrastructure or natural resource issues, and market trends are pointing towards smaller lot sizes and 
not larger, it is likely that the approved build out, or something very close to it, is most likely to be 
built by 2035. The Lent Ranch Special Planning Area is primarily a plan for new employment uses 
that could accommodate 4,400 employees and 280 new multi-family units at build out.  The 
MTP/SCS forecast for this Developing Community is for 3,207 new employees and 280 new 
housing units at an average density of 24 units per acre.  The Southeast Planning Area is proposed to 
include 4,600 homes and land for 5,100 jobs.  Though this area does not have an adopted plan, the 
MTP/SCS forecasts 4,077 new homes and 3,493 new jobs in this area by 2035 because of its 
proximity to other Developing Communities and because the city’s overall growth forecast cannot 
be met without development of this area.  Sterling Meadows, a Developing Community situated in 
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between Southeast Planning Area and Lent Ranch, is a residential only community planned for 1,204 
new units at a density of eight units per acres.  The MTP/SCS forecast assumes approximately 79 
percent of these units will develop by 2035.  The remaining 113 new housing units in the MTP/SCS 
forecast for Elk Grove come from the Triangle area.  This Developing Community at build out 
would add an additional 200 units to the 113 units forecast in the MTP/SCS. 

While virtually all development in Elk Grove had been residential in the past several years, the 
city is projected to capture a greater share of the region’s employment over the MTP/SCS planning 
period.  About five percent of the regional employment growth is forecasted in Elk Grove.  This is 
supported by the city’s effort to attract more jobs and that by the fact that it has begun to see some 
of this employment growth in the recent arrivals and expansions of a number of medical facilities. 
The MTP/SCS forecast provides a jobs-housing ratio of 1.1 for the growth in the city; this will help 
improve the city’s jobs-housing balance from .06 today to 0.7 in 2035.  It will, however, take time 
for the city to establish this jobs growth.  Because of the current recession and particularly high 
vacancy rates in commercial and office buildings today, much of the employment growth is expected 
to occur in the latter half of the planning period while the residential growth is expected to grow 
faster in the early years of the plan.  Approximately 28 percent of the city’s 2035 employment 
growth is forecast to occur by 2020, while approximately 49 percent of the city’s 2035 housing 
growth is forecasted by 2020.  Much of this housing is the continued build out of Laguna Ridge 
which is under construction today. 

Key issues that may influence the trajectory of growth in Elk Grove that will be tracked through 
the regional monitoring program include the timing of implementation of the South Sacramento 
HCP, which includes Elk Grove, the nature of the city’s SOI, once its approved by LAFCO, and the 
pace of success of the city’s substantial initiatives to promote jobs growth, and whether the city 
starts to experience any of the types of redevelopment activity in existing areas that are part of the 
typical evolution of urban areas.  Any or all of these could lead to a changed land use forecast for 
the city in future MTP/SCS update cycles. 

Folsom 
Folsom’s rapid growth in the last several years was a balance of employment and housing 

growth.  The city is home to several major employers and, along with the rest of the region, has 
experienced robust residential growth in the past decade.  Today, about 87 percent of the city’s 
housing capacity and 64 percent of the employment capacity is built out.  Therefore, much of the 
existing city is characterized as Established Community in the MTP/SCS.  The city’s historic 
downtown and three light rail station areas (within a half mile of each) are Center and Corridor 
Communities in the MTP/SCS.  Earlier this year the city completed its Historic Sutter Street 
Revitalization Project, which included streetscape and building façade improvements and 
construction of new public plaza and a mixed-use commercial and residential project.  The area also 
has on-going plans to construct a number of other mixed-use developments.  The city recently 
adopted a specific plan for the area just south of the city limits, in the current SOI area, and is 
actively pursuing annexation of the area.  This specific plan area is a Developing Community in the 
MTP/SCS.  This specific plan is for a mix of housing and employment that, at build out, would 
include 10,243 new housing units and 13,614 new employees.  Employment uses include 
commercial, office, light industrial and public.  The average residential density for this plan is 9 units 
per acre. 
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Capacity in the city, including the current SOI area, is estimated at 14,173 new housing units and 
32,785 new jobs.  Established Communities, if built out, would add 15,595 new jobs and 3,155 new 
housing units.  Build out capacity in Center and Corridor Communities would add 775 new housing 
units and 3,575 new employees.  The remaining capacity comes from the Developing Community, 
cited above.   

In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for Folsom includes 10,247 new housing units and 13,304 new 
jobs by 2035.  Of this, the majority of the new jobs, 10,264, are in Established Communities.  The 
majority of the new jobs are commercial, office, and light industrial filling in the existing 
employment centers along Highway 50.  Established Communities also add 2,795 new housing 
units.  These are primarily filling in the newer subdivisions in the eastern portion of the city.  New 
development in Center and Corridor Communities includes 1,749 new jobs and 765 new housing 
units.  Almost all of the new housing capacity in these areas is included in the MTP/SCS because 
much of it is under construction or proposed today.  The majority of the new jobs come from larger 
commercial, office, and industrial infill opportunities around some of the light rail stations.  A 
smaller number of employees in these areas are from new public uses and mixed-use developments.  
The Folsom SOI includes 65 percent of the city’s new housing growth and 10 percent of the new 
employment growth.  Because Folsom is a growing community and is nearly built out today in 
residential capacity, this Developing Community is where much of the future housing growth is 
projected to occur.  Conversely, the city has a high percentage of existing undeveloped employment 
land in the city limits and that, combined with currently high vacancy rates, make employment uses 
in the SOI less likely to begin construction as early as the housing development will begin.  The city 
as a whole includes a regional job center, good transit access, and as a result the city is expected to 
grow faster than the regional average.  The MTP/SCS forecast assumes 52 percent of the 2035 
housing growth will occur by 2020 and approximately 35 percent of the 2035 jobs will occur by 
2020.   

Issues that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program include whether the 
relatively high commercial growth planned in the SOI plan is realized and whether there is any fine-
tuning to the housing plans in the SOI. 

Galt 
The City of Galt is centered on Highway 99 at the southern edge of Sacramento County.  In the 

past decade, the city has experienced moderate housing and employment growth.  Today about 80 
percent of the city’s residential capacity is built out.  For this reason, most of the area in the existing 
city limits is characterized as Established Community in the MTP/SCS.  These Established 
Communities have the capacity to add 1,845 new housing units, primarily through building out 
existing subdivisions and some infill, and 6,351 new jobs.  The majority of the potential new jobs are 
industrial uses in the existing industrial complexes located north of Elm Avenue and new 
commercial uses along Highway 99.  The city’s historic downtown and the adjacent Lincoln Street 
and C Street corridors are Center and Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS.  This area has 
capacity to add about 178 new housing units and 1,322 new jobs.  Included in this capacity is the 
recently constructed Galt Place, an 80 unit mixed use senior living facility.  The city recently adopted 
a new general plan.  This plan includes new employment and residential growth outside of the city 
limits, with planned employment uses concentrating north of the city along Highway 99 and 
residential and neighborhood supporting employment uses to the east.  The city recently received 
LAFCO approval for this new SOI boundary, which actually shrinks the footprint of the city’s 
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previous SOI area by removing much of the western area from the city’s SOI.  This area is a 
Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.  Though there is no specific plan for the area, the general 
plan designated land uses include residential growth that would average eight units per acre that 
could result in 7,288 new housing units and 23,791 new employees at build out. 

In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for Galt includes 2,905 new housing units and 3,041 new jobs by 
2035.  Of this, 1,841 new housing units and 2,078 new employees are in Established Communities; 
178 new housing units and 827 new employees are in Center and Corridor Communities; and 886 
new housing units and 136 new employees are in Galt SOI Developing Community.  The MTP/SCS 
forecast assumes 28 percent of the 2035 housing and employment growth will occur by 2020.   

Like many other jurisdictions throughout the region and in Sacramento County especially, future 
growth patterns in Galt could be influenced by the timing of implementation of the South 
Sacramento HCP, which includes Galt, and the ultimate resolution of redevelopment powers for 
local governments at the state level.  Future transit connections both north to Elk Grove and 
Sacramento and south to Lodi and Stockton could also influence growth patterns in Galt. 

Isleton 
The city of Isleton is located in the southern most portion of Sacramento County in the 

Sacramento River Delta.  Almost 70 percent built out, the city is an Established Community in the 
MTP/SCS.   

Capacity in Isleton is estimated at 158 new housing units and 56 new jobs.  In total, the 
MTP/SCS forecast for the city includes 91 new housing units and 44 new jobs by 2035.  The 
MTP/SCS forecast assumes about 29 percent of the 2035 housing and employment growth will 
occur by 2020.   

Isleton growth patterns are strongly influenced by its location in the Delta, and the progress of 
implementing new state legislation affecting all aspects of the future of the Delta will be tracked for 
its potential influence on Isleton and other portions of the region. 

Rancho Cordova 
Rancho Cordova emerged as a regional job center over the past twenty years, with a high ratio of 

jobs-to-housing units.  During that time, housing development did not keep up with employment 
growth.  The new city recently completed its first general plan, which places heavy emphasis on 
improving jobs-housing balance within the city. In support of this goal, several specific plans are 
adopted or under development with the aim of providing housing for the existing and projected 
workers in Rancho Cordova.  These new adopted and proposed specific plans are characterized as 
Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS and include the following plan areas: Sunridge, Ranch at 
Sunridge, Suncreek, Arboretum, Rio Del Oro, and Westborough.  The city has four light rail stops 
within the city limits.  These station areas, along with the entire Folsom Blvd corridor, are part of 
the city’s adopted Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan.  This specific plan supports high density and 
mixed use development and redevelopment along the corridor.  This area is a Center and Corridor 
Community in the MTP/SCS.  The remaining city is characterized as an Established Community in 
the MTP/SCS. 
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Within these community types, the city has the capacity to add 79,687 new jobs and 49,065 new 
housing units by 2035.  Established Communities have the capacity to add 28,872 new jobs and 
1,743 new housing units.  These new commercial, office, and industrial jobs are primarily located in 
the central portion of the city in the office park and industrial complexes that exist today.  The 
housing capacity comes from building out newer subdivisions and more traditional infill.  The 
Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan, due to its higher densities and office and commercial mixed use 
land designations, has the potential to add 23,740 new jobs and 9,668 new housing units.  The 
remaining 34 percent of the new employment capacity and 77 percent of the new housing capacity is 
in the Developing Communities.  Sunridge is the only Developing Community in the city that has an 
adopted specific plan and has started building.  At build out this area will include 8,763 housing units 
and 3,547 jobs, although the final resolution of on-going litigation and subsequent decisions by the 
Army Corps of Engineers potentially affecting up to four of the sub-areas in that plan bordering 
Grant Line Road could ultimately change these estimates.  This area includes new commercial and 
public uses and a range of new housing types, averaging eight units per acre.  In the middle of the 
Sunridge Specific Plan area is another Developing Community, the Ranch at Sunridge.  Though this 
plan is not yet adopted, it proposes to add 2,713 new homes and about 360 new jobs.  This plan 
includes mostly residential uses, averaging 12 units per acre, with some supporting commercial and 
public uses.  Directly south of Sunridge and the Ranch at Sunridge is Suncreek.  This proposed 
specific plan has capacity to add up to 5,616 new homes and 1,404 new jobs.  Similar to its 
surroundings, this plan is mostly residential, with an average density of 9 units per acre, and includes 
some neighborhood serving commercial employment uses as well.  South of Suncreek, reaching the 
southernmost portion of the city is the proposed Arboretum development.  This proposed plan, 
with an average density of 11 units per acre and supporting commercial uses, could add 4,992 new 
housing units and 3,861 new jobs.  Heading back north, just above Douglas Road, is the proposed 
Rio Del Oro Specific Plan.  This is the largest Developing Community in the city.  Located adjacent 
to the eastern edge of the city’s existing industrial complex areas, this plan is proposed to expand 
those employment uses and add significant housing.  In total, this proposed plan would add 12,558 
new jobs and 11,761 new housing units.  The western portion of the plan includes all types of 
employment uses, primarily office and light industrial.  New housing growth also includes a wide 
range of housing types, which have an average density of ten units per acre.  Directly north is 
Westborough.  This Developing Community is the least far along in the planning process.  An initial 
proposed plan that could add 6,076 new housing units and 5,382 new jobs.  Similar to Rio Del Oro, 
this plan would include a variety of employment uses, including office parks and industrial uses.  
Expected for higher density development, this plan would average 15 units per acre.      

The MTP/SCS forecast includes 26,376 new jobs and 25,354 new housing units by 2035.  While 
Rancho Cordova is expected to maintain its share of the region’s employment, it will increase its 
share of the region’s housing by 2035, bringing its high jobs-to-housing ratio toward balance- from 
2.2 today to 1.6 in 2035.  The majority of new housing growth, 74 percent, is in Developing 
Communities (about half of their total capacity).  Because these Developing Communities are 
clustered together, in an urban area with a regional employment center, and are all planned for 
densities consistent with the small lot and attached products that are projected to be in high 
demand, the MTP/SCS assumes that all of these Developing Communities begin to build by 2035.  
These areas account for significantly less of the city’s MTP/SCS employment forecast.  About 27 
percent of the new jobs in the city will be in Developing Communities.  Because many of them are 
housing focused, it is likely that the housing units will begin building before the employment uses.  
Additionally, the city has existing employment centers that will capture much of the estimated 
employment growth.  Established Communities make up 60 percent, or 15,744 of the new 
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employment growth and 7 percent or 1,712 of the new housing units.  As noted, most of this 
employment growth is projected to be in the existing employment centers near the center of the city, 
south of Highway 50, while the majority of the new housing growth will occur through infill and 
building out existing subdivision.  The Center and Corridor Community makes up the remaining 
3,446 new jobs and 4,824 new housing units in the city in the MTP/SCS.  Infill and redevelopment 
along the Folsom Boulevard corridor is largely expected during the latter portion of the planning 
period.  In this Center and Corridor Community, only 11 percent of the housing growth and 23 
percent of the employment growth expected by 2035 is assumed to occur by 2020.  Similarly, the 
Developing Communities also have the majority of their growth happening in the latter half of the 
planning period.  Because many of these plans are not yet approved, but are currently in process, it is 
likely that not all of them will begin to build by 2020 and many of them will have just begun 
construction somewhere close to 2020.  Because of the slower growth anticipated in the early years 
of the plan in these two community types, the city as a whole is expected to grow slower than the 
regional average during the first 12 years of the plan.    

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include how the final resolution of the 
South Sacramento HCP, the resolution of outstanding legal issues in some of the developing areas, 
and the state’s attempt to restrict local government redevelopment patterns ultimately affect growth 
patterns in the city. 

Sacramento 
The City of Sacramento is centrally located in Sacramento County and is the largest city in the 

SACOG region, currently having 30 percent of the region’s jobs and 22 percent of the housing 
units.  The city recently updated its general plan.  The new plan aims to accommodate substantial 
population growth, largely through infill, reuse, and redevelopment strategies.  The general plan 
identifies opportunity areas throughout the city for significant changes in land use and increased 
densities.  New housing and jobs will be distributed among activity centers of various sizes 
(neighborhood, sub-regional, and regional), transportation corridors, and new growth areas.  These 
areas generally correspond with the MTP/SCS community types.  In the past decade, the majority of 
the city’s employment and residential growth occurred in the North Natomas community and as a 
result, residential uses in this area are largely built today.  For this reason, North Natomas is included 
with the communities of South Natomas, North Sacramento, Land Park, Pocket, South Sacramento, 
and Fruitridge/Broadway as having most of their land area in Established Communities in the 
MTP/SCS.  The city has two new growth areas within the current city limits.  These areas, marked 
by the approved Greenbriar Specific Plan and the Delta Shores Specific Plan, are Developing 
Communities in the MTP/SCS.  However, because of the planned light rail extension, much of the 
Greenbriar Specific Plan is considered a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS.  The 
city’s general plan also identifies two other new growth areas outside the current city limits.  Camino 
Norte, located adjacent to the southwest corner of North Natomas and the Panhandle area, located 
adjacent to the northeast corner of North Natomas are not identified for growth in the current 
MTP/SCS planning period primarily due to their unincorporated status and potential flood and 
habitat issues.   In addition, Sacramento City and County have a joint MOU that covers the North 
Natomas Vision Area, which runs north of the current North Natomas Community Plan to the 
County border with Sutter County.  There are substantial development plans by the property owners 
in this area, but progress on them requires future actions by either the county and/or city, successful 
completion of levee upgrades, and resolution of substantial permit issues with federal resource 
agencies.  Future growth patterns in the Vision area may also be influenced by the timing of 
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constructing the light rail line to the airport and the rate at which the large employment land area 
east of the expanded Sacramento International Airport expands. 

While most jurisdictions in the region are described as having Established Communities and 
Developing Communities as their primary community types and growth areas, the City of 
Sacramento is unique in that Center and Corridor Communities cover much of the city and are the 
locations where most of their new growth is concentrated.  Consistent with the city’s infill focused 
general plan, over the past several years, the downtown area and surrounding neighborhoods have 
also seen significant revitalization in the form of infill and redevelopment, much of it in mixed-use 
format.  South and east of downtown, infill development has also occurred, albeit on a smaller scale. 
The entire central city area along with areas covered by a half mile buffer around existing and 
proposed light rail stations generally make up the Center and Corridor Communities in Sacramento.  
For discussion purposes these Center and Corridor Communities are grouped into the following six 
subareas: (1) the central city, covering the area from Broadway to the American River and from the 
Sacramento River to Alhambra Boulevard., (2) the existing south-line light rail stations, (3) the 
proposed south-line light rail extension stations, (4) the folsom-line light rail stations, (5), the 
northeast line light rail stations, and (6) the proposed north airport-line light rail stations. 

The central city Center and Corridor Community is the urban center of the region, 
encompassing downtown Sacramento, including the State Capitol.  This area includes many of the 
city identified opportunity areas, including the central business district, R street, Broadway, and the 
12th, 16th, 19th, and 21st Street corridors.  As noted above, these areas have seen an influx of high 
density residential and mixed-use projects in recent years.  This area also includes the city’s largest 
redevelopment opportunity, the Railyards project, where a specific plan has been approved and site 
cleanup has begun.  Located directly north of the Railyards is the Richards Boulevard area which is 
also planned for significant growth and re-vitalization that has begun with the completion of the 
new Greyhound Bus terminal and construction of Township 9, a new mixed-use development.  The 
Docks Area Project is a new river-front mixed use plan located along the Sacramento River in the 
southwest corner of the Center and Corridor Community.  Unlike anywhere else in the region, this 
area has capacity for and plans to build new office, residential and mixed-use building that are likely 
to exceed three and four stories.  In the downtown area, it is possible that new mixed-use and high 
density housing project could range from four to 24 stories.  Most new office building are also likely 
to build in that same range, however, there is no height limit on new office buildings in the 
downtown area.  Collectively this Center and Corridor Community has the potential capacity to add 
more than 54,000 new jobs and 27,000 new homes.  This would more than double the amount of 
existing housing units in the central city. 

The existing south-line light rail stations span from Broadway to Meadowview and include 
portions of Florin Road just outside the half mile station area.  The proposed south-line extension 
will begin at Meadowview and expand down to Consumnes River College.  The Folsom-line 
includes station areas from 4st Street to College Greens within the city limits.  The northeast-line 
includes stations from the American River to Watt Avenue in the city limits.  The proposed airport-
line will include a number of stations beginning near West El Camino Avenue and extending to 
Greenbriar in the city limits.  Similar to the central city Center and Corridor Community, these 
communities overlap with a number of the city’s opportunity areas.  The city also has a number of 
approved plans for various areas within these Center and Corridor Communities.  These include: 
Curtis Park Railyards, Florin Road Corridor Plan, 65th Street Transit Village, Northeast Line Area 
Plan, and Swanston Transit Village.  The city’s general plan and infill programs further support 
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development in these areas.  Together, these Center and Corridor Communities have the potential 
to add about 31,000 new employees and 29,000 new jobs. 

In total, the MTP/SCS forecast includes 69,208 new housing units and 77,098 new employees 
by 2035 in the City of Sacramento.  Approximately 52 percent of that employment growth and 62 
percent of the housing growth is in Center and Corridor Communities, much of it in the central city 
area.  Adding significant new housing to the central city area will provide a better jobs-housing ratio 
and will help in reducing regional VMT.  About 46 percent of the city’s MTP/SCS employment 
growth and 30 percent of the housing growth is in Established Communities.  Much of this housing 
growth is the continued build out of North Natomas; however it does include some infill in other 
existing communities as well.  Most of the employment growth is either neighborhood serving 
commercial and public uses, hospital and college expansions, as well as new industrial uses that are 
mostly concentrated in the existing industrial center in the southeast portion of the city.  Delta 
Shores, Developing Community, is expected to almost build out the 5,106 new units planned for 
that area.  The average density for this new residential growth is 16 units per acre.  The plan has 
significant commercial lands planned that could provide 6,678 new employees.  The MTP/SCS 
assumes the start of this construction, resulting in 2,123 new employees. 

Sacramento is anticipated to maintain a large share of the population, housing, and employment 
in the SACOG region through 2035.  The MTP/SCS forecast assumes the city experiences new 
housing and employment growth at a pace a little faster than the regional average of 28 percent of 
new 2035 jobs occurring by 2020 and 39 percent of new 2035 homes by 2020.  This is primarily due 
to the time needed to pull out of the current recession and see some significant new job growth in 
our region.  Though most new growth during the first half of the MTP planning period will occur 
through development in the city’s Established Communities (particularly build-out of North 
Natomas), a substantial amount of new housing and employment will also occur through infill in 
Established Communities and Center and Corridor Communities.   

There are many issues to track through the regional monitoring program that may influence City 
of Sacramento growth rates.  The future of redevelopment in the state, the success of the city’s 
initiative to comprehensively update its zoning to help it implement its new general plan, the ability 
of the region and the commitment of the city to build major infrastructure projects (three new 
bridges, a streetcar system, extend light rail to the airport), and ultimately the amount of market 
demand for the urban housing projects envisioned by the general plan will also significantly 
influence future growth patterns in the city.  

Sacramento (Unincorporated County)  
     Unincorporated Sacramento County is the most urbanized of the unincorporated counties in the 
Sacramento region, with 25 and 20 percent of the region’s existing housing and employment, 
respectively. The majority of its population resides within the Urban Policy Area (UPA), which lies 
within the Urban Services Boundary (USB), the ultimate boundary for urbanization in the 
unincorporated county. Sacramento County is nearing completion of an update to its general plan 
that would facilitate infill and revitalization in targeted commercial corridors within the existing UPA 
and employ a smart growth management framework in considering proposed UPA expansions.  
 
     Today, most of the communities within the UPA are identified in the MTP/SCS as Established 
Communities. Most of these are residential in character (e.g., Arden Arcade, Carmichael, Cordova, 
Fair Oaks, North Highlands, Orangevale, Rancho Murieta, and South Sacramento) and are projected 
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to receive relatively small amounts of future growth, all consistent with existing plans in order to 
retain the character of the neighborhoods. Some are important and growing employment centers 
(e.g., Sacramento International Airport, Aerojet, McClellan, and Mather). These Established 
Communities contain 80 percent of the existing housing and 50 percent of jobs in the 
unincorporated county. 
 
     Running between and through these communities are miles of major roadways flanked primarily 
by commercial land uses. The county’s general plan update identifies 13 commercial corridors for 
varying levels of additional commercial and residential development through reinvestment and 
redevelopment. Given the county’s planning efforts underway to allow for additional growth in 
these corridors, they are identified in the MTP/SCS as Center and Corridor Communities. The 
corridors include Auburn Boulevard, Fair Oaks Boulevard in Arden Arcade, Fair Oaks Boulevard in 
Carmichael, Fair Oaks Boulevard in Fair Oaks, Greenback Lane in Orangevale, Watt Avenue and 
Fulton Avenue in Arden Arcade, North Watt Avenue and West of Watt in North Highlands, Florin 
Road and Stockton Boulevard in South Sacramento, and the unincorporated portions of Folsom 
Boulevard, where the four light rails stations offer significant opportunity for transit oriented and 
mixed-use development. The county has either completed or initiated planning processes for all of 
these corridors, with the goal of promoting economic revitalization within them, for the surrounding 
communities and for the county as a whole. 
 
     Outside of Established Communities and Center and Corridor Communities, new growth areas 
in unincorporated Sacramento County, identified as Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS, are 
mostly south of Highway 50 and west of Interstate 80. These include the Elverta Specific Plan in 
northern Sacramento County, the Florin Vineyards, North Vineyard Station, and South Mather 
Specific Plans in central Sacramento County, and the Glenborough/Easton Specific Plan in eastern 
Sacramento County. In addition to these Developing Communities, the western portion of the 
Jackson Road/State Route 16 corridor, surrounded by urban development on the north and west, 
and adjacent to the Vineyard community on the south, is identified as a Developing Community in 
the MTP/SCS. Under the county’s draft general plan, the UPA may be expanded if proposed 
development projects are consistent with a new growth management framework, which is built upon 
the relationship between land use and transportation to achieve goals and requirements relative to air 
quality, transportation, land use, infrastructure, and GHG emissions. 
 
     Outside of the USB, land uses are primarily agricultural or agricultural-residential. The latter of 
these land uses is clustered in the communities of Orangevale in the north county, and Alta Mesa, 
Clay, Franklin, Herald, Sloughhouse, and Wilton in the south county. These communities are 
identified in the MTP/SCS as Rural Residential Communities. The county’s draft general plan 
contains policies to preserve these historic communities without encouraging excessive growth due 
to the high cost of providing services to these remote locations. The remaining areas of the 
unincorporated county are not identified for development within the current MTP/SCS planning 
period. 
 
     In addition to the general plan update, the county is in the midst of preparing the South 
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP). The SSHCP will consolidate environmental efforts 
to protect and enhance wetlands (primarily vernal pools) and upland habitats to provide ecologically 
viable conservation areas. It will also minimize regulatory hurdles and streamline the permitting 
process for development projects. Sacramento County is partnering with the incorporated cities of 
Rancho Cordova, Galt, and Elk Grove as well as the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation 
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District, Sacramento County Connector JPA, and Sacramento County Water Agency to further 
advance the regional planning goals of the SSHCP. The Study Area excludes the City of Sacramento, 
the City of Folsom and Folsom’s Sphere of Influence, the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and the 
Sacramento County community of Rancho Murieta. At this juncture it is not certain when this 
process is likely to conclude, though the county and other parties have placed a high priority on 
successfully completing it as soon as possible. 
 
     By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecasts that unincorporated Sacramento County will continue to be the 
most urbanized county in the region. The MTP/SCS forecasts 51,181 new housing units and 67,872 
new employees by 2035 in areas of unincorporated Sacramento County that have potential build out 
capacity of 95,282 new housing units and 184,389 new employees. Within the existing urban core, 
new growth will occur through limited infill and redevelopment in Center and Corridor 
Communities. By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecasts 23,687 new housing units and 30,241 new 
employees within Center and Corridor Communities out of a potential build out capacity of 39,101 
new housing units and 53,216 new employees. This new growth will take the form of medium- to 
high-density residential, commercial, office, and public uses. New housing will be predominantly 
medium-high and high density. Of this new development, only 24 percent of the housing growth, 
and 16 percent of the employment growth, is expected to occur by 2020; the majority of this new 
development is expected to occur after 2020. 
 
     The vast majority, 84 percent, of the housing growth in Centers and Corridors is projected for 
three general areas: light rail stops, west of the northern Watt Avenue area surrounding the 
McClellan employment center, and in transportation corridors (Stockton, Franklin, Florin) in 
southern Sacramento County. The remaining 16 percent of the forecasted housing (3852 units) is in 
relatively small amounts along seven other corridor segments throughout the county. In the county’s 
Established Communities, the MTP/SCS forecasts 8,915 new housing units and 28,672 new 
employees by 2035, out of a total build out capacity of 13,973 new housing units and 100,183, new 
employees. Residential growth in Established Communities is expected to occur through small-scale 
infill of existing low density residential lots, in line with the county’s existing zoning and general 
plan; employment growth in Established Communities is expected to occur through a combination 
of new construction and intensification of commercial, industrial, and public uses in existing 
employment areas, including the recent expansion of Sacramento International Airport and the 
adjacent proposed industrial park. 
 
     In the Developing Communities of the unincorporated county, the MTP/SCS forecasts 17,947 
new housing units and 7,524 new employees by 2035 out of a total build out capacity of 41,543 
housing units and 27,552 employees. The Elverta Specific Plan, is the only recently adopted specific 
plan in the north unincorporated county, immediately south of the Placer County line. This specific 
plan is forecast to build 1,432 housing units and 336 employees out of a total planned capacity of 
4,904 housing units and 371 employees. This community is planned for an average residential 
density of 5 units per acre with neighborhood supporting commercial and public uses. The other 
Developing Communities identified in the MTP/SCS are south of Highway 50. Of these, three are 
located south of State Route 16 in the Vineyard Community, for which several specific plans were 
initiated and adopted within the last 15 years. The Vineyard Springs Comprehensive Plan is the 
oldest of these. The MTP/SCS forecasts 2,142 new dwelling units and 1,413 new employees by 
2035, out of a total planned capacity of 4,657 housing units and 2,455 employees. The average 
residential density is 4 units per acre and the plan includes neighborhood serving commercial and 
public uses. North Vineyard Station, adopted in 1998, is projected to receive 3,144 new housing 
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units and 350 new employees by 2035, out of a planned capacity of 6,010 new housing units and 747 
new employees. Growth in this Developing Community is predominantly residential, at an average 
density of 7 units per acre, supported by neighborhood commercial and public uses. Florin Vineyard 
Community Plan, adopted in 2010, fills in the ‘gap’ between a number of specific plans in the 
Vineyard area. This area, planned for a capacity of 9,393 housing units and 5,281 employees, is 
expected to grow by 2,029 housing units and 566 employees during the MTP/SCS planning period. 
Uses in the Florin Vineyard Community Plan range from residential development at an average 
density of 6 units per acre to neighborhood serving commercial and public uses, to office and 
industrial uses. Just north of the Vineyard Developing Communities, the western Jackson 
Road/State Route 16 corridor, is identified in the MTP/SCS for conversion from its current 
aggregate mining operations to a mixed-use residential community. Although no plan has yet been 
entitled for this area, its adjacency to urban infrastructure on the west and north, the absence of 
sensitive natural resources and other natural constraints, and efforts by the landowner to begin 
converting the site, indicate that the area will see some amount of urban development by 2035. The 
MTP/SCS forecasts 4,899 new housing units and 2,224 new employees in the Jackson Developing 
Community, out of a potential total capacity of 10,803 new housing units and 12,150 employees. 
General uses in this Developing Community include residential uses at an average density of 11 units 
per acre, various commercial and office uses, and community-supporting public uses. East along the 
Jackson Corridor, the South Mather Specific Plan, located north of Jackson Highway and west of 
Sunrise Boulevard, is a proposed amendment to an adopted reuse plan for the former Mather Air 
Force Base. The county-initiated South Mather plan contemplates a mixed-use community that 
would accommodate a total capacity of 2,504 new housing units and 4,991 new employees. Of this, 
the MTP/SCS forecasts construction of 1,039 new housing units and 230 new employees by 2035. 
The plan is focused on attracting a university or large employer and thus includes office and light 
industrial uses in addition to commercial and supporting public uses. Residential densities average 16 
units per acre. North and east of South Mather, the MTP/SCS also forecasts growth within the 
Glenborough Specific Plan. This Developing Community is a reuse of the eastern portion of the 
Aerojet campus along Highway 50, east of the city of Rancho Cordova and southwest of the city of 
Folsom. The portion of the project known as Easton covers the Hazel light rail station and lands 
within a half mile of that and are therefore identified in the MTP/SCS as part of the county’s Center 
and Corridor Communities. Glenborough specific plan was adopted by the county as a mixed use 
residential community planned for a total of 3,272 new housing units and 1,557 new employees 
(excluding the Easton transit oriented development). Due to its prime location along Highway 50 
and Folsom Boulevard, its proximity to several light rail stations, and its location between major 
employment centers in Rancho Cordova and Folsom (and Aerojet itself), Glenborough is forecasted 
in the MTP/SCS to build 3,262 new housing units and 1,556 new jobs – virtually all of its capacity – 
by 2035. Residential densities of this Developing Community average 8 units per acre; employment 
land uses include commercial, office and supporting public uses. 
 
     Rural Residential Communities in unincorporated Sacramento County are expected to experience 
low amounts of growth, approximately 632 new housing units and 2,284 new jobs by 2035. The 
MTP/SCS forecast assumes relatively small amounts of new rural residential homes to be 
constructed in the region by 2035. This is in part due to the current recession combined with 
changing demographics, which suggest a higher percent of the population will want and need to live 
on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs, services, and with more transportation 
choices. 
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     Sacramento County’s draft general plan includes provisions that require projects in new 
developing communities outside of the UPA to meet criteria that are generally consistent with the 
principles of the Blueprint and this MTP/SCS. These criteria, which are expected to be included in 
the final document, will provide the county and the region additional flexibility as the MTP/SCS is 
updated and amended, since they will help to ensure that new growth included in the MTP/SCS 
performs well in terms of vehicle miles traveled, greenhouse gas and other air emissions, transit 
ridership, and bicycle and pedestrian trips. SACOG’s regional monitoring program will pay 
particular attention to many outstanding growth issues in Sacramento County, including the rate at 
which development occurs in Centers and Corridors, Established Communities, and the many 
Developing Communities that already are entitled, the economic factors that will influence the rate 
of growth in these different community types, as well as how those growth rates may affect the 
economic condition of surrounding neighborhoods. 

SUTTER COUNTY 

Live Oak 
Development in Live Oak is primarily suburban and rural-style housing development with small-

scale employment and commercial uses along Highway 99.   Consistent with most of the greater 
Sacramento area housing trend, Live Oak has grown substantially over the last five years.  The type 
of homes being built in the city continue to be predominantly traditional single-family homes in 
subdivisions, though the city has recently seen the emergence of small-lot single family and town 
home development.  The city’s recently updated general plan aims to maintain the small-town 
character of Live Oak, promote a balance of jobs, housing and services, and revitalize the existing 
downtown area.  As a result, most of the city is characterized an Established Community in the 
MTP/SCS, the exception being the Highway 99 corridor which is a Center and Corridor 
Community.  Within these two communities, the city has an estimated capacity for an additional 
3,653 new employees and 2,287 new housing units.  Additionally, the city’s general plan includes a 
significant amount of new housing and employment capacity in the city’s SOI area.  For a number of 
reasons, including the current recession, potential flood risk and the amount of capacity remaining in 
the existing city limits, this area is not identified for development within the current MTP/SCS 
planning period. 

In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for Live Oak includes 848 new employees and 1,305 new 
housing units.  Just over half of this new employment growth is in Established Communities.  Most 
of this is in the form of new neighborhood supporting retail and commercial uses as well as new 
public uses.  The majority of the housing growth, 97 percent, is in Established Communities and is 
largely building out many of the newer existing subdivision.  The remaining housing and 
employment growth comes from Center and Corridor Communities.  This growth is primarily 
medium to high density housing and commercial, office, and light industrial uses. 

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include whether regional market 
pressures for more housing in Live Oak return once the economy starts growing again and whether 
the planned improvements to the levee system are constructed, as expected, by 2015. 
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Yuba City 
As the county seat, Yuba City functions as the trading and service center for the surrounding 

agricultural area and maintains a solid balance of jobs and housing.  Today the city is about 74 
percent built out in its employment capacity and 78 percent built out in its housing capacity.  As 
such, most of the city is an Established Community in the MTP/SCS.  The exception is the city’s 
downtown area and the commercial area centered on Highway 20 and Highway 99.  This area is 
characterized as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS.  Most of the additional 
capacity in the existing city limits is the Established Community areas, where 11,806 new jobs and 
5,587 new housing units could be accommodated.  The majority of this employment capacity is in 
commercial and industrial uses, while the housing growth is largely building out newer existing 
subdivisions.  The Center and Corridor Community area has capacity for an additional 416 new 
homes and 2,447 new jobs to be added to the city at build out.  These jobs are also mainly 
commercial and industrial uses.  The housing in this area is mostly medium-high density.  Just 
outside the city limits, along the east side of Highway 99, some established low density residential 
development exists.  This area is considered an Established Community in the MTP/SCS forecast 
for Yuba City as the area is supported by city services even though it has not been annexed into the 
city.  Directly adjacent on the west side of Highway 99, just outside of the city limits, new housing 
and employment uses are planned.  This area is a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.  
Employment uses will include commercial, office, and industrial uses while the residential uses 
planned are low and medium density, averaging eight units per acre.  At build out this area could 
include a total of 484 jobs and 1,019 housing units.  The city’s recently adopted general plan 
acknowledges and plans for future growth to occur primarily through village-style development in its 
sphere of influence.  As part of general plan implementation, the city developed a new specific plan 
for the portion of the SOI located near the southwest corner of the existing city limits.  This 
adopted specific plan, Lincoln East, is the second Developing Community in Yuba City including in 
the MTP/SCS.  This plan is for a new mixed-use community which would include 4,866 housing 
units averaging 8 units per acre and new neighborhood serving commercial and public facilities.  The 
remaining SOI area has an additional housing and employment capacity; however, these areas are 
not identified for development within this MTP/SCS planning period. 

Moderate, balanced growth is anticipated for Yuba City through 2035.  The city is expected to 
maintain its share of the regional housing and employment and it’s well balanced jobs-housing ratio 
through 2035.  The MTP/SCS forecast for Yuba City includes 9,178 new jobs and 6,816 new 
housing units.  The majority of this growth, about 75 percent of the employment and 72 percent of 
the housing, is in Established Communities.  As noted above, this employment growth is primarily 
commercial and industrial uses and the residential growth is primarily building out newer existing 
subdivisions.  The Center and Corridor Community includes 1,972 new jobs and 394 new housing 
units in the MTP/SCS.  Most of this is through infill; however, a small percentage of redevelopment 
is assumed in this area by 2035.  The remaining growth comes from Developing Communities in the 
SOI area.  The area around Highway 99 includes 662 new units and 360 new jobs in the MTP/SCS.  
Lincoln East includes 819 new housing units by 2035.  Primarily due to market, infrastructure, and 
potential flood constraints, these Developing Communities are not likely to begin building until the 
later years of the plan, post 2020.  The growth within the current city limits; however, is likely to get 
44 percent of its 2035 housing growth and 25 percent of its employment growth by 2020.  This 
housing growth rate in the early portion of the plan is higher than the regional average of 39 percent 
of new 2035 housing units by 2020, because much of this growth is in approved and currently 
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building subdivisions.  The 25 percent employment growth by 2020 is slower than the regional 
average in part due to high vacancy rates in commercial and industrial uses regionally. 

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include progress on planned levee 
improvements and whether the return of a strong regional economy leads to more market pressures 
for housing growth in the city, and how that dynamic may be affected by planned development in 
southern Sutter County. 

Sutter (Unincorporated County) 
Development activity in unincorporated Sutter County has historically been focused in the 

spheres of influence of Live Oak and Yuba City and to a lesser extent in a number of smaller rural 
towns throughout the unincorporated area.  These towns, Sutter, Meridian, Robbins, Tudor, 
Nicolas, East Nicolas, and Rio Oso make up the Established Communities in unincorporated Sutter 
County.  The county has one large new growth area, located on the Sacramento-Sutter County line 
along Highway 99.  This new growth area has an adopted specific plan, the Sutter Pointe Specific 
Plan.  This is a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.  The county’s recently adopted updated 
general plan directs most new growth to these areas and aims to preserve much of the county in 
agricultural uses.  The county general plan does identify two new commercial/industrial reserve 
areas in the county, one north of Yuba City and one south.  These areas represent reserve capacity, 
likely for some point beyond the MTP/SCS planning period.  For these reasons, these areas and the 
remaining areas in the unincorporated county are not identified for development in the MTP/SCS.  
However, agricultural related housing and employment is likely to occur in these areas and is 
supported by the MTP/SCS environmental sustainability policies.     

The South Sutter Developing Community represents almost all of the employment and housing 
capacity in the county.  At build out, this plan includes 17,503 housing units and 55,018 employees.  
The majority of these employment uses are industrial though the plan does also include commercial 
and public uses.  The average residential density planned is eight units per acre.  While the 
MTP/SCS forecast includes 95 percent of the county’s new employment and 84 percent of the new 
housing to occur within this Developing Community by 2035, that growth represents only a small 
portion of the build out capacity in the specific plan.  The MTP/SCS forecast includes 2,598 new 
employees and 4,157 new housing units in unincorporated Sutter County by 2035.  Of this, 2,477 
employees and 3,475 housing units are in South Sutter.  The remaining 121 jobs and 682 housing 
units in the MTP/SCS forecast are located in Established Communities where continued low density 
development and neighborhood serving commercial and public uses are planned.  Developing in the 
South Sutter area is most likely to occur in the latter portion of the planning period because there 
are some barriers to development occurring in the near term, primarily infrastructure issues related 
to water and sewer service that need to be addressed.  Because the South Sutter Specific Plan area is 
not likely to begin building until later in the planning period and because the MTP/SCS does not 
forecast new agricultural employment, the MTP/SCS forecast includes only one percent of its 2035 
employment growth and  nine percent of the 2035 housing growth by 2020.   

The regional monitoring program will track the extent to which infrastructure cost challenges are 
resolved for Sutter Pointe, as well as the timing of construction of other developments in the north 
part of the region that might compete with Sutter Pointe for market share.  These issues could affect 
the pace of growth in Sutter Pointe, either increasing or decreasing it compared to projections in this 
MTP/SCS plan cycle. 
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YOLO COUNTY 

Davis 
As of 2008, the City of Davis is largely build out.  Most of the city is characterized as Established 

Community in the MTP/SCS, with the exception being the area within a half mile of the existing 
Amtrak station, which is a Center and Corridor Community.  Covered in this Center and Corridor 
Community is also the downtown, for which the city has a Core Area Strategy and Specific Plan that 
promote economic development of the area, and a portion of the city’s SOI, the 44 acre Nishi 
property, which is planned for a mixed-use development with high density housing and light-
industrial and office uses.  However, as this site is designated with an agricultural land use in the 
current general plan, it does require voter approval to change the land use designation.  Measure J 
requires voter approval for proposed changes to agricultural land use designations.  In total, the city 
has capacity to add 6,459 new jobs and 4,601 new housing units by build out.  In addition to the 
Nishi site noted above, the city has a sphere of influence that includes areas to the north and south 
of the existing city limits.  To the north, the SOI includes two areas along Highway 113, one area 
between County Road 101A and County Road 102, one area north of County Road 105, and a 
fourth area just south of County Road 30B.  To the south, the SOI area includes three areas south of 
Interstate 80 and the UC Davis campus area.  Many of these lands are agricultural and will also 
require voter approval if development is proposed. With the exception of the UC Davis campus, the 
MTP/SCS does not identify development in these areas by 2035. 

By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecast for Davis includes 4,183 new employees and 3,646 new housing 
units.  The majority of this growth, 82 percent of the employment and 64 percent of the housing, is 
in Established Communities.  The majority of this employment growth is in commercial, office, and 
industrial uses, primarily located along Highway 80.  The new housing growth, ranging low and high 
density, is a result of small-scale infill throughout the city and one remaining large infill opportunity 
in the city, located along East Covell Boulevard and F Street.  The remaining 764 new employees 
and 1,323 new housing units in Davis in the MTP/SCS forecast are in the Center and Corridor 
Community.   

Due to its declining share of regional housing and supporting the city’s goal to add more jobs, 
the city’s jobs-housing ratio improves slightly from today.   However, these figures do not include 
the dynamic of planned growth at the adjacent UC Davis campus because that growth is in 
unincorporated Yolo County.  Twenty three percent of Davis’ employment growth and 36 percent 
of the housing growth is forecast to occur by 2020 in the MTP/SCS.  This is slower than the 
regional average for a number of reasons.  First, the city’s two largest remaining infill opportunities 
do not yet have specific plans adopted by City Council.  The city has a policy that caps the number 
of housing units that can be permitted per year.  In addition, the city’s general plan has an expired 
horizon year of 2010. 

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the success of the city in 
developing its remaining infill sites, the progress of planning for development at the Nishi property, 
and the success of the University in pursuing recently announced ambitious expansion plans and 
how that might affect the housing market in the area. 
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West Sacramento 
West Sacramento’s heavy employment base has in recent years, shifted toward a more balanced 

mix of employment and housing.  With the exception of the riverfront area, much of the northern 
half of the city has been developed.  This portion of the city is characterized as an Established 
Community in the MTP/SCS.  The city’s Southport community is the main source of the recent 
housing development.  Beginning development in 2001, only a small portion of the development 
potential in this area exists today.  This area includes a number of approved developments that can 
be characterized into three villages and an industrial park.  These areas, the Southwest Village, 
Southeast Village, Northeast Village and Southport Industrial Park, are Developing Communities in 
the MTP/SCS.  However, portions of the Southwest Village and the Northeast Village that began 
building in early last decade are characterized as Established Communities.  The Southwest Village 
of Southport will include 6,570 homes and 1,356 jobs at build out.  New housing in this area will 
average seven ten units per acre.  The Southeast Village will average six 12 units per acre and will include 
3,433 new housing units and 120 new jobs at build out.  The remaining Northeast Village will 
includeadd 1,937 housing units, with an average density of five eight units per acre, at build out. New 
employment in all three villages is primarily neighborhood serving commercial and public uses.  The 
Southport Industrial Park is the last Developing Community.  This area has slowly begun developing 
commercial and industrial uses, which at build out would include 4,968 jobs and 1,106 high density 
housing units.   The city’s long term vision for development also includes the areas directly north 
and south of the existing city limits.  These areas are not identified for development in the current 
MTP/SCS planning period.   

The city’s most recent focus for development has been in mixed-use, higher density projects, 
along the riverfront.  This includes the recently adopted Bridge District plan, the proposed Stone 
Lock District, and revitalization of the Washington Specific Plan area.   These areas are characterized 
as Center and Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS.  The city has, over the last few years, also 
made a concerted effort to begin redevelopment and revitalization of the historic West Capitol 
Avenue corridor.  With recent streetscape improvements, construction of a transit hub and new 
civic center, and newly adopted design guidelines, this area is also identified as a Center and Corridor 
Community in the MTP/SCS.  Together these areas, all planned for a mix of high density housing 
and new commercial, office, industrial, and public uses, have the capacity to add 65,728 new jobs 
and 18,465 new housing units to the city at build out. 

The MTP/SCS forecast for West Sacramento includes 20,839 new employees and 17,790 new 
housing units by 2035.  The majority of this development, 66 percent of the employment and 62 
percent of the housing units, are in infill and redevelopment opportunities within the Center and 
Corridor Communities.  Due to its location directly across the Sacramento River from downtown 
Sacramento, and the type of development planned, this area of West Sacramento will become part 
of the urban core of the region in the future.  This results in a one percent increase in the city’s share 
of the regional housing and employment by 2035.  Significant infrastructure exists or is currently 
under construction for this area.  Established Communities include 3,570 new employees and 3,827 
new housing units.  Many of these new employees are in existing commercial and industrial centers.  
Most of the new housing is filling in existing subdivisions with some small amounts of infill. 

A lesser amount of the new growth is forecast in the Developing Communities.  For the three 
residentially-focused villages, this is due to potential flood issues.  The area is currently being 
mapped by FEMA and, once completed, most of the Southport area could be moved into flood 
zones.  This will constrain residential building until levee improvements can be made.  As a result, 
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the Southwest Village includes 1,715 new housing units and 271 new employees in the MTP/SCS 
forecast.  The Southeast Village includes 708 new housing units and 23 new jobs and the Northeast 
Village 227 new housing units.  The Southport Industrial Park is expected to grow by 3,170 
employees and 234 housing units.  Though this is only 15 percent of the forecast for employment 
growth in the city, this is building out 80 percent of the capacity in this area.  The city, as a whole, is 
expected to grow very close to the regional average, experiencing most of its growth in the latter 
portion of the planning period. 

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the potential impacts that 
flood, redevelopment and delta protection issues on the ability of the city to realize its growth plans.  
Depending on the final resolution of these issues the land use forecast for West Sacramento in 
future MTP/SCSs could be affected. 

Winters 
Winters is a small city, surrounded by agricultural uses.  Though the city is has capacity to double 

the amount of housing and triple the amount of employment it has today, it has deep historic roots 
as a community and is therefore is primarily characterized in the MTP/SCS as an Established 
Community.  This includes the city’s gateway, which is the focus of current planning efforts in the 
city today.  This Established Community has the potential capacity to add 3,934 new jobs and 2,310 
new housing units at build out.  The city’s Downtown Plan is a form-based code approach to 
guiding infill and redevelopment opportunities in the city’s historic downtown.  This area is a Center 
and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS.  Because growth in this area is likely to happen primarily 
through redevelopment, it is difficult to estimate the capacity for new housing and jobs and also 
even with several redevelopment opportunities, the net gain of housing units and employees could 
be small.  The estimated capacity for this area could add 39 new jobs and 29 new housing units.  The 
city has a sphere of influence that is north of the existing city limits.  Due to current economic 
conditions and the remaining capacity within the city today, this area is not identified for 
development in the MTP/SCS.       

The MTP/SCS forecast includes 1,126 new employees and 1,017 new housing units in Winters 
by 2035.  All of this housing is in Established Communities, likely in the northern portion of the city 
where the newer residential growth has been concentrating.  New residential growth is primarily low 
density, however can range from very low density to high density.  A small amount of development 
is assumed in the Center and Corridor Community, adding 18 new employees.  The remaining 
employment growth is in Established Communities.  Most of this new employment is commercial 
and industrial uses at the gateway and along East Grant and Grant Avenue.  The MTP/SCS forecast 
assumes that Winters is likely to see most of this growth in the latter half of the planning period, 
likely growing slower than the regional average.  During the early part of the last decade, Winters 
was experiencing a lot of development proposals, most of it for new housing.  It will likely take 
some time to begin to build that back up.  

Issues to track the regional monitoring program include whether the city’s successful downtown 
revitalization at some point will result in a significantly higher growth rate for the city.  Its position 
on the edge of the region and proximity to the Bay Area creates the potential for unique growth 
dynamics in this city. 
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Woodland 
Due to its role as the county seat, and its location along Interstate 5, Woodland has maintained a 

strong ratio of jobs-to-housing.  With about 78 percent of its housing capacity built today, most of 
the city is characterized as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS.  Most of the new housing 
being built is in the Spring Lake Specific Plan area.  This development is a Developing Community 
in the MTP/SCS.  Woodland also has two Center and Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS. 
Woodland’s adopted East Street Specific Plan and downtown redevelopment plan are intended to 
guide and encourage revitalization and development in the older parts of the city, which make up 
these Center and Corridor Communities.  Over the last several years, the city has seen a number of 
new development projects in this area.  Woodland voters also approved the creation of an urban 
limit line to help preserve agricultural lands on the city’s urban fringe so these areas are not 
identified for development in the MTP/SCS.   

 By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecast includes 7,125 new jobs and 5,231 new housing units in 
Woodland.  Established Communities include 5,971 of the new jobs and 982 of the new housing 
units.  Because the city’s residential lands in these areas are largely built out today, most of this 
housing growth is in scattered infill throughout the city, almost building out the 1,055 units of 
potential capacity.  The city’s Established Communities include several existing job centers where 
industrial and commercial uses are concentrated.  These areas have the potential to add 30,127 new 
jobs at build out.  While the MTP/SCS assumes only 20 percent of this capacity is likely to be built 
by 2035, it is a significant amount of employment, accounting for 84 percent of the city’s total 
employment growth in the MTP/SCS.  Center and Corridor Communities also come close to 
reaching their build out potential for new housing in the MTP/SCS.  The MTP/SCS forecast 
includes 741 new housing units in this area, capacity being estimated for 750 new housing units.  
These Center and Corridor Communities also add a small amount of new jobs.  The development in 
these areas in the MTP/SCS is primarily residential and commercial mixed-use with medium to high 
density housing.  Consistent with the city’s plans in this area and recent trends, the MTP/SCS 
includes some redevelopment in this area, which may contribute to the net employment gain being 
less than the housing growth for the area.  Most of the new residential growth, 3,508 new housing 
units and 1,127 new employees are in Spring Lake.  This area is currently building today and is 
expected to be built out by 2035.  It includes new neighborhood serving commercial and public uses 
and a variety of new housing, with an average density of 8 units per acre.  Woodland is expected to 
grow faster in the early years of the MTP/SCS than the regional average, with 44 percent of its 2035 
housing and employment growth forecast by 2020.  This is largely due to the expected continuation 
of commercial and industrial growth along Interstate 5 and the residential building in Spring Lake. 

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the potential impacts of 
restricted redevelopment powers and commercial development on Interstate 5 on planned 
development rates in the downtown. 

Yolo (Unincorporated County) 
Yolo County is the western edge of the Sacramento region, and an important part of the 

Interstate 80 corridor linking Sacramento to the Bay Area.  The county, despite increased pressure 
for development, has remained largely an agricultural resource area with most growth occurring in 
its incorporated cities and unincorporated towns.  This commitment to agriculture and preserving 
the county’s rural character has been re-enforced with the city’s recently updated general plan.  The 
updated general plan follows the same principles as the previous plan and directs all residential 
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growth to designated areas within the cities and within the growth boundaries of existing 
unincorporated communities (with the exception of farm dwellings).  Yolo County also has a pass 
through agreement with its cities whereby urban development is directed to cities and the cities 
“pass through” a portion of the tax increment from their redevelopment districts to the county.  
Additionally, development pressures on the prime farmland between Davis and Woodland, have led 
to these two cities and the county entering an agreement to preserve this land for agriculture.  This is 
further supported by the urban growth boundaries both cities have.  Growth in unincorporated 
Yolo County is directed to the existing unincorporated towns of Capay, Clarksburg, Dunnigan, 
Esparto, Knights Landing, Madison, Monument Hills, Yolo, and Zamora.  These communities are 
characterized as Established Communities in the MTP/SCS.  The towns of Dunnigan, Esparto, 
Knights Landing, and Madison have the majority of the new housing potential.  Dunnigan, 
specifically, is expected to have a new specific plan completed that could include 8,000 new housing 
units.  This proposed specific plan is not yet adopted and is not identified for development in the 
current MTP/SCS planning period.  The remaining agricultural and natural resource areas of the 
county area also not identified for development in the MTP/SCS.  However, agricultural related 
housing and employment is likely to occur in these areas and is supported by the MTP/SCS 
environmental sustainability policies.  UC Davis is located in the county, just south of Davis, and is 
characterized in the MTP/SCS as a Center and Corridor Community.       

The MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Yolo County includes 5,368 new jobs and 2,890 new 
housing units.  Of this growth, 2,939 new jobs and 1,751 new housing units are at UC Davis, 
building out the Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the University.  The remaining 2,429 
new jobs and 1,139 new homes are in Established Communities, building out 16 percent of the area 
employment growth capacity and 24 percent of the housing growth capacity.  These new housing 
units are largely low density; however, a range of densities from very low to high density are 
planned.  New jobs come primarily from new commercial, industrial and public uses.  The 
MTP/SCS does not forecast new agricultural employment of farm dwellings, both of which are 
likely to continue to grow in Yolo County.  By 2020, the MTP forecast includes 25 percent of the 
unincorporated county’s 2035 employment growth and 75 percent of the 2035 housing growth to 
occur.  Employment growth is expected to happen a little slower than the regional average of 28 
percent of new 2035 employees by 2020.  Conversely the housing growth is happening much faster 
than the regional average of 39 percent of 2035 housing growth by 2020.  This is largely because the 
UC Davis LRDP expects build out of all new housing by 2020. 

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include UC Davis’s growth plans and 
how the county and the city Davis may respond.  The University is emerging as an even more major 
player in the region’s economic development future. 

 YUBA COUNTY 

Marysville 
The City of Marysville has historically maintained a compact footprint due in large part to 

significant flood constraints.  Today, Marysville is substantially built out within its existing city limits, 
with limited opportunities for growth through infill and redevelopment.  Marysville adopted a 
Downtown Strategic Plan in 2004 to facilitate this type of development and has seen a number of 
development projects initiated in the downtown since plan adoption.  This area of the city is 
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characterized as a Center and Corridor Community while the remaining city is considered an 
Established Community.   

The MTP/SCS 2035 growth forecast for Marysville projects that the city builds most of its 
housing and employment capacity.  By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecast includes 1,016 new employees 
and 457 new housing units.  Beyond this the general plan capacity could add an additional 39 
employees and 64 housing units.  The majority of this growth, 62 percent of the new employment 
and 77 percent of the new housing, is expected to occur in Established Communities through infill 
development.  The remaining growth is expected to occur in the Center and Corridor Community 
area through infill and small amounts of redevelopment.  The city is expected to grow significantly 
slower than the regional average during the first half of the planning period.  This is primarily due to 
flood constraints and the general job market weakness in the region currently.   

Issues that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program that may influence future 
land use projections for Marysville include the ultimate fate of local redevelopment authority as well 
as the amount of growth that occurs in unincorporated Yuba County immediately to the city’s south.  
The construction of major transportation projects such as the planned improved bridge access to 
Yuba City and possibly some form of bypass around the City may also influence future growth in 
the city. 

Wheatland 
Wheatland is a small city along Highway 65 that in the last decade has experienced accelerated 

housing growth as workers in Placer County have moved north along the Highway 65 corridor to 
find housing.  The city recently completed an update of its general plan, which addresses the 
prospect of continued growth.  The northern and eastern portion of the city, where most of the 
newer residential activity has happened in the last decade, is considered an Established Community 
in the MTP/SCS.  The city’s existing downtown area is characterized as a Center and Corridor 
Community.  Within the existing city limits, there remain significant areas available for greenfield 
development and the city has recently annexed part of its sphere of influence for one of a number of 
approved residential subdivisions.  These areas are Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS.  
Adjacent to the northeast portion of the city, in the city’s SOI area is the recently adopted Nichols 
Grove Specific Plan area.  This area is also considered a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.  
The city has a large SOI area that includes a significant amount of additional housing and 
employment growth planned; however, these areas are not identified for development within the 
current MTP/SCS Planning Period.    

The MTP/SCS forecast for Wheatland includes 927 new employees and 1,165 new housing 
units by 2035.  Of this growth, 219 employees and 134 housing units are in Established 
Communities.  This growth is primarily the continued build out of existing newer subdivisions and 
new neighborhood serving commercial and public uses.  At build out, these Established 
Communities have the potential to add an additional 44 employees and 389 housing units.  Most of 
the new growth, about 76 percent of the new employees and 88 percent of the new housing units 
are in Developing Communities.  The approved Developing Communities in the existing city limits 
account for 465 new employees and 597 new housing units.  These employees are primarily from 
commercial and employment uses.  The housing growth is expected to continue the trend for low 
density units, averaging 6 units per acre.  Building out capacity of these areas could add an additional 
175 employees and 690 housing units beyond the MTP/SCS forecast.  The Nichols Grove Specific 
Plan includes 1,612 new housing units and 243 new employees at build out.  These housing units 
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average eight units per acre and these employees are primarily from neighborhood commercial and 
public uses.  The MTP/SCS assumes this development begins later in the planning period and 
therefore forecasts 430 new housing units and 243 new employees by 2035.  About 45 percent of 
the city’s 2035 housing growth is expected by 2020.  This is due to the continued building of 
approved subdivisions.  Conversely only 12 percent of the city’s 2035 employment growth is 
anticipated by 2020.  This is because much of the employment growth is new neighborhood serving 
commercial and public uses. 

Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the potential effect of flood 
protection issues in the city’s northwest quadrant and the extent to which residential pressures from 
the Placer County employment center to the south return once the economic starts growing again. 

Yuba (Unincorporated County) 
While historically a rural, agricultural county, unincorporated Yuba County approved several 

specific plans in the 1990s that began developing in earnest in the last ten years.  The county recently 
adopted an updated general plan.  This general plan categorizes the housing development in the 
county into two main categories, Valley Neighborhood and Rural Community.  Rural Communities 
include the communities of Hallwood, Browns Valley, Loma Rica, Oregon House, Dobbins, 
Roackerby, Borwnsville, Challenge, Log Cabin, Camptenville, Strawberry Valley, Smartsville, and 
Camp Far West.  The general plan policies support the continued rural character of these 
communities and therefore they are characterized in the MTP/SCS as Rural Residential 
Communities.  The Valley Neighborhood areas include the existing communities of Linda and 
Olivehurst as well as the newer growth areas of Plumas Lakes, East Linda, and the North Arboga 
Study Area.  Linda and Olivehurst are characterized as Established Communities in the MTP/SCS.  
Beale Air Force Base, the only active military base in the region and the largest employer in the 
county, is also an Established Community in the MTP/SCS.   The three newer growth areas, where 
the majority of the housing development has occurred in the unincorporated county in recent years, 
Plumas Lakes, North Arboga and East Linda are Developing Communities.  The county’s updated 
general plan also has a focus on economic development opportunities within the county, 
demonstrating the county’s commitment to trying  to provide more job opportunities for residents 
who would otherwise likely be commuting to Placer or Sacramento for work.  As such, the general 
plan identifies a new employment center along Highway 65.  This area is also identified as a 
Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.  The general plan identifies mixed-use corridors along 
North Beale Road and Olivehurst Avenue.  These are areas where the county envisions 
infrastructure improvements to encourage development and redevelopment.  Land uses would 
include commercial, public, and medium to high density housing, including mixed-use.  These areas 
are identified in the MTP/SCS as Center and Corridor Communities. The remaining areas in the 
county are identified as planning reserve or natural resources in the general plan.  These areas are 
not identified for development in the MTP/SCS planning period. 

Developing Communities represent that largest amount of housing and employment capacity in 
the unincorporated county.  In total the county has capacity for 27,527 housing units and 55,722 
employees.  Around 80 percent of that housing and 88 percent of that employment capacity is in 
Developing Communities.  Plumas Lake, the Developing Community located along Highway 70 has 
started building in recent years and has the potential to add another 16,159 new homes and 19,664 
new jobs at build out.  This community includes a mix of housing and employment uses with 
housing densities averaging five units per acre and employment uses including commercial, office, 
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light industrial and public.  Adjacent to the northern border of Plumas Lake is the North Arboga 
plan area.  This plan has capacity to add an additional 4,261 new housing units and 3,681 new jobs at 
build out.  It includes commercial, industrial and public uses and an average residential density of 
four units per acre.  Until very recently, these two Developing Communities were affected by flood 
issues from the Feather River.  However, recently completed levee improvement and FEMA 
accredited 100-year protection now allows these areas to build with no elevation or flood insurance 
requirements.  East Linda, located adjacent to the existing town of Linda, also began developing 
recently.  This area, at build out, could add commercial, industrial and public uses generating an 
additional 2,273 employees and 1,481 new housing units, averaging six units per acre, to what exists 
today.  The Highway 65 Employment Area has potential to add 23,550 new employees at build out.  
This area is planned for a wide variety of employment uses, including regional commercial, light and 
heavy industrial, agricultural processing, office, and public uses.  Recently, the federal government 
approved an American Indian tribe’s plan to build a casino in this area.  Predominately an 
employment only Developing Community, the MTP/SCS does not forecast residential development 
in this area.  However, the general plan does a provide for new housing development in this area, 
east of Bradshaw Road, if such uses contribute to, or construct infrastructure needed to serve, the 
primary employment-generating uses.  Established Communities have capacity to add 5,388 new 
housing units and 3,292 employees at build out.  Beale AFB has potential to add an unknown 
number of employees.  Having recently been awarded a new mission, with other future potential 
missions, the MTP/SCS assumes this area could add 1,792 employees.  Center and Corridor 
Communities have a build out potential that could add 137 new homes and 935 new jobs.   

The MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Yuba County includes 9,914 new housing units and 
10,737 new jobs by 2035.  The majority of this new growth is expected to occur in Developing 
Communities with 4,577 new housing units and 2,999 new employees in Plumas Lake, 2,855 new 
housing units and 1,267 new employees in East Linda, 282 new housing units in North Arboga, and 
2,507 new employees in the new Highway 65 employment area.  The remaining 37 percent of 
employee growth and 22 percent of housing growth in the MTP/SCS is in Established 
Communities, Center and Corridor Communities, and Rural Residential Communities.  Established 
Communities include 3,077 new employees and 1,983 new housing units.  The majority of these new 
jobs are likely on Beale AFB while the remaining commercial, industrial, and employment uses are 
located in the Linda and Olivehurst area, primarily along Highway 65.  The MTP/SCS assumes 
some mixed use development; including a very small number of redevelopment sites in Center and 
Corridor Communities.  This development adds 352 new employees and 136 new housing units by 
2035.  Rural Residential Communities in unincorporated Yuba County are expected to experience 
low amounts of growth, approximately 101 new housing units and 535 new jobs by 2035. The 
MTP/SCS forecast assumes relatively small amounts of new rural residential homes to be 
constructed in the region by 2035. This is in part due to the current recession combined with 
changing demographics, which suggest a higher percent of the population will want and need to live 
on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs, services, and with more transportation 
choices.  This is also supportive of the county’s new Valley Growth Boundary which aims to guide 
the majority of the counties long term growth into the Center and Corridor Communities, 
Established Communities, and Developing Communities. 

 

By 2035, the county’s share of regional employment growth increases from today and their share 
of the regional housing market remains constant.  The county’s share of regional employment is 
expected to increase from 1.5 percent today, to about 2 percent in 2035.  However, because much of 
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this employment growth is dependent on development of the Highway 65 Employment Area, which 
has significant infrastructure challenges to address, most of this employment is expected to occur 
later in the planning period.  Only 20 percent of the new 2035 employment is forecast to occur by 
2020.  Conversely, 54 percent of the county’s 2035 housing growth is forecast by 2020.  This is 
significantly higher than the regional average due to the fact that Plumas Lake, North Arboga, and 
East Linda are all currently building and have a high number of entitled vacant lots that are ready to 
build as soon as the market returns.   

The regional monitoring program will track the level to which the county succeeds in its desire 
to have jobs rather than housing lead its future growth.  The success of establishing the Highway 65 
employment center, together with the future of Beale, will be the primary drivers of future 
employment growth.  On the other side of the coin, it will be important to track the success of 
planned housing around employment centers in Placer and Sacramento counties, which if it occurs 
will help to reduce market pressures to build more housing in Yuba County for long distance 
commuters.   
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2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast by Community Type and Jurisdicition

Jurisdiction/Community Type
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Employee 

Growth

Housing 
Unit 

Growth
Employee 

Growth

Housing 
Unit 

Growth
EL DORADO COUNTY
Placerville
Corridor/Center Communities 4,027 99 4,111 119 4,247 176 84 20 220 77
Established Communities 6,561 4,191 6,807 4,605 7,165 5,221 246 414 604 1,030
Placerville Total 10,588 4,290 10,918 4,724 11,412 5,397 330 434 824 1,107
Unincorporated El Dorado County
Corridor/Center Communities 3,557 66 3,765 81 3,992 81 208 15 435 15
Established Communities 20,600 29,169 25,403 31,066 35,525 35,367 4,803 1,897 14,925 6,198
Developing Communities 5,089 4,938 5,283 7,245 5,780 10,045 194 2,307 691 5,107
Rural Residential Communities 4,930 23,327 5,002 23,633 5,700 23,722 72 306 770 395
Unincorporated El Dorado Total 34,176 57,500 39,453 62,025 50,997 69,215 5,277 4,525 16,821 11,715
EL DORADO COUNTY TOTAL 44,764 61,790 50,371 66,749 62,409 74,612 5,607 4,959 17,645 12,822

PLACER COUNTY
Auburn
Corridor/Center Communities 2,735 511 2,818 548 2,943 798 83 37 208 287
Established Communities 6,247 5,855 6,406 6,024 6,883 6,215 159 169 636 360
Developing Communities 0 5 57 201 63 719 57 196 63 714
Auburn Total 8,982 6,371 9,281 6,773 9,889 7,732 299 402 907 1,361
Colfax
Corridor/Center Communities 684 140 753 140 1,280 226 69 0 596 86
Established Communities 303 674 356 744 366 768 53 70 63 94
Colfax Total 987 814 1,109 884 1,646 994 122 70 659 180
Lincoln
Corridor/Center Communities 1,133 49 1,187 50 1,208 115 54 1 75 66
Established Communities 6,853 17,632 8,160 20,321 11,607 21,559 1,307 2,689 4,754 3,927
Developing Communities 1,538 86 3,885 1,696 6,672 7,368 2,347 1,610 5,134 7,282
Lincoln Total 9,524 17,767 13,232 22,067 19,487 29,042 3,708 4,300 9,963 11,275
Loomis
Corridor/Center Communities 450 149 683 218 1,163 598 233 69 713 449
Established Communities 3,126 1,463 3,151 1,551 3,237 1,878 25 88 111 415
Rural Residential Communities 660 783 693 809 783 857 33 26 123 74
Loomis Total 4,236 2,395 4,527 2,578 5,183 3,333 291 183 947 938
Rocklin
Corridor/Center Communities 1,167 907 1,304 1,045 1,585 1,882 137 138 418 975
Established Communities 15,791 19,992 17,278 20,950 18,857 21,533 1,487 958 3,066 1,541
Developing Communities 353 1,031 2,677 4,437 5,997 4,873 2,324 3,406 5,644 3,842
Rocklin Total 17,311 21,930 21,259 26,432 26,439 28,288 3,948 4,502 9,128 6,358
Roseville
Corridor/Center Communities 6,924 2,191 7,749 2,530 9,102 2,887 825 339 2,178 696
Established Communities 62,078 43,320 69,659 44,847 80,585 46,499 7,581 1,527 18,507 3,179
Developing Communities 70 1,229 1,426 9,063 7,865 15,516 1,356 7,834 7,795 14,287
Roseville Total 69,072 46,740 78,834 56,440 97,552 64,902 9,762 9,700 28,480 18,162
Unincorporated Placer County
Established Communities 23,206 16,404 27,636 17,201 37,349 19,090 4,430 797 14,143 2,686
Developing Communities 93 164 949 3,966 3,579 13,187 856 3,802 3,486 13,023
Rural Residential Communities 8,251 24,053 8,406 24,818 8,593 26,143 155 765 342 2,090
Unincorporated Placer County Total 31,550 40,621 36,991 45,985 49,521 58,420 5,441 5,364 17,971 17,799
PLACER COUNTY TOTAL 141,662 136,638 165,233 161,159 209,717 192,711 23,571 24,521 68,055 56,073

MTP/SCS 2035 
Growth

Existing Conditions 
2008 MTP/SCS 2020 Total MTP/SCS 2035 Total

MTP/SCS 2020 
Growth
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2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast by Community Type and Jurisdicition

Jurisdiction/Community Type
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Employee 

Growth

Housing 
Unit 

Growth
Employee 

Growth

Housing 
Unit 

Growth

MTP/SCS 2035 
Growth

Existing Conditions 
2008 MTP/SCS 2020 Total MTP/SCS 2035 Total

MTP/SCS 2020 
Growth

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Citrus Heights
Corridor/Center Communities 7,674 1,616 8,243 1,661 10,330 2,886 569 45 2,656 1,270
Established Communities 11,557 34,522 11,863 35,274 13,440 37,012 306 752 1,883 2,490
Citrus Heights Total 19,231 36,138 20,106 36,935 23,770 39,898 875 797 4,539 3,760
Elk Grove
Corridor/Center Communities 939 69 939 69 939 69 0 0 0 0
Established Communities 25,056 44,428 26,570 45,061 34,055 46,860 1,514 633 8,999 2,432
Developing Communities 849 774 4,642 7,723 11,039 13,325 3,793 6,949 10,190 12,551
Rural Residential Communities 1,586 3,747 1,586 4,512 1,586 5,756 0 765 0 2,009
Elk Grove Total 28,430 49,018 33,737 57,365 47,619 66,010 5,307 8,347 19,189 16,992
Folsom
Corridor/Center Communities 9,084 1,421 10,159 2,014 10,833 2,186 1,075 593 1,749 765
Established Communities 25,732 24,435 29,297 26,838 35,996 27,230 3,565 2,403 10,264 2,795
Developing Communities 0 1 47 2,313 1,291 6,688 47 2,312 1,291 6,687
Folsom Total 34,816 25,857 39,503 31,165 48,120 36,104 4,687 5,308 13,304 10,247
Galt
Corridor/Center Communities 1,977 303 2,583 392 2,804 481 606 89 827 178
Established Communities 2,882 7,481 3,136 8,204 4,960 9,322 254 723 2,078 1,841
Developing Communities 249 205 249 205 385 1,091 0 0 136 886
Galt Total 5,108 7,989 5,968 8,801 8,149 10,894 860 812 3,041 2,905
Isleton  
Established Communities 115 352 128 378 159 443 13 26 44 91
Isleton Total 115 352 128 378 159 443 13 26 44 91
Rancho Cordova
Corridor/Center Communities 17,023 6,132 17,824 6,649 20,469 10,956 801 517 3,446 4,824
Established Communities 37,926 16,470 43,048 17,748 53,670 18,182 5,122 1,278 15,744 1,712
Developing Communities 146 2,267 1,235 8,423 7,332 21,085 1,089 6,156 7,186 18,818
Rancho Cordova Total 55,095 24,869 62,107 32,820 81,471 50,223 7,012 7,951 26,376 25,354
City of Sacramento
Corridor/Center Communities 170,884 59,202 182,501 73,508 210,637 102,301 11,617 14,306 39,753 43,099
Established Communities 115,093 132,297 126,861 143,983 150,315 153,329 11,768 11,686 35,222 21,032
Developing Communities 0 0 241 1,626 2,123 5,077 241 1,626 2,123 5,077
Sacramento Total 285,977 191,499 309,603 219,117 363,075 260,707 23,626 27,618 77,098 69,208
Unincorporated Sacramento County  
Corridor/Center Communities 84,045 23,483 88,770 29,186 114,286 47,170 4,725 5,703 30,241 23,687
Established Communities 95,579 173,794 103,610 177,707 124,251 182,709 8,031 3,913 28,672 8,915
Developing Communities 4,842 7,846 6,802 13,856 11,517 25,793 1,960 6,010 6,675 17,947
Rural Residential Communities 9,298 13,440 9,476 13,652 11,582 14,072 178 212 2,284 632
Unincorporated Sacramento Total 193,764 218,563 208,658 234,401 261,636 269,744 14,894 15,838 67,872 51,181
SACRAMENTO COUNTY TOTAL 622,536 554,285 679,810 620,982 833,999 734,023 57,274 66,697 211,463 179,738

SUTTER COUNTY
Live Oak
Corridor/Center Communities 467 47 601 57 878 85 134 10 411 38
Established Communities 592 2,454 690 2,959 1,029 3,721 98 505 437 1,267
Live Oak Total 1,059 2,501 1,291 3,016 1,907 3,806 232 515 848 1,305
Yuba City*
Corridor/Center Communities 8,064 1,518 8,571 1,699 10,036 1,912 507 181 1,972 394
Established Communities 17,156 22,509 18,955 25,302 24,002 27,450 1,799 2,793 6,846 4,941
Developing Communities 397 268 397 268 757 1,749 0 0 360 1,481
Yuba City Total 25,617 24,295 27,923 27,269 34,795 31,111 2,306 2,974 9,178 6,816
Unincorporated Sutter County*
Established Communities 4,265 6,898 4,280 7,284 4,386 7,580 15 386 121 682
Developing Communities 810 14 810 14 3,287 3,489 0 0 2,477 3,475
Unincorporated Sutter County Total 5,075 6,912 5,090 7,298 7,673 11,069 15 386 2,598 4,157
SUTTER COUNTY TOTAL 31,751 33,708 34,304 37,583 44,375 45,986 2,553 3,875 12,624 12,278
*In 2008, unincorporated Sutter County has an additional 924 jobs and 1,744 housing units today that are in the portion of the existing Yuba City SOI areathat is assumed to be annexed within the planning period.  For this reason, 
the existing jobs and homes are being shown in the Yuba City total.
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2020 and 2035 MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast by Community Type and Jurisdicition

Jurisdiction/Community Type
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Total 

Employees

Total 
Housing 

Units
Employee 

Growth

Housing 
Unit 

Growth
Employee 

Growth

Housing 
Unit 

Growth

MTP/SCS 2035 
Growth

Existing Conditions 
2008 MTP/SCS 2020 Total MTP/SCS 2035 Total

MTP/SCS 2020 
Growth

YOLO COUNTY
Davis
Corridor/Center Communities 6,039 1,392 6,134 1,525 6,803 2,715 95 133 764 1,323
Established Communities 10,218 24,227 11,074 25,421 13,637 26,550 856 1,194 3,419 2,323
Davis Total 16,257 25,619 17,208 26,946 20,440 29,265 951 1,327 4,183 3,646
West Sacramento
Corridor/Center Communities 3,875 1,483 7,078 5,086 17,680 12,562 3,203 3,603 13,805 11,079
Established Communities 27,848 14,806 28,688 16,001 31,418 18,633 840 1,195 3,570 3,827
Developing Communities 1,035 1,532 2,309 3,581 4,499 4,416 1,274 2,049 3,464 2,884
West Sacramento Total 32,758 17,821 38,075 24,668 53,597 35,611 5,317 6,847 20,839 17,790
Winters
Corridor/Center Communities 158 3 158 3 176 3 0 0 18 0
Established Communities 1,832 2,046 2,081 2,412 2,940 3,063 249 366 1,108 1,017
Winters Total 1,990 2,049 2,239 2,415 3,116 3,066 249 366 1,126 1,017
Woodland
Corridor/Center Communities 3,443 781 3,453 781 3,470 1,522 10 0 27 741
Established Communities 22,400 17,964 24,589 18,048 28,371 18,946 2,189 84 5,971 982
Developing Communities 400 541 1,357 2,736 1,527 4,049 957 2,195 1,127 3,508
Woodland Total 26,243 19,286 29,399 21,565 33,368 24,517 3,156 2,279 7,125 5,231
Unincorporated Yolo County
Corridor/Center Communities 17,763 895 18,673 2,646 20,702 2,646 910 1,751 2,939 1,751
Established Communities 7,368 6,502 7,789 6,917 9,797 7,641 421 415 2,429 1,139
Unincoporated Yolo County Total 25,131 7,397 26,462 9,563 30,499 10,287 1,331 2,166 5,368 2,890
YOLO COUNTY TOTAL 102,379 72,172 113,383 85,157 141,020 102,746 11,004 12,985 38,641 30,574

YUBA COUNTY
Marysville
Corridor/Center Communities 2,531 280 2,606 323 2,913 386 75 43 382 106
Established Communities 5,753 4,983 5,915 5,025 6,387 5,334 162 42 634 351
Marysville Total 8,284 5,263 8,521 5,348 9,300 5,720 237 85 1,016 457
Wheatland
Corridor/Center Communities 55 105 55 109 55 109 0 4 0 4
Established Communities 682 1,185 791 1,319 901 1,319 109 134 219 134
Developing Communities 0 21 0 403 708 1,048 0 382 708 1,027
Wheatland Total 737 1,311 846 1,831 1,664 2,476 109 520 927 1,165
Unincorporated Yuba County
Corridor/Center Communities 1,131 367 1,193 448 1,483 503 62 81 352 136
Established Communities 3,275 7,891 3,373 8,923 4,560 9,854 98 1,032 1,285 1,963
Beale AFB 4,652 185 5,673 185 6,444 185 1,021 0 1,792 0
Developing Communities 643 4,795 1,569 8,996 7,416 12,509 926 4,201 6,773 7,714
Rural Residential Communities 4,501 6,320 4,562 6,364 5,036 6,421 61 44 535 101
Unincorporated Yuba County Total 14,202 19,558 16,370 24,916 24,939 29,472 2,168 5,358 10,737 9,914
YUBA COUNTY TOTAL 23,223 26,132 25,737 32,095 35,903 37,668 2,514 5,963 12,680 11,536

Regional Totals
Corridor/Center Communities 355,829 103,209 381,911 130,887 460,014 195,255 26,082 27,678 104,185 92,046
Established Communities 564,746 684,129 623,267 722,298 752,292 763,493 58,521 38,169 187,546 79,364
Developing Communities 16,514 25,717 33,935 76,752 81,837 152,027 17,421 51,035 65,323 126,310
Rural Residential Communities 29,226 71,670 29,725 73,788 33,280 76,971 499 2,118 4,054 5,301
Regional Total 966,315 884,725 1,068,838 1,003,725 1,327,423 1,187,746 102,523 119,000 361,108 303,021
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Regulatory Framework for the MTP/SCS: 
 

Relationship between the MTP/SCS Land Use Component 
and the Region Meeting the Requirements of the 

Federal Clean Air Act and California’s Senate Bill 375 
 

Regional transportation planning methods have evolved a good deal over the past decade. 
Among the drivers of these changes have been tighter state and federal air emissions requirements 
for the transportation sector and an evolving understanding of the interrelationship between 
transportation planning and air pollution, including greenhouse gas emissions. The federal Clean Air 
Act’s most important impact on this MTP/SCS update concerns the regulation of ozone precursors 
and toxic pollutants, including small particulate (PM2.5) emissions from vehicles.   The state’s most 
influential  impact  arises  from  growing  attention  to  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from  passenger 
vehicles and goods movement. 

 
This Appendix addresses the relationship between the MTP/SCS land use component and the 

challenges the region faces to meet the requirements of federal and state laws.   By way of 
background, this Appendix starts with a discussion of the federal and state laws governing the 
preparation of the MTP/SCS generally.  The Appendix then discusses how SACOG meets the 
requirements of the federal Clean Air Act and California’s Senate Bill 375. 

 

 
 
 
Regulatory Framework for MTP/SCS 

 
The contents of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) and Sustainable Communities 

Strategies (SCS) are governed by a number of inter-related state and federal requirements, as 
summarized below. 

 
 

F E D E R A L L A W R E Q U I R E M E N T S 
 

Federal law requires MTP to provide for the development and integrated management and 
operation  of  transportation  systems  and  facilities  (including  accessible  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
facilities) that will function as an intermodal transportation system for the metropolitan planning 
area.  (23 U.S.C. § 134(c).)  MTPs must be developed in coordination with agencies and officials 
responsible for local planning activities affected by transportation, and shall consider the related 
planning activities within each jurisdiction.  (23 U.S.C. § 134(g)(3); 23 C.F.R. § 450.316 (b).)  MPOs 
must use the latest available estimates and assumptions for population, land use, travel, employment, 
congestion, and economic activity in the MTP. (23 C.F.R. § 450.322 (e).) 
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Planning factors that must be considered in the MTP include:  (1) supporting economic vitality; 
(2) increasing the safety and security of the transportation system; (3) increasing accessibility and 
mobility of people and freight; (4) protecting and enhancing the environment, promoting energy 
conservation, improving quality of life, and promoting consistency between transportation 
improvements  and  State  and  local  planned  growth  and  economic  development  patters;  (5) 
enhancing the integration and connectivity of transportation; (6) promoting efficiency; and (7) 
emphasizing the preservation of the existing transportation system. (23 U.S.C. § 134 (h); 23 C.F.R. § 
450.306(a).) 

 
At a minimum, the MTP must include:  (1) the projected transportation demand of persons and 

goods in the planning area over the planning period; (2) existing and proposed transportation 
facilities  (including  major  roadways,  transit,  multimodal  and  intermodal  facilities,  pedestrian 
walkways and bicycle facilities, and intermodal connectors) that should function as an integrated 
system;  (3)  operational  and  management  strategies  to  improve  performance  of  transportation 
facilities to relieve congestions and maximize safety and mobility; (4) consideration of the results of 
the congestion management process; (5) assessment of capital investments and other strategies to 
preserve the existing and projected future transportation infrastructure; (6) design concepts and 
scope descriptions for all existing and proposed facilities with sufficient detail to develop cost 
estimates, (7) a discussion of potential mitigation strategies; (8) pedestrian and bicycle facilities; (9) 
transportation and transit enhancement activities; and (10) a financial plan. (23 C.F.R. § 450.322 (f).) 

 
In addition, the development of the MTP must be coordinated with state and federal clean air 

agencies.  In nonattainment areas, such as the SACOG region, the MTP must be coordinated with 
the development of transportation control measures in the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and is 
subject to an air quality conformity determination by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA). (23 U.S.C. § 134 (i)(3); 40 C.F.R. § 93.106 (a).) 

 
The  air  quality  conformity  determination  must  be  based  on  the  most  recent  planning 

assumptions in force at the time the conformity analysis begins, as determined by the interagency 
consultation process.  (40 C.F.R. § 93.110 (a).)  These assumptions must be derived from the 
estimates of current and future population, employment, travel, and congestion most recently 
developed by the MPO.  (40 C.F.R. § 93.110 (b).)  The conformity determination must also be based 
on the latest assumptions about current and future background concentrations.  (40 C.F.R. § 93.110 
(b).) 

 
For each MTP horizon year, the USEPA requires that the MTP quantify and document 

demographic and employment factors, including expected transportation demand and land use 
forecasts.  The MTP must also describe the highway and transit system in terms of the regionally 
significant additions or modifications anticipated to be operational.   Transit facilities and services 
must be identified in terms of design concept, design scope, and operating policies sufficient for 
modeling their anticipated ridership. (40 C.F.R. § 93.106 (a)(2).) 
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S T A T E L A W R E Q U I R E M E N T S  
 

State law also requires that each MPO prepare and adopt an MTP aimed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. Each MPO shall consider and incorporate 
in  the  MTP,  as  appropriate,  the  transportation  plans  of  cities,  counties,  districts,  private 
organizations, and state and federal agencies. (Gov. Code, § 65080 (a).) 

 
In addition, state law requires that the MTP include an SCS, subject to the federal laws outlined 

above, including the requirement to utilize the most recent planning assumptions considering local 
general plans and other factors. (Gov. Code, § 65080 (b)(2).) 

 
The SCS shall: (i)   identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building 

intensities within the region; (ii) identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population 
of the region, including all economic segments of the population, over the course of the planning 
period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into the region, 
population growth, household formation and employment growth; (iii) identify areas within the 
region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional housing need for the region 
pursuant to Section 65584; (iv) identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs 
of the region; (v) gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 
resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 65080.01; 
(vi)  consider  the  state  housing  goals  specified in  Sections 65580 and  65581; (vii)  set  forth  a 
forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation 
network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce the greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if feasible, the GHG emission reduction 
target approved for the region by the California Air Resources Board (ARB); and (viii) allow the 
regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 
7506). (Gov. Code, § 65080 (b)(2)(B).) 

 
In the event that the SCS is unable to reduce GHG emissions to achieve the GHG emissions 

reduction targets, the MPO must prepare an alternative planning strategy to show how the GHG 
emissions   reduction   targets   can   be   achieved   through   alternative   development   patterns, 
infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies. (Gov. Code, § 65080 (b)(2)(I).) 

 
According to the California Transportation Commission’s (CTC) 2010 Regional Transportation Plan 

Guidelines,  MPOs  must  use  the  most  current  household  travel  surveys,  demographic,  socio- 
economic, and census data available in developing the MTP and SCS.  (CTC, 2010 California Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines (April 7, 2010), p. 35.)  In regions that are nonattainment for CO or 
ozone, scenarios of land development and use shall be consistent with the future transportation 
system alternatives for which emissions are estimated, and the distribution of employment and 
residences for different transportation options shall be reasonable.  (CTC, 2010 California Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines (April 7, 2010), p. 44, citing 40 C.F.R. § 93.122 (b)(1) (iv).)  In addition, 
in such nonattainment regions, a capacity-sensitive assignment methodology shall be used, and 
emissions estimates shall be based on a methodology which differentiates between peak- and off- 

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&amp;vr=2.0&amp;DB=1000211&amp;DocName=CAGTS65584&amp;FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&amp;vr=2.0&amp;DB=1000211&amp;DocName=CAGTS65080.01&amp;FindType=L&amp;ReferencePositionType=T&amp;ReferencePosition=SP_8b3b0000958a4
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&amp;vr=2.0&amp;DB=1000211&amp;DocName=CAGTS65080.01&amp;FindType=L&amp;ReferencePositionType=T&amp;ReferencePosition=SP_a83b000018c76
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&amp;vr=2.0&amp;DB=1000211&amp;DocName=CAGTS65580&amp;FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&amp;vr=2.0&amp;DB=1000211&amp;DocName=CAGTS65581&amp;FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&amp;vr=2.0&amp;DB=1000546&amp;DocName=42USCAS7506&amp;FindType=L
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peak link volumes and speeds and uses speeds based on final assigned volumes, and reasonable 
methods, in accordance with good practice, shall be used to estimate traffic speeds and delays in a 
manner that is sensitive to the estimated volume of travel on each roadway segment represented in 
the network-based travel model. (Id. at p. 45, citing 40 C.F.R. § 93.122 (b)(2).) 

 
 

P L A N   U P D A T E S 
 

Regional transportation planning is a dynamic process requiring continuous monitoring and 
periodic updating.  Updating an MTP ensures the MPOs planning process is valid and consistent 
with current and forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends for at least a 20-year 
planning horizon. 

 
Federal and state law both require SACOG to update the MTP (known as a regional 

transportation plan under California state law) at least every four years.  (23 C.F.R. § Part 450.322(a); 
Cal. Gov. Code, § 65080(d).)  Failure of an MPO to adhere to the federal and state required update 
period could result in the United States Federal Highway Administration not approving the region’s 
Federal Transportation Improvement Plan (FTIP) and a loss of federal and state funding since 
projects that are programmed for state or federal funding in the FTIP and State Transportation 
Improvement Plan must be included in the approved MTP. 

 
An MTP can be either updated or revised. An update means making current the MTP “through 

a comprehensive review.” (23 C.F.R. § 450.104.) Updates require public review and comment, a 20- 
year horizon year, demonstration of fiscal constraint, and a conformity determination. 

 
Revisions are broken into 2 categories:  a major revision is an “amendment” which requires 

public participation and a conformity determination; a minor revision is an “administrative 
modification” which does not require public participation or a conformity determination. 

 
The following changes constitute an “amendment” (triggering public participation and a 

conformity determination):  (1) adding or deleting a non-exempt project; (2) significantly changing 
the design concept or scope of a regionally significant project; or (3) changing the implementation 
year such that it affects a transportation conformity analysis year. 

 
When an MPO prepares an amendment or update, it also needs to be aware that a conformity 

determination may need to be conducted, depending on the type of changes, modifications or 
amendments.  An amendment that makes any of the following changes to the RTP would require a 
new conformity determination for the RTP:   (1) the amendment adds or deletes a non-exempt 
project; (2) the amendment significantly changes the design concept or scope of a regionally 
significant project; or (3) the amendment changes the implementation year such that it affects a 
transportation conformity analysis year. 

 
There is little other guidance on what constitutes a “comprehensive review,” or when 

modifications to the land use component of the plan constitute an update, a major revision, or a 
minor revision.  Interim modifications to the land use component of plan are not addressed under 
the federal statutes or regulations.  California Government Code section 65080 is similarly silent on 
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the nature and extent to which the land use elements of a regional plan can be modified without a 
full update of a plan. 

 
SACOG has concluded that this may provide the region some measure of flexibility to execute 

mid-cycle revisions to the land use forecast without requiring a new air quality conformity analysis. 
However, to protect the region’s ability to meet Clean Air Act requirements the next time a 
conformity analysis is required, the proposed land use revisions would be required to demonstrate 
that they would not increase air emissions beyond the currently adopted plan. 

 
Meeting Federal and State Air Emissions Standards 

 
 
 

F E D E R A L C L E A N A I R A C T (4 2 U. S.C . §7 4 0 1 E T S E Q . ( 1 970 ) ) 
 

The Clean Air Act (Act) is the comprehensive federal law that regulates air emissions from 
stationary and mobile sources. Among other things, this law authorizes the USEPA to establish 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and welfare, and to 
regulate emissions of hazardous air pollutants. 

 
One of the goals of the Act was to set and achieve NAAQS in every state by 1975 in order to 

address the public health and welfare risks posed by certain widespread air pollutants. The setting of 
these pollutant standards was coupled with directing the states to develop state implementation 
plans (SIPs), applicable to appropriate industrial sources in the state, in order to achieve these 
standards. The Act was amended in 1977 and 1990, primarily to set new goals (dates) for achieving 
attainment of NAAQS since many areas of the country had failed to meet the deadlines. 

 
Through the SIPs, states must demonstrate how they will attain and maintain the air quality 

standards and meet other elements of the Clean Air Act.  SIPs must be submitted to USEPA for 
approval.   In California, the statewide SIP is prepared by the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB), in coordination with the local air quality management districts in federally-designated non- 
attainment areas. The Sacramento region is part of the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area 
(SFNA), which also includes all or parts of the following: Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, Feather 
River AQMD (Yuba and Sutter counties), Placer County APCD, El Dorado County AQMD, and 
Yolo-Solano AQMD.  These air districts coordinate with the CARB on the development and 
adoption of the Sacramento regional portions of the SIP. 

 
Portions of the SACOG region, like most metropolitan areas in the country, currently do not 

meet federal standards for ozone, the primary component of smog.  Parts of the region have also 
been designated nonattainment for PM2.5. As a result, the region must meet provisions in the Act 
requiring plans to show satisfactory progress towards attainment of these standards. 

 
The current ozone SIP commits the region to meet the 1997 federal ozone standard no later 

than 2018.  However, in 2008, the USEPA strengthened its NAAQS for ground-level ozone.  The 
USEPA also changed the Air Quality Index to reflect the new NAAQS.  Since January 2010, the 
revised standards have been under reconsideration by the USEPA to ensure that the revisions are 
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grounded in scientific evidence about ozone and its effects on people and the environment, and 
specifically to place more weight on key scientific and technical information, including 
epidemiological studies, human clinical studies showing effects in healthy adults, and results of 
USEPA’s exposure and risk assessment.  In light of these regulatory activities, it is likely that a new 
ozone SIP demonstrating how the region will meet the more stringent NAAQS will be required by 
2015. The likely attainment deadline is 2027. 

 
Particulate matter (PM) is a mixture of solid and liquid particles.  Because particles originate 

from a variety of activities and processes, their chemical and physical compositions vary.  PM can be 
directly emitted or can be produced by secondary formation in the atmosphere when gaseous 
pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides and sulfur dioxide, chemically react with ammonia and other 
compounds to form fine aerosol particles. 

 
Sources of PM are mainly due to human (anthropogenic) activities caused by area-wide sources, 

such as residential wood and other fuel combustion smoke and other pollutants, motor vehicles 
including  entrained  road  dust  and  exhaust,  and  off-road  mobile  sources  including  dust  and 
equipment exhaust emissions from construction and farming activities.  PM can also be generated 
from natural sources such as windblown dust and wildfires. 

 
Adverse health effects related to particulate matter exposure result in a number of economic 

costs and social consequences.  These include increased medical costs, hospital admissions, work 
loss days, school absences, caregiver burdens, and premature deaths.  Numerous scientific studies 
have linked particle matter exposure to a variety of health related problems, such as irritation of the 
airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing, decreased lung function, aggravated asthma, development 
of chronic bronchitis, irregular heartbeat, and nonfatal heart attacks. People with heart or lung 
diseases, children and older adults are the most likely to be affected by particle pollution exposure. 
Studies also indicate that even healthy individuals may experience temporary symptoms from 
exposure to elevated levels of particle matter. 

 
The region must submit a SIP for PM 2.5 by December 2012.   The SIP must include 

transportation conformity budgets and control measures.  Transportation conformity budgets will 
require that future transportation projects stay within specified emission levels that meet attainment 
and  progress goals.    Failure  to  do  so  can  result in  withholding  federal transportation project 
approvals and funding.  The budgets will decline at specific milestone or horizon years (2011, 2014, 
and 2024).  The SIP also will establish budgets for new milestone years (to be identified in that SIP). 
The region also has budgets for carbon monoxide and PM10, because the area previously violated 
the federal standards for those pollutants. 

 
SACOG’s MTP must forecast transportation sector emissions and must demonstrate that its 

emissions are within the established SIP budget limits, for ozone, PM2.5, PM10, and carbon 
monoxide, in order to be certified by the federal government and to be eligible for federal 
transportation funds.  Any amendments to the MTP that might change its projected air emissions 
must demonstrate, through additional air emissions modeling, that the emissions from the entire 
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MTP are still within the budgeted limits.  This process inherently interconnects the future of the 
local governments of the region.  A changed transportation project in one portion of the region has 
at least the potential to affect the entire region’s ability to stay within its assigned air emission 
budgets, which in turn determines whether the entire region is eligible for federal transportation 
funds. 

 
The state-of-the-practice in preparing MTPs and estimating their air emission impacts has 

substantially improved over the last several years. Three trends dominate the change. First, all levels 
of government (local, regional, state, and federal) are learning more about the strong connections 
between land use patterns, transportation systems, travel behavior, and air emissions, which is 
leading to more integrated planning.  Second, regional scenario planning that creates and measures 
the  impacts  of  a  wide  range  of  futures  is  becoming  commonplace,  and  provides  valuable 
information that is affecting the substance of MTPs.  Third, data and modeling tools to forecast the 
likely impacts of different land use and transportation system futures are becoming much more 
detailed and accurate.  The United States Department of Transportation and the USEPA, the two 
key federal agencies overseeing the activities of metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) as they 
adopt and implement MTPs and demonstrate compliance with the Federal Clean Air Act, are 
actively  encouraging  MPOs  to  proactively  implement  all  three  of  these  practices:    integrated 
planning, scenario planning, and more accurate measurement tools.  Both agencies have highlighted 
SACOG as a model MPO in implementing these practices.  They have used SACOG to provide 
peer training to other MPOs, given SACOG awards, and praised SACOG’s practices in publications 
assessing the state-of-the-practice in the country in regional planning.1

 

 
The  first  MTP  update  after  adoption  of  the  Blueprint  happened  to  coincide  with  a 

comprehensive update of the ozone SIP for the region under the 1997 ozone NAAQS.  The local 
air districts and SACOG worked together closely to obtain federal agency approval allowing the 
region to take credit for the projected reductions in air emissions that would result from 
implementing the Blueprint growth strategy.  Executive and senior staff from the Sacramento 
Metropolitan AQMD and SACOG met with USEPA executive and senior research officials to 
obtain such approval.   SACOG staff also met with regional United States Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) officials to determine whether it would be possible to use the Blueprint 
growth pattern, instead of the Base Case growth pattern, as the basis of the updated MTP.  Being 
able to take credit for the projected reductions in automobile travel that would result from the more 
compact Blueprint growth pattern would reduce the transportation emissions in the inventory in the 

 
 
 

1  E.g., FHWA Travel Model Improvement Program, SACSIM Improvement Program Peer Review, 2008; 
Transportation Research Board Special Report 288, Metropolitan Travel Forecasting: Current Practice and Future 
Direction, Transportation Research Board, 2007; Transportation Research Board, Advanced Practices in Travel 
Forecasting, NCHRP Synthesis 406, 2010; FHWA Travel Model Improvement Program, A Snapshot of Travel 
Modeling Activities, 2008; FHWA Office of Planning, Environment, and Realty, Activity Based Travel Demand 
Forecasting: Reviews of MORPC and SACOG Modeling Practices, 2008. 
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target year for attainment, and would in turn provide more flexibility for stationary and area sources, 
the business sector of the economy, creating a win for all. 

 
The federal agencies initially were skeptical about the Sacramento region’s request to use the 

Blueprint in the MTP.  They explained that they recently had been through a difficult regulatory and 
litigation process in the Atlanta region that included a temporary halt to the flow of federal 
transportation funds.  Through a negotiated, court-imposed consent decree, the federal government 
restored transportation funding in part based on the expectation that the Atlanta region would 
prepare and implement a regional smart growth plan to reduce emissions.  When these SACOG- 
federal agency discussions began, the federal representatives believed that the promised progress 
toward a regional smart growth plan had not been delivered, making them skeptical about allowing 
any other region to prospectively predict benefits, and take air quality benefits, from a smart growth 
plan adopted as recently as the Blueprint. 

 
During approximately the same time period, the USDOT informed both the Bay Area MPO 

(Metropolitan Transportation Commission) and the Los Angeles regional MPO (Southern California 
Association  of Governments) that they could not use their regional smart growth plans (called 
“Livability Footprint” and “Compass,” respectively) as the basis for their next MTPs.   This 
determination was due, in large part, to that fact that the regions did not demonstrate to USDOT’s 
satisfaction that they had effective enough implementation plans in place to ensure that the plans 
would be translated into the most likely land use pattern to develop in their regions.  The specific 
concern was that a visionary, smart growth land use map not be used to model and forecast 
unrealistically low future air emissions as a means of meeting Clean Air Act standards, because clean 
air efforts would be undercut if the smart growth did not materialize. 

 
It was in this context that SACOG’s regional contacts at USDOT made it clear that the 

Blueprint land use principles and map would only be allowed as a foundation for the next MTP if 
SACOG could demonstrate a likelihood that this growth vision would be implemented over the 25- 
year life of the plan.  The crux of the issue was whether Blueprint benefits would be included as a 
SIP Transportation Control Measure (TCM), or whether the Blueprint benefits could be integrated 
into the SIP as part of the baseline planning assumptions. 

 
For Blueprint, the difference in these two approaches is substantial.  TCMs and other control 

measures are typically individual projects or rules that may be amended or replaced as more is 
learned about the feasibility or effectiveness of the measure.  Replacement requires approval by the 
air district, CARB, and the USEPA, but is generally straightforward because the measures involve 
relatively  low  emission  reduction  levels  that  can  be  achieved  through  substituted  measures. 
Blueprint is different:  it involves the interplay of a wide variety of projects and promises to deliver 
very high emission reductions.  Identification of a replacement measure that could achieve the same 
reduction levels would be very difficult. 

 
Additionally, there is much more flexibility in capturing the Blueprint reductions as a natural by- 

product of the land use component of the MTP.  Every time the MTP is updated, that land use 
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component must be reexamined and, if necessary, adjusted to reflect the future growth pattern most 
likely to occur in the region.  If market or regulatory forces steer the region away from the Blueprint, 
the land use pattern in MTP updates must reflect the change and demonstrate how reductions in 
other areas protect the integrity of the air conformity emissions budgets.  But those changes could 
all occur within the existing transportation planning process, without triggering SIP TCM revisions. 

 
SACOG never considered using the Blueprint as a TCM to be a serious option.  The only issue 

was whether the federal agencies would allow it to be used in the emissions baseline, thus allowing 
the region to claim, and count, the benefits that it could satisfactorily document, while retaining the 
flexibility of local governments and the market to make changes to future land use patterns as 
appropriate.    Ultimately, the USEPA sent a team of senior researchers and management staff to 
Sacramento to work with SACOG and the air districts on this topic.  SACOG presented the 
following case to the EPA staff: 

 
1.  The region would document its assumption about growth patterns very clearly, monitor 

performance regularly, and adapt future MTPs if the empirical evidence warranted. 
 

2.   The MTP land use component would be revised to accurately reflect both member cities and 
counties actions that are consistent and inconsistent with Blueprint. 

 
3.   The technical analysis would be based on parcel specific data and an updated, activity-based 

travel model that very accurately estimated the effects of changing land use patterns on 
travel behavior. 

 
4.   The inputs and outputs of the technical model would be documented and available for 

review. 
 

This case, together with substantial early evidence documented thoroughly in the local print 
media that many local governments and developers were, in fact, implementing the Blueprint 
aggressively, was persuasive to the federal agencies. 

 
 

S E N A T E    B I L L    3 7 5  
 

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) assigns three primary functions to CARB.  First, at least every eight 
years, the agency must establish passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets for 
2020 and 2035 that the 18 MPOs in the state must, if feasible, meet through their MTP/SCSs. 
Second,  it  must  work  with  each  MPO  to  determine  an  accurate  method  for  measuring  the 
greenhouse gas emissions performance of the MTP/SCS.   Third, it must determine whether the 
adopted MTP/SCS, if implemented, would meet the established greenhouse gas emissions reduction 
targets. 

 
At each step in this process, SACOG must document and explain the land use, as well as the 

transportation components, of the MTP/SCS in detail.  For the first target setting cycle, CARB 
established  the  overarching  principle  that  each  MPO’s  target  should  be  “the  most  ambitious 
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achievable.”  To satisfy that principle, CARB requested, and the MPOs provided, detailed scenario 
planning information to illustrate the range of greenhouse gas emissions reduction that would result 
from variations in the land use pattern (e.g., growth near transit, percentage of new growth in 
traditional versus more compact housing product types, density of new growth, distance of new 
housing  to  job  centers)  and  transportation  network  (e.g.,  roads,  transit,  bike,  and  pedestrian 
facilities).   For the second function, determining an accurate method to measure emissions 
performance, CARB evaluated the capacity of the modeling tools used by the MPOs to determine 
whether they could accurately estimate greenhouse gas emissions, given a specified land use pattern 
and transportation network.  To assist CARB in this effort, again, the MPOs submitted detailed 
information about the level of land use detail that the models can analyze and their sensitivity to 
how land use changes affect travel behavior. 

 
Summary 

 
SACOG uses the same basic approach to documenting the land use component of the 

MTP/SCS,  and  to  estimating  air  quality  impacts,  in  order  to  address  both  federal  and  state 
regulatory requirements.  A parcel specific GIS allows SACOG to document the projected land use 
pattern and estimate its travel and air quality impacts at a parcel level.  This level of specificity has 
helped to persuade USEPA, USDOT, and CARB that SACOG’s methods are transparent and 
accurate.  However, the land use pattern is represented in the plan graphically as a generalized land 
use map, showing the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities of 
projected growth in the region.  Detailed annual monitoring ensures that actual performance is 
compared to projected performance, so that learning can occur and necessary adjustments made in 
each 4-year plan update cycle.  The generalized land use map provides enough focus to design a 
transportation system to serve the projected land uses, but sufficient flexibility for land development 
markets to function. 

 
A summary of key planning references follows. 
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Summary of Key Planning References 
 
 
 

S T A T E R E G U L A T I O N S 

California Clean Air Act 

Federal law requires each state with areas that have not met federal air quality standards to 
prepare a State Implementation Plan, or SIP. The sweeping 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act 
(CAA) established new air quality requirements for the development of metropolitan transportation 
plans (MTPs) and programs. The California Clean Air Act (or CCAA) sets even tougher state goals. 
The CCAA provides a planning framework for attainment of California Air Quality Standards. Local 
air districts in violation of state standards are required to prepare air quality attainment plans. 

 
The MTP/SCS must meet requirements to achieve air quality attainment. For air quality of each 

class (moderate, serious, severe), the CCAA specifies air quality management strategies that must be 
adopted. For all classes, attainment plans are required to demonstrate a five percent per year 
reduction in emissions of air pollutants or their precursors. 

 
California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines 

 
Pursuant to Government Code section 65080(d), each regional transportation planning agency 

(RTPA) is required to adopt and submit an updated regional transportation plan (RTP) to the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) and the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
every four years. SACOG is the designated RTPA for Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter and Yuba counties. 
Under Government Code section 14522, the CTC is authorized to prepare guidelines to assist in the 
preparation of RTPs. The CTC’s RTP guidelines suggest that projections used in the development 
of an RTP should be based upon available data (such as from the Bureau of the Census), use 
acceptable forecasting methodologies, and be consistent with the Department of Finance baseline 
projections for the region. The guidelines further state that the RTP should identify and discuss any 
differences between the agency projections and those of the Department of Finance. 

 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

 
The MTP is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA 

Guidelines. CEQA  requires that  state  and  local  government agencies  consider  the  cumulative 
regional impact and environmental consequences of projects over which they have discretionary 
authority before taking action on those projects. Although the individual programs and projects 
included in the MTP/SCS will be implemented by various public agencies, SACOG is responsible at 
a regional plan level for carrying out and approving the MTP and as such, is the lead agency for the 
purpose of preparing the environmental review of the proposed project. 

 
The California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) 

 
The California Land Conservation Act, better known as the Williamson Act, was enacted by the 

California State Legislature in 1965 to encourage the preservation of agricultural lands. The 
Williamson Act program permits property tax adjustments for landowners who contract with a city 
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or county to keep their land in agricultural production or in approved open space uses for at least 
ten years. Lands covered by Williamson Act contracts are assessed on the basis of their agricultural 
value,  instead  of  their  potential  market  value  under  nonagricultural  uses.  In  return  for  the 
preferential tax rate, the landowner is required to contractually agree to not develop the land for a 
period of at least ten years. 

 
Williamson Act contracts are renewed annually for ten years unless a party to the contract files 

for non-renewal. The filing of a non-renewal application by a landowner ends the automatic annual 
extension of a contract and starts a nine-year phase-out of the contract. During the phase-out 
period, the land remains restricted to agricultural and open-space uses, but property taxes gradually 
return to levels associated with the market value of the land. At the end of the nine-year non- 
renewal process, the contract expires and the owner’s uses of the land are restricted only by 
applicable local zoning. 

 
The Williamson Act defines compatible use of contracted lands as any use determined by the 

county or city administering the agricultural preserve to be compatible with the agricultural, 
recreational, or open-space use of land within the preserve and subject to contract. (Gov. Code, § 
51202(e).) However, uses deemed compatible by a county or city government must be consistent 
with the principles of compatibility set forth in Government Code section 51238.1. 

 
Delta Reform Act 

 
In November 2009, the California Legislature enacted SBX7 1, the Delta Reform Act, one of 

several bills passed at that time related to water supply reliability, ecosystem health, and the Delta. 
The Delta Reform Act created the Delta Stewardship Council (DSC). The DSC is made up of seven 
members that are advised by a 10-member board of scientists. The DSC is charged with developing 
and adopting a Delta Plan by January 1, 2012. The DSC is tasked with addressing the coequal goals 
of providing a more reliable water supply for California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing the 
Delta ecosystem. According to the Delta Reform Act, the coequal goals shall be achieved in a 
manner  that  protects  and  enhances  the  unique  cultural,  recreational,  natural  resource,  and 
agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place. 

 
Under the Delta Reform Act, the DSC is charged with reviewing and advising local and regional 

agencies regarding the consistency of local and regional planning documents, including an SCS, with 
the Delta Plan.  The DSC’s input includes reviewing the consistency of local and regional plans with 
the ecosystem restoration needs of the Delta and the whether the lands set aside for natural resource 
protection are sufficient to meet the Delta’s ecosystem needs.  The Act requires that “covered 
actions,” as defined by the Act, and which include plans, programs, or projects within the primary or 
secondary zones of the Delta, be consistent with the Delta Plan. 

 
The Act also requires a metropolitan planning organization adopting a plan with land in the 

primary or secondary zones of the Delta to follow a consultation procedure with the DSC, including 
an early consultation to review the consistency of such plans with the Delta Plan.  Although the 
DSC has not yet adopted the Delta Plan, SACOG has consulted with the DSC and will follow the 
Act’s consultation requirements. SACOG has considered the coequal goals of the Act in developing 
the MTP/SCS. 

 
Finally, the Act expressly provides that “covered actions” do not include the following:   (1) 

regional transportation plans, such as this MTP/SCS; and (2) plans, programs, projects, activities 
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(and any infrastructure necessary to support those plans, programs, projects, or activities) within the 
secondary zone of the Delta that SACOG has determined is consistent with the SCS.  (Cal. Water 
Code, § 85057.5.) 

 
Senate Bill 375 

 
Senate Bill 375, signed into law in 2008, built on California’s 2006 climate change law (AB 32). 

The new law’s core provision is a requirement for regional transportation agencies to develop a 
“Sustainable Communities Strategy” in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from passenger 
vehicles. The Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) is one component of the existing RTP. 

 
The SCS will outline the region’s plan for combining transportation resources, such as roads and 

mass transit, with a realistic land use pattern, in order to meet a state target for reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. The strategy must take into account the region’s housing needs, transportation 
demands, and protection of resource and farmlands. 

 
Additionally, SB 375 modified the state’s Housing Element Law to achieve consistency between 

the land use pattern outlined in the SCS and the Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation. 
The legislation also substantially improved cities’ and counties’ accountability for carrying out their 
housing element plans. 

 
Finally, SB 375 amended the California Environmental Quality Act to ease the environmental 

review of developments that help reduce the growth of greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
 
L O C A L   R E G U L A T I O N S 

 
The most comprehensive land use planning for the MTP/SCS Area is provided by city and 

county general plans, which local governments are required by state law to prepare as a guide for 
future development. The general plan contains goals and policies concerning topics that are 
mandated by state law or which the jurisdiction has chosen to include. Required topics are: land use, 
circulation,  housing,  conservation,  open  space,  noise,  and  safety.  Other  topics  that  local 
governments frequently choose to address are public facilities, parks and recreation, community 
design, or growth management, among others. County general plans must cover areas not included 
by city general plans (i.e., unincorporated areas). 

 
The 28 jurisdictions in the Sacramento region are at various stages of updating or augmenting 

their local land use plans. They can be described in the following ways. 
 

• Recently adopted general plans (Since 2004):  City of Citrus Heights, El Dorado County, 
City of Rancho Cordova, City of Galt, City of Lincoln, City of Live Oak, City of 
Sacramento, City of Wheatland, Yolo County, Yuba County, Sutter County, and the City 
of Yuba City. 

 
• Undergoing general plan updates (present): Sacramento County, City of Rocklin, and 

City of West Sacramento. 
 

• Developing or recently adopted area-specific land use plans: City of Davis, City of Elk 
Grove, City of Roseville, Placer County, City of Placerville, City of Folsom. 
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• Not currently updating general plans or developing community-level land use plans: City 
of Auburn, City of Colfax, City of Isleton, Town of Loomis, City of Marysville, City of 
Winters, and City of Woodland. 

 
 
F E D E R A L R E G U L A T I O N S  

Civil Rights Act and California Government Code Section 11135 
 

Title VI of the federal Civil Rights Act and California Government Code Section 11135 address 
discrimination by recipients of federal and state funds. To implement and ensure compliance with these 
laws, a series of orders, regulations and guidance on environmental justice have been issued by federal 
and state agencies for MPOs in developing their regional transportation plans. MPOs are required to 
conduct an environmental justice analysis to determine whether the regional transportation plan 
benefits low-income and minority communities equitably, and whether the Plan’s transportation 
investments have any disproportionate negative effects on minority and/or low-income populations in 
the MPO’s region. This legal framework is discussed in more detail in MTP/SCS Chapter 8- Equity. 

 
SAFETEA-LU GENERALLY 

Federal requirements for the development of RTPs, designated as metropolitan transportation 
plans (MTPs) under federal law, are directed at the federally-designated MPOs. The primary federal 
requirements regarding MTPs are addressed in the MTP planning rules—Title 23 C.F.R. Part 450 
and Title 49 C.F.R. Part 613. These Federal regulations incorporating both SAFETEA-LU and 
TEA-21 changes were updated by the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) and the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) and published in the February 14, 2007, Federal Register. The final 
guidance  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Final  Rule.  In  the  Final  Rule,  the  metropolitan 
transportation  planning  process  provides  for  consideration  of  the  following  Federal  planning 
factors: 

 
1. Economic vitality and global competitiveness, productivity and efficiency; 

 
2. Safety of the transportation system; 

 
3. Security of the transportation system; 

 
4. Accessibility and mobility of people and freight; 

 
5. Protection of the environment, energy conservation, quality of life, and consistency between 
(regional) transportation improvements and local as well as State planned growth; 

 
6. Integration and connectivity of the transportation system across modes for both people and 
freight; 

 
7. Efficient transportation management and operations; and, 

 
8. Preservation of the transportation system. 

 
Federal Clean Air Act conformity requirements pursuant to the Amendments of 1990, apply in 
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all MPO/RTPA nonattainment areas. The Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7506(c)) “conformity” 
requirement ensures that federal funding and approval are given to transportation plans, programs 
and projects that are consistent with the air quality goals established by a SIP. For MPO 
nonattainment regions, the MPO and FHWA are responsible for making the MTP conformity 
determination. Both the MPO and FHWA must be able to determine that any new transportation 
projects  will  not  cause  new  air  quality  violations,  worsen  existing  violations  or  delay  timely 
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The transportation conformity rule (40 
C.F.R. Part 93) sets forth policy, criteria, and procedures for demonstrating and assuring conformity 
of transportation activities. Title VI ensures that all people have equal access to the transportation 
planning process. Title VI States that all people regardless of their race, sexual orientation or income 
level will be included in the decision-making process. It is important that MPOs/RTPAs comply 
with this federal civil rights requirement during the MTP development process. 
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23 C.F.R. § 450.316—Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process: Elements 
 

Section 134(f) of Title 23 of the United States Code, and Federal Transit Act section 8(f) (49 
U.S.C. app. 1607(f)) list 15 factors that must be considered as part of the planning process for all 
metropolitan areas. The following factors shall be explicitly considered, analyzed as appropriate, and 
reflected in the planning process products: 

 
• Preservation  of  existing  transportation  facilities  and,  where  practical,  ways  to  meet 

transportation needs by using existing transportation facilities more efficiently; 
 

• Consistency of transportation planning with applicable federal, state, and local energy 
conservation programs, goals, and objectives; 

 
• The need to relieve congestion and prevent congestion from occurring where it does not 

yet occur including: the consideration of congestion management strategies or actions 
which improve the mobility of people and goods in all phases of the planning process; 
and in TMAs, a congestion management system that provides for effective management 
of new and existing transportation facilities through the use of travel demand reduction 
and operation management strategies (e.g., various elements of IVHS) shall be developed 
in accordance with §450.320; 

 
• The likely effect of transportation policy decisions on land use and development and the 

consistency of transportation plans and programs with the provisions of all applicable 
short and long-term land use and development plans (the analysis should include 
projections of metropolitan planning area economic, demographic, environmental 
protection, growth management, and land use activities consistent with metropolitan and 
local/central city development goals (community, economic, housing, etc.), and 
projections of potential transportation demands based on the interrelated level of activity 
in these areas); 

 
• Programming  of  expenditures  for  transportation  enhancement activities as  required 

under 23 U.S.C. § 133; 
 

• The effects of all transportation projects to be undertaken within the metropolitan 
planning area, without regard to the source of funding (the analysis shall consider the 
effectiveness, cost effectiveness, and financing of alternative investments in meeting 
transportation demand and supporting the overall efficiency and effectiveness of 
transportation system performance and related impacts on community/central city goals 
regarding social and economic development, housing, and employment); 

 
• International border crossings and access to ports, airports, intermodal transportation 

facilities, major freight distribution routes, national parks, recreation areas, monuments 
and historic sites, and military installations (supporting technical efforts should provide 
an  analysis  of  goods  and  services  movement  problem  areas,  as  determined  in 
cooperation with appropriate private sector involvement, including, but not limited to, 
addressing interconnected transportation access and service needs of intermodal 
facilities); 
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• Connectivity of roads within metropolitan planning areas with roads outside of those 
areas; 

 
• Transportation needs identified through the use of the management systems required 

under 23 U.S.C. § 303 (strategies identified under each management system will be 
analyzed during the development of the transportation plan, including its financial 
component, for possible inclusion in the metropolitan plan and TIP); 

 
• Preservation  of  rights-of-way  for  construction  of  future  transportation  projects, 

including future transportation corridors; 
 

• Enhancement of the efficient movement of freight; 
 

• The use of life-cycle costs in the design and engineering of bridges, tunnels, or pavement 
(operating and maintenance costs must be considered in analyzing transportation 
alternatives); 

 
• The  overall  social,  economic,  energy,  and  environmental  effects  of  transportation 

decisions (including consideration of the effects and impacts of the plan on the human, 
natural and man-made environment such as housing, employment and community 
development, consultation with appropriate resource and permit agencies to ensure early 
and continued coordination with environmental resource protection and management 
plans,  and  appropriate  emphasis  on  transportation-related  air  quality  problems  in 
support of the requirements of 23 U.S.C. § 109(h), and section 14 of the Federal Transit 
Act (49 U.S.C. § 1610), section 4(f) of the DOT Act (49 U.S.C. § 303) and section 174(b) 
of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7504(b))); 

 
• Expansion, enhancement, and increased use of transit services; 

 
• Capital investments that would result in increased security in transit systems; and 

 
• Recreational travel and tourism. 

 
In addition, the metropolitan transportation planning process shall: 

 
• Include a proactive public involvement process that provides complete information, 

timely  public  notice,  full  public  access  to  key  decisions,  and  supports  early  and 
continuing involvement of the public in developing plans and meets the requirements 
and criteria specified as follows: 

 

o Require  a  minimum  public  comment  period  of  45  days  before  the  public 
involvement process is initially adopted or revised; 

 
o Provide timely information about transportation issues and processes to citizens, 

affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, 
private providers of transportation, other interested parties and segments of the 
community affected by transportation plans, programs and projects (including 
but not limited to central city and other local jurisdiction concerns); 
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o Provide reasonable public access to technical and policy information used in the 
development of plans and open public meetings where matters related to the 
Federal-aid highway and transit programs are being considered; 

 
o Require adequate public notice of public involvement activities and time for 

public review and comment at key decision points, including, but not limited to, 
approval of plans (in nonattainment areas, classified as serious and above, the 
comment period shall be at least 30 days for the plan and major amendment(s)); 

 

o Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input received during 
the planning and program development processes; 

 
o Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing 

transportation systems, including but not limited to low-income and minority 
households; 

 
o Provide a summary, analysis, and report on the disposition of comments as part 

of the final plan when significant written and oral comments are received on the 
final MTP (including the financial plan) as a result of the public involvement 
process or the interagency consultation process required under the U.S. EPA's 
conformity regulations; 

 
o Provide additional opportunity for public comment on the revised plan or if the 

final transportation plan differs significantly from the one which was made 
available for public comment by the MPO and raises new material issues which 
interested   parties   could   not   reasonably   have   foreseen   from   the   public 
involvement efforts; 

 

o Update periodically the public involvement processes in terms of effectiveness in 
assuring that the process provides full and open access to all; 

 
o Obtain  review  of  these  procedures  by  the  FHWA  and  the  FTA  during 

certification reviews as necessary for all MPOs, to assure that full and open 
access is provided to MPO decisionmaking processes; 

 
o Coordinate  metropolitan public  involvement processes with statewide public 

involvement processes wherever possible to enhance public consideration of the 
issues, plans, and programs and reduce redundancies and costs; 

 
• Be consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Title VI assurance 

executed by each State under 23 U.S.C. § 324 and 29 U.S.C. § 794, which ensure that no 
person shall, on the grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, or physical handicap, be 
excluded from participation in, be denied benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to 
discrimination under any program receiving federal assistance from the United States 
Department of Transportation; 

 
• Identify actions necessary to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

(Pub. L. 101-336, 104 Stat. 327, as amended) and U.S. DOT regulations “Transportation 
for Individuals With Disabilities” (49 CFR parts 27, 37, and 38); 
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• Provide for the involvement of traffic, ridesharing, parking, transportation safety and  

 

enforcement agencies; commuter rail operators; airport and port authorities; toll 
authorities; appropriate private transportation providers, and where appropriate city 
officials; and 

 
• Provide for the involvement of local, state, and federal environment resource and permit 

agencies as appropriate. 
 

In attainment areas not designated as TMAs, simplified procedures for the development of plans 
and programs, if considered appropriate, shall be proposed by the MPO in cooperation with the 
state and transit operator, and submitted by the state for approval by the FHWA and the FTA. In 
developing proposed simplified planning procedures, consideration shall be given to the 
transportation problems in the area and their complexity, the growth rate of the area (e.g., fast, 
moderate or slow), the appropriateness of the factors specified for consideration in this subpart 
including air quality, and the desirability of continuing any planning process that has already been 
established. Areas experiencing fast growth should give consideration to a planning process that 
addresses  all  of  the  general  requirements  specified  in  this  subpart.  As  a  minimum,  all  areas 
employing a simplified planning process will need to develop a transportation plan to be approved 
by the MPO. 

 
The metropolitan transportation planning process shall include preparation of technical and 

other reports to assure documentation of the development, refinement, and update of the 
transportation plan. The reports shall be reasonably available to interested parties, consistent with § 
450.316(b)(1). 

 
23 C.F.R. § 450.318—Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process: Major Metropolitan 
Transportation Investments 

 
Where the need for a major metropolitan transportation investment is identified, and federal 

funds are potentially involved, major investment (corridor or subarea) studies shall be undertaken to 
develop or refine the plan and lead to decisions by the MPO, in cooperation with participating 
agencies, on the design concept and scope of the investment. Where the studies have not been 
completed prior to plan approval, the provisions of 23 C.F.R. § 450.322(b)(8) apply. 

 
When any of the implementing agencies or the MPO wish to initiate a major investment study, a 

meeting will be convened to determine the extent of the analyses and agency roles in a cooperative 
process which involves the MPO, the State department of transportation, public transit operators, 
environmental, resource and permit agencies, local officials, the FHWA and the FTA and where 
appropriate community development agencies, major governmental housing bodies, and such other 
related agencies as may be impacted by the proposed scope of analysis. A reasonable opportunity, 
consistent with 23 C.F.R. § 450.316(b)(1), shall be provided for citizens and interested parties 
including affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, and private 
providers of transportation to participate in the cooperative process. This cooperative process shall 
establish  the  range  of  alternatives  to  be  studied,  such  as  alternative  modes  and  technologies 
(including intelligent vehicle and highway systems), general alignment, number of lanes, the degree 
of demand management, and operating characteristics. 

 
To the extent appropriate as determined under paragraph (b) of this section, major investment 

studies shall evaluate the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of alternative investments or strategies 
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in attaining local, State and national goals and objectives. The analysis shall consider the direct and  

 

indirect  costs  of  reasonable  alternatives  and  such  factors  as  mobility  improvements;  social, 
economic,  and  environmental  effects;  safety;  operating  efficiencies;  land  use  and  economic 
development; financing; and energy consumption. 

 
These major investment studies will serve as the “alternatives analyses” required by section 

3(i)(1)(A)  of  the  Federal  Transit  Act  (49  U.S.C.  app.  1602(i))  for  certain  projects  for  which 
discretionary section 3 “New Start” funding is being sought. The studies will also be used as the 
primary source of information for the other section 3(i)(1)(A) Secretarial findings on cost- 
effectiveness, local financial commitment and capacity, mobility improvements, environmental 
benefits, economic development, operating efficiency, etc. 

 
These major investment studies also will, when appropriate, serve as the analysis of demand 

reduction and operational management strategies pursuant to 23 C.F.R. § 500.109(b). 
 

A major investment study will include environmental studies which will be used for 
environmental documents as described in paragraphs (f)(1) and (2) of this section: as a minimum, 
the participating agencies will use the major investment study as input to an environmental impact 
statement or environmental assessment prepared subsequent to the completion of the study (in such 
a case, the major investment study reports shall document the consideration given to alternatives 
and their impacts); or the participating agencies may elect to develop a draft environmental impact 
statement or environmental assessment as part of the major investment study (at any time after the 
completion of the study and the inclusion of the major transportation investment in the plan and the 
TIP, the participating agencies may request the development of final environmental decision 
documents required under NEPA for such major transportation investments, culminating in the 
execution of a Record of Decision or Finding of No Significant Impact by the FHWA and/or the 
FTA). 

 
Major investment studies may lead to decisions that modify the project design concept and 

scope assumed in the plan development process. In this case, the study shall lead to the specification 
of a project's design concept and scope in sufficient detail to meet the requirements of the U.S. EPA 
conformity regulations. (40 C.F.R. part 51.) 

 
Major investment studies are eligible for funds authorized under sections 8, 9 and 26 of the 

Federal Transit Act (49 U.S.C. app. 1607, 16072, and 1622), and planning and capital funds 
apportioned under Title 23, U.S.C., and shall be included in the UPWP. If CMAQ, STP, NHS, or 
other capital funds administered by the FHWA are utilized for this purpose, the study must also be 
included in the TIP. 

 
Where the environmental process has been completed and a Record of Decision or Finding of 

No  Significant  Impact  has  been  signed,  23  C.F.R.  §  450.318  does  not  apply.  Where  the 
environmental process has been initiated but not completed, the FHWA and the FTA shall be 
consulted on appropriate modifications to meet the requirements of this section. 

 
23 C.F.R. § 450.320—Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process: Relation to 
Management Systems 

 
Within all metropolitan areas, congestion, public transportation, and intermodal management 

systems, to the extent appropriate, shall be part of the metropolitan transportation planning process 
required under the provisions of 23 U.S.C. § 134 and 49 U.S.C. §§ 5303-5305. 
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In TMAs designated as nonattainment for ozone or carbon monoxide, federal funds may not be  

 

programmed for any project that will result in a significant increase in carrying capacity for single 
occupant vehicles (a new general purpose highway on a new location or adding general purpose 
lanes, with the exception of safety improvements or the elimination of bottlenecks) unless the 
project results from a congestion management system (CMS) meeting the requirements of 23 C.F.R. 
part 500. Such projects shall incorporate all reasonably available strategies to manage the SOV 
facility effectively (or to facilitate its management in the future). Other travel demand reduction and 
operational management strategies, as appropriate for the corridor, but not appropriate for 
incorporation into the SOV facility itself, shall be committed to by the State and the MPO for 
implementation in a timely manner, but no later than the completion date for the SOV project. 
Projects that had advanced beyond the NEPA stage prior to April 6, 1992, and which are actively 
advancing to implementation, e.g., right-of-way acquisition has been approved, shall be deemed 
programmed and not subject to this provision. 

 
In TMAs, the planning process must include the development of a CMS that provides for 

effective management of new and existing transportation facilities through the use of travel demand 
reduction and operational management strategies and meets the requirements of 23 C.F.R. part 500. 

 
The effectiveness of the management systems in enhancing transportation investment decisions 

and improving the overall efficiency of the metropolitan area's transportation systems and facilities 
shall be evaluated periodically, preferably as part of the metropolitan planning process. 

 
23 C.F.R. § 450.322—Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process: Transportation Plan 

 
The metropolitan transportation planning process shall include the development of a 

transportation plan addressing at least a twenty year planning horizon. The plan shall include both 
long-range and short-range strategies/actions that lead to the development of an integrated 
intermodal transportation system that facilitates the efficient movement of people and goods. The 
transportation plan shall be reviewed and updated at least triennially in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas and at least every five years in attainment areas to confirm its validity and its 
consistency with current and forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends and to 
extend the forecast period. The transportation plan must be approved by the MPO. 

 
In addition, the plan shall: 

 
• Identify the projected transportation demand of persons and goods in the metropolitan 

planning area over the period of the plan; 
 

• Identify adopted  congestion management strategies including, as  appropriate,  traffic 
operations,  ridesharing,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  facilities,  alternative  work  schedules, 
freight  movement  options,  high  occupancy  vehicle  treatments,  telecommuting,  and 
public transportation improvements (including regulatory, pricing, management, and 
operational options), that demonstrate a systematic approach in addressing current and 
future transportation demand; 

 
• Identify pedestrian walkway and bicycle transportation facilities in accordance with 23 

U.S.C. § 217(g); 
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• Reflect the consideration given to the results of the management systems, including in 
TMAs that are nonattainment areas for carbon monoxide and ozone, identification of 
SOV projects that result from a congestion management system that meets the 
requirements of 23 C.F.R. part 500; 

 
• Assess  capital  investment  and  other  measures  necessary  to  preserve  the  existing 

transportation  system  (including  requirements  for  operational  improvements, 
resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation of existing and future major roadways, as well 
as operations, maintenance, modernization, and rehabilitation of existing and future 
transit facilities) and make the most efficient use of existing transportation facilities to 
relieve vehicular congestion and enhance the mobility of people and goods; 

 
• Include   design   concept   and   scope   descriptions   of   all   existing   and   proposed 

transportation facilities in sufficient detail, regardless of the source of funding, in 
nonattainment and maintenance areas to permit conformity determinations under the 
U.S. EPA conformity regulations at 40 C.F.R. part 51. In all areas, all proposed 
improvements shall be described in sufficient detail to develop cost estimates; 

 
• Reflect a multimodal evaluation of the transportation, socioeconomic, environmental, 

and financial impact of the overall plan, including all major transportation investments in 
accordance with 23 C.F.R. § 450.318; 

 
• For major transportation investments for which analyses are not complete, indicate that 

the design concept and scope (mode and alignment) have not been fully determined and 
will require further analysis. The plan shall identify such study corridors and subareas 
and may stipulate either a set of assumptions (assumed alternatives) concerning the 
proposed improvements or a no-build condition pending the completion of a corridor or 
subarea level analysis under 23 C.F.R. § 450.318. In nonattainment and maintenance 
areas,  the  set  of  assumed  alternatives  shall  be  in  sufficient  detail  to  permit  plan 
conformity determinations under the U.S. EPA conformity regulations (40 C.F.R. part 
51); 

 
• Reflect, to the extent that they exist, consideration of: the area's comprehensive long- 

range land use plan and metropolitan development objectives; national, State, and local 
housing goals and strategies, community development and employment plans and 
strategies, and environmental resource plans; local, State, and national goals and 
objectives such as linking low income households with employment opportunities; and 
the area's overall social, economic, environmental, and energy conservation goals and 
objectives; 

 
• Indicate, as appropriate, proposed transportation enhancement activities as defined in 23 

U.S.C. § 101(a); and 
 

• Include a financial plan that demonstrates the consistency of proposed transportation 
investments with already available and projected sources of revenue. The financial plan 
shall compare the estimated revenue from existing and proposed funding sources that 
can reasonably be expected to be available for transportation uses, and the estimated 
costs of constructing, maintaining and operating the total (existing plus planned) 
transportation system over the period of the plan. The estimated revenue by existing 
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revenue source (local, State, and federal and private) available for transportation projects 
shall  be  determined  and  any  shortfalls  identified.  Proposed  new  revenues  and/or 
revenue sources to cover shortfalls shall be identified, including strategies for ensuring 
their availability for proposed investments. Existing and proposed revenues shall cover 
all forecasted capital, operating, and maintenance costs. All cost and revenue projections 
shall be based on the data reflecting the existing situation and historical trends. For 
nonattainment and maintenance areas, the financial plan shall address the specific 
financial strategies required to ensure the implementation of projects and programs to 
reach air quality compliance. 

 
There must be adequate opportunity for public official (including elected officials) and citizen 

involvement in the development of the transportation plan before it is approved by the MPO, in 
accordance with the requirements of 23 C.F.R. § 450.316(b)(1). Such procedures shall include 
opportunities for interested parties (including citizens, affected public agencies, representatives of 
transportation agency employees, and private providers of transportation) to be involved in the early 
stages of the plan development/update process. The procedures shall include publication of the 
proposed plan or other methods to make it readily available for public review and comment and, in 
nonattainment TMAs, an opportunity for at least one formal public meeting annually to review 
planning assumptions and the plan development process with interested parties and the general 
public. The procedures also shall include publication of the approved plan or other methods to 
make it readily available for information purposes. 

 
In nonattainment and maintenance areas for transportation related pollutants, the FHWA and 

the FTA, as well as the MPO, must make a conformity determination on any new/revised plan in 
accordance with the Clean Air Act and the EPA conformity regulations (40 C.F.R. part 51). 

 

Although transportation plans do not need to be approved by the FHWA or the FTA, copies of 
any new/revised plans must be provided to each agency. 
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 
 
 
This Appendix G-7, “Comments on Draft Plan and Response to Comments,” documents the 
comments received on the Draft MTP/SCS as of February 16, 2012, and the responses to those 
comments. The comment period for the Draft MTP/SCS began in tandem with the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report comment period, on November 21, 2011.  Comments on the Draft 
MTP/SCS will be accepted until the SACOG Board acts on the draft MTP/SCS, which is 
scheduled for April 19, 2012.  However, commenters were encouraged to submit their 
comments as early as possible in order to allow as much time as possible for those comments to 
be considered by the SACOG Board before it takes final action on the plan.   
  
Written and oral comments received through February 16, 2012, are included in Chapter 3 of 
this Appendix G-7.  Comments received from February 17, 2012, to March 26, 2012, will be 
included, along with responses, in an update of this Appendix G-7 that goes to the SACOG 
Board policy committees in April 2012.  Any comments received after March 26, 2012, will be 
forwarded to the April 5, 2012, Transportation Committee meeting or directly to the SACOG 
Board for the April 19, 2012, Board of Directors meeting, respective of date received.  
Comments may also be made in person at committee or board meetings. 
 
SACOG staff responded to all public comments included in this draft (see Chapter 3).  
Comments for which staff recommends changes to the Draft MTP/SCS are noted in the 
responses, and the corresponding draft changes have been made to the February 20, 2012, 
version of the Draft MTP/SCS for consideration by the SACOG Board.  Additions to the Draft 
MTP/SCS are shown in underline, and deletions are shown in strikeout.  Chapter 4 of this 
document provides summaries of comments from local elected officials, taken at elected official 
information meetings held throughout the region (see Chapter 4 for further explanation).  When 
public comments were provided at these information meetings, the public comments were 
summarized and responded to individually, in the same manner as written public comments, and 
included in the public comments provided in Chapter 3.  
 
The MTP/SCS and Final EIR will be presented as an information item at the March 1, 2012, 
Transportation Committee meeting and Land Use & Air Quality Committee meeting; the March 
5, 2012, Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee meeting; and the March 15, 2012, 
Board of Directors meeting.  The MTP/SCS and Final EIR will also be presented as an 
information item at the April 5, 2012, Land Use & Air Quality Committee meeting and the April 
9, 2012, Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee meeting.  It will be presented and 
action requested at the April 5, 2012, Transportation Committee meeting and the April 19, 2012, 
Board of Directors meeting. 
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CHAPTER 2 – LIST OF COMMENTERS 
 
 
Below is a list of all commenters on the Draft MTP/SCS in numerical order of how they appear 
in Chapter 3. 
 

1- City of Rio Vista, John Andoh      11/26/2011 
2- Private Citizen, Jim Skeen       12/2/2011 
3- Private Citizen, Lynn Merrick      12/2/2011 
4- Private Citizen, Brigitte Driller      12/5/2011 
5- Private Citizen, Kerry Wicker      12/6/2011 
6- Private Citizen, Anonymous       12/6/2011 
7- Private Citizen, David Allen       12/6/2011 
8- Private Citizen, Rebecca McIntyre      12/6/2011 
9- Private Citizen, Anonymous       12/8/2011 
10- Private Citizen, Kendra Bridges      12/8/2011 
11- Private Citizen, Kevin Mackey      12/9/2011 
12- Private Citizen, Lindell Price       12/14/2011 
13- Private Citizen, Stanley Price       12/14/2011 
14- Private Citizen, Julie Nguyen       12/19/2011 
15- Sacramento Tree Foundation, Ray Tretheway    12/23/2011 
16- Coalition on Regional Equity       12/23/2011 
17- Yuba County, Roger Abe       1/4/2012 
18- Placer County, Rebecca Taber      1/4/2012 
19- City of Davis, Ken Hiatt       1/9/2012 
20- Legal Services of Northern California, Amy Williams   1/4/2012 
21- Private Citizen, Earl Withycombe      1/4/2012 
22- Private Citizen, Michael Monasky      1/4/2012 
23- Private Citizen, Mike Barnbaum      1/4/2012 
24- Legal Services of Northern California, Mona Tawatao   1/4/2012 
25- Youth Advocate Network for Sustainable Communities, Ruby Avila 1/4/2012 
26- WALKSacramento, Teri Duarte      1/4/2012 
27- The Cleaner Air Partnership, Bill Mueller     1/9/2012 
28- Breathe California, Kori Titus      1/9/2012 
29- Davis Bicycles!, Mont Hubbard      1/9/2012 
30- Housing California, Shamus Roller      1/9/2012 
31- Human Impact Partners        1/9/2012 
32- Complete Streets Coalition, Terry Preston     1/9/2012 
33- ClimatePlan          1/9/2012 
34- Sacramento Area Bicycles Advocates (SABA), Tricia Hedahl  1/9/2012 
35- WALKSacramento, Teri Duarte      1/9/2012 
36- Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)/Habitat 2020/California  

Heartland Project, Jonathan Ellison      1/9/2012 
37- Legal Services of Northern California on behalf of Sacramento Housing  

Alliance, Mona Tawatao       1/9/2012 
38- Private Citizen, Rick Bettis       1/9/2012 
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39- California Department of Transportation, District 3, Jeff Pulverman 1/9/2012 
40- Teichert, Becky Wood       1/11/2012 
41- Southgate Recration and Park District, Maureen Casey   1/19/2012 
42- Natural Resources Defense Council and California Infill Builders  

Association, Amanda Eaken and Meea Kang     1/25/2012 
43- Federal Highway Administration, Vincent Mammano   2/7/2012 
44- Private Citizen, Jim Seif       1/25/2012 
45- Private Citizen, Debbie Gaylord      1/25/2012 
46- Private Citizen, John Larimer       1/25/2012 
47- Private Citizen, Carla Verga       1/25/2012 
48- Private Citizen, Bob Sweringen      1/25/2012 
49- Private Citizen, Larry Berga       1/25/2012 
50- Private Citizen, Chuck Miller       1/25/2012 
51- Private Citizen, Vera Correa       1/25/2012 
52- Private Citizen, Jerry Antonetti      1/25/2012 
53- Private Citizen, Pat Miller       1/25/2012 
54- Private Citizen, Dot Sweringen      1/25/2012 
55- Private Citizen, Bob McClard       1/25/2012 
56- Private Citizen, Anonymous       1/25/2012 
57- Private Citizen, Anonymous       1/25/2012 
58- Private Citizen, Anonymous       1/9/2012 
59- Private Citizen, Anonymous       1/9/2012 
60- Private Citizen, Anonymous       1/9/2012 
61- Private Citizen, Bob Rafighi       1/9/2012 
62- Private Citizen, John Larimer       1/9/2012 
63- Private Citizen, Jim Ricketts       1/9/2012 
64- Private Citizen, Kathy Dorsey      1/9/2012 
65- Private Citizen, Pat Patterson       1/9/2012 
66- Private Citizen, Judy Roberts       1/9/2012 
67- Private Citizen, Lois Engle       1/9/2012 
68- Private Citizen, Cynthia Atkinson      1/9/2012 
69- Private Citizen, Judi Caler       1/9/2012 
70- Private Citizen, Ruth Crone       1/9/2012 
71- Private Citizen, Neil Wilson       2/8/2012 
72- Private Citizen, Ed Duffek       2/8/2012 
73- Private Citizen, John Larimer       2/8/2012 
74- Private Citizen, Judi Caler       2/8/2012 
75- Private Citizen, RayAnn Vowell      2/8/2012 
76- Private Citizen, Bob Rafighi       2/8/2012 
77- Private Citizen, Dwayne Armstrong      2/8/2012 
78- Private Citizen, Pat Patterson       2/8/2012
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CHAPTER 3 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
 
This chapter contains master and individual responses to comments received through February 
16, 2012, during the comment period for the Draft MTP/SCS.  Comments received from 
February 17, 2012, to March 26, 2012, will be included, along with responses, in an update of 
this Appendix G-7 that goes to the SACOG Board policy committees in April 2012.  Any 
comments received after March 27, 2012, will be forwarded to the April 5, 2012 Transportation 
Committee meeting, or directly to the SACOG Board for the April 19, 2012, Board of Directors 
meeting, respective of date received.  Comments may also be made in person at committee or 
board meetings. 
 
Oral comments received during public hearings and meetings are treated as letters.  Each 
comment is identified and numbered individually. The comment numbering system reflects the 
number of the comment letter (see Chapter 2) and the number of the specific comment. For 
example, the first comment of the third letter is numbered Comment 3-1. 
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Master Responses 
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Master Response A: Transit 
 
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) analyzes transit service and impacts at the regional level. 
Requests for specific transit routes can be submitted through SACOG’s Unmet Transit Needs 
Process. However, SACOG has forwarded a copy of all route-specific comments to the 
responsible transit agency.  
 
The California State Transportation Development Act (TDA) requires the Unmet Transit Needs 
Process be conducted annually by Regional Transportation Planning Agencies. SACOG is the 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency for the counties of Sacramento, Yuba, Sutter, and 
Yolo. The El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC) and Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) conduct the unmet needs process in Placer and El 
Dorado counties. The MTP/SCS is consistent with TDA requirements which require SACOG, 
EDCTC, and PCTPA to make determinations on whether there are "unmet transit needs that are 
reasonable to meet" in the jurisdictions throughout the region. If there are unmet transit needs 
which are reasonable to meet, the jurisdiction within which a particular need falls would have to 
fund or implement that service before any state sales tax proceeds can be used for road purposes 
in that jurisdiction. For more information on SACOG’s Unmet Transit Needs Process, please 
visit www.sacog.org/transit/unmet.cfm or email Barbara VaughanBechtold 
at transit_needs@sacog.org. 
 
Policies 19 and 20 in Chapter 6 – Policies and Supportive Strategies focus on ensuring that 
SACOG will continue to work with transit operators throughout the region to coordinate existing 
and expanded transit services to facilitate an efficient and integrated regional transit system. 
Furthermore, the Connect Transit Card project currently underway at SACOG is a regional, 
electronic transit fare payment system that will allow seamless transfers between transit systems. 
The project is a joint effort between six different transit operators in the region (Sacramento 
Regional Transit District, Yolo County Transportation District, Yuba-Sutter Transit, Elk Grove 
Transit, El Dorado Transit, and Folsom Stage Line) and SACOG. Other transit operators in the 
region have the opportunity to join the Connect Transit Card system at any point. SACOG 
anticipates the Connect Transit Card will be available on the six transit systems by fall of 2013. 
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Master Response B: Health 
 
For the last several years, SACOG has worked to expand its modeling and performance 
measures related to public health. In 2007, SACOG partnered with King County, Washington 
and their consultant on a pilot study of using I-PLACE3S to model the effects of urban form on 
physical activity, body mass index, and air emissions exposure/risk.1 SACOG then applied for 
grants to fund the data collection, programming, and testing necessary to expand and apply that 
model in the Sacramento region. One application for a Center for Disease Control and 
Prevention grant, submitted in partnership with Sacramento County, was not funded. SACOG 
included this work in its application for a HUD Regional Sustainability Challenge Grant, but the 
award was not large enough to include this component in the work plan. SACOG recently 
submitted the concept of a public health module for I-PLACE3S to Caltrans for potential State 
Planning and Research funds, but Caltrans is pursuing other concepts.  
 
We agree that it is important to include public health representatives in outreach and educational 
efforts and in providing input into SACOG’s MTP/SCS modeling and development process. We 
have invited public health representatives to participate in focus groups and in the Equity, 
Housing, and Health Working Group we have convened through our HUD regional challenge 
grant. These groups helped us expand the performance measures used for analysis in this 
MTP/SCS. We will continue to reach out to public health interests for our planning efforts and 
hope that our stakeholders will help us to do so as well. 
 
SACOG recently submitted an application for a Strategic Growth Council Planning Grant to help 
build on our work on this MTP/SCS. Major components of the project seek to expand SACOG’s 
capacity to address public health. One effort would convene stakeholders, including public health 
experts, local governments, air districts, and advocates, to refine a set of public health metrics for 
use in development, implementation, and monitoring of the MTP/SCS and other regional and 
local planning efforts, as well as to identify data and methodological challenges and next steps.  
 
The project would also include addressing the emerging tensions between infill development and 
public health concerns regarding residents’ exposure to toxic air contaminants. SACOG would 
work with air quality, public health, and infill experts to review the current science and literature 
on the health impacts and benefits of infill and transit-oriented development, review ARB and 
local air district guidance and best practices for healthy development and mitigations, and seek to 
facilitate agreement on more regional guidance for siting residential uses, including homes 
affordable to lower income populations, in order to maximize health benefits and minimize 
health risks. This could include reviewing commenter-suggested resources from MTC, Human 
Impact Partners, and SFDPH’s modeling.  
 
In addition, the project would include a complete streets component. This work would include an 
analysis of emerging tools – such as NCHRP Multimodal Level of Service Analysis for Urban 
Streets, pedestrian and bicycle indices, connectivity measures, intersection safety models, etc. – 

1 Report at:  
http://your.kingcounty.gov/kcdot/planning/ortp/HealthScape/I-PLACE3S-FINALREPORT%2006-01-09.pdf 
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for assessing how supportive current or proposed street designs and corridors are of multimodal 
travel, physical activity, and safety. SACOG would assess and share with planners, public works 
directors, and advocates those tools that are most applicable and feasible to use in assessing, 
planning, and prioritizing complete street efforts.  
     
In addition to the grants already being pursued, SACOG will continue to identify new grant and 
partnership opportunities that would allow for continued study and implementation of tools and 
models related to the intersection of land use planning, transportation planning, and public 
health. SACOG thanks the commenters for their enthusiastic participation in the planning 
process and looks forward to continued engagement.  
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Master Response C: Safety 
 
A number of commenters requested SACOG incorporate safety as a primary performance metric 
in the MTP/SCS.  SACOG monitors collisions and collision rates, and will be working with its 
planning partners to identify a suitable approach to reducing collisions and collision rates which 
could be implemented for the next update of the MTP/SCS.  In monitoring activities, SACOG 
tracks state collision records and documents collision trends over time (see the “Regional 
Transportation Monitoring Report” published by SACOG in 2010).  Collision data for the 
monitoring program come from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), an 
online collision records database maintained by the California Highway Patrol.  An update of 
SACOG’s Monitoring Report is currently underway, and SACOG is considering new ways to 
summarize and display the incident information provided by the SWITRS database to make it 
more accessible to the general public. 
 
SACOG does not currently have the capability to forecast collisions in anything other than a 
simplistic way,  such as by simply projecting collisions by a combination of population and 
VMT growth, without any accounting for enhanced design features of new transportation 
projects, nor the effect of projects or programs intended to address safety concerns. Software 
intended to provide this capability (PlanSafe) was tested by SACOG as part of preparatory work 
for the MTP/SCS, but the software was too limited to be of use.  SACOG will continue working 
with its planning partners and stakeholders to identify both a suitable approach (including 
software applications) for forecasting collisions and the additional project information that would 
be required from project sponsors to support a forecast of collisions and collision rates.  
 
Commenters also requested that SACOG include a discreet expenditure category for safety 
projects.  In general, the budget categories in the MTP/SCS are a means of classifying the 
primary feature of an investment. As a result, many safety improvements are frequently included 
as components of a larger project and are difficult to isolate.  Overall system safety is improved 
through a wide range of road, transit and bicycle and pedestrian investments that include features 
such as adding bike lanes, sidewalks, rumble strips, and various intersection safety investments. 
 
The MTP/SCS does include policies and strategies to help ensure safety, complete streets, and 
public health are considered as part of implementing the plan (see Policies 2, 3, 8, 14, 17, 20, 29, 
and 30).  However, how individual projects handle these things specifically is typically analyzed 
at the project level, by the lead agency during the design and environmental review processes. 
Chapter 10- Financial Stewardship contains a more detailed discussion of how safety is 
addressed in the MTP/SCS. 
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Master Response D: Equity 
 
In response to comments pertaining to SACOG’s development and application of the jobs-
housing fit tool, as noted in the draft MTP/SCS, SACOG is in the process of developing a jobs-
housing fit tool and analyzing housing plus transportation costs in the Sacramento region through 
funding from a HUD Regional Sustainability Challenge Grant. The purpose is to assess how the 
cost of housing compares to local wages and to analyze the combined impact of the cost of 
housing and transportation in areas throughout the region. In 2011, SACOG met with a statewide 
group on jobs-housing fit organized by Public Advocates and Housing California, shared a 
potential methodology for analyzing jobs-housing fit, and discussed the complexity of 
developing a tool because of data issues. SACOG also discussed methodological approaches and 
data limitations with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change. SACOG staff is now compiling 
and cleaning wage and housing cost data, and is assessing new Census data for usability and 
margins of error. In 2012, SACOG will continue to work on developing the jobs-housing fit tool 
and completing the housing plus transportation cost analysis. SACOG will also review work by 
peer agencies such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission who is developing a 
displacement analysis methodology for the San Francisco Bay Area. SACOG staff will share 
progress on the tools with the SACOG Board and stakeholders. We expect completion by the end 
of 2012, for use in future MTP/SCS and other planning efforts.  
 
Commenters also suggested that SACOG analyze how the MTP/SCS might affect housing 
prices, gentrification, and displacement of lower income residents, including in transit-rich areas. 
SACOG has a history of trying to better understand the impacts of the MTP and is committed to 
improving in future MTP/SCS updates. Within budget constraints, we expect to continue 
working with equity and other organizations to expand our ability to analyze and address plan 
impacts, and hope that groups will work with us on developing new tools. The MTP/SCS 
includes the likely location and product mix of housing based on the population and household 
growth forecast from the Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy, local land use 
plans and other regulatory factors, and the SACOG Blueprint. However, SACOG is unable to 
forecast more precisely the associated sales or rental prices of the future housing stock. Housing 
developers will propose specific projects based on a variety of factors that will tend to change 
between now and 2035, including market conditions, costs of land and construction, financing 
options, zoning, and subsidies available for affordable home production. Projects are also subject 
to approval by local Planning Commissions, City Councils, and Boards of Supervisors, whose 
members change over time. This makes it difficult to predict particular impacts of the MTP/SCS 
on housing developments or prices in particular neighborhoods over the MTP/SCS plan period, 
but per a commenter’s suggestion, SACOG will review the UCB Early Warning toolkit for any 
additional tools SACOG might be able to utilize in planning for housing in the region.  

Commenters also suggested that SACOG collaborate with equity organizations on developing 
and tracking the equity performance of the MTP/SCS. It was requested that SACOG create an 
Equity Scenario, or integrate a more robust analysis of equity into every scenario, in the next 
MTP/SCS. SACOG has been working with equity interests and other stakeholders to expand and 
improve the health, equity, and environmental analyses we use in developing and monitoring 
implementation of the MTP/SCS, and expects to continue to work with equity organizations on 
our planning and measurement work. This plan includes a much-improved analysis of equity 
issues compared to the previous MTP and exceeds SACOG’s federal requirements for 
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considering equity impacts. However, SACOG is committed to continuing to improve how we 
look at equity and expanding the equity performance indicators examined in future updates to the 
MTP/SCS. SACOG is seeking grant funds to develop economic forecasting capacity in the 
PECAS model, to include factors like wages at place of work and household income at place of 
residence. This would expand our capacity for jobs-housing fit analysis and improve our ability 
to account for MTP/SCS impacts on low-wage workers and low-income households.  
 
Commenters wanted to see funding in early years of the MTP directed to transit and 
transportation projects or programs that advance regional equity, with priorities for transit 
service for low-income communities and transit-dependent populations, better service for youth, 
and bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. The estimated $11.3 billion in revenues slated for 
transit will flow into the region over the course of the MTP/SCS planning period. SACOG 
expects that revenue levels will be higher in the later years of the plan than in the earlier years, 
which explains the greater expansion of transit services between 2020 and 2035 and the inability 
to front-load transit funding. See Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for a 
more thorough response regarding front-loading bike/pedestrian expenditures. SACOG continues 
to work with the region’s transit providers to increase mobility and service for low-income and 
transit-dependent populations by, among other things, helping transit agencies update their 
Short-Range Transit Plans, collaborating on other transit studies, and providing technical 
assistance.  
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Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis 
 
Implementation of the MTP/SCS is carried out gradually through shorter-term decisions that 
assign local, state or federal funds to specific projects through periodic funding or programming 
cycles.  The schedule was completed to meet the following objectives: 

 
 Balance revenues and expenditures over the 25-year planning period – Projects must be 

scheduled to match the pace at which revenues are available to pay for them, which limits the 
number of projects that can be planned for any given year and forces decisions about relative 
priority. This test is called financial constraint. 

 Support attainment of air quality standards – The MTP must be analyzed as an overall 
package via a computer model to verify that its implementation would meet federal air 
quality requirements in the region’s Rate of Progress State Implementation Plan, and the 
sequence in which projects are scheduled could make a difference in that analysis. This test is 
called air quality conformity. 
 

As Caltrans, cities, counties, or other local agencies implement projects contained in the 
MTP/SCS the project must be consistent with the Plan if they want to be eligible to use federal or 
state funding.  SACOG will amend its MTP/SCS from time to time, and, when it does, it must 
verify both financial constraint and air quality conformity. 
 
The MTP/SCS directs a significant portion of funding towards bicycle, pedestrian and transit 
improvements. Bicycle and pedestrian investments increase significantly from the 2008 base 
year level and have the highest per-capita funding increase in the MTP/SCS, as compared to the 
prior plan. Transit investments also increase significantly from the 2008 base year and result in 
even higher productivity gains as the plan’s investments and policies emphasize service along 
corridors with supportive land uses.  The combination of increased investment levels and a focus 
on more productive transit routes results in a transit network in 2035 with 45% of all routes at 
frequencies of 15 minutes or greater, as compared to 15% of all routes with 15 minute 
frequencies in the 2008 base year. 
 
The bicycle, pedestrian, and transit investments in the MTP/SCS are dependent upon the 
availability of federal, state, and local funding sources. Local funding sources provide more than 
two-thirds of the total funding for the plan’s investments, while funds from the state or regional 
sources managed by SACOG represent the other one-third. Local funding sources have declined 
significantly over the last several years and it is anticipated that it will not be until nearly 2020 
that many local revenue sources will fully recover to pre-recession levels. As growth returns to 
the region, however, local funding sources are anticipated to increase significantly out to the 
horizon year of 2035. 
 
Recognizing the challenge of near-term local funding constraints, SACOG’s regional funding 
programs have offered important near-term investments to realize transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
projects. This commitment is most recently reflected in 2012 programming actions by the 
SACOG Board in which 69% of the total ($103m) was directed to projects that primarily support 
transit, bicycle or pedestrian travel through direct investment or through supportive programs 
that include air quality and travel demand management investments. 
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Master Response F: Complete Streets 
 
Over the last few years, SACOG has significantly increased efforts to promote and implement 
complete streets in the Sacramento region. A notable achievement has been a policy change in 
SACOG’s regional funding program that now includes complete streets features as criteria for 
any road rehabilitation project SACOG funds. Other recent achievements include the completion 
of a Complete Streets Toolkit and enhanced 511 traveler information that now includes an online 
bicycle trip planner and a multilingual video on how to safely bike, walk, and use transit in the 
region. Education on the benefits to complete streets now occurs regularly through SACOG’s 
regional Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory and expanded May is Bike Month campaign activities. 
 
In addition to efforts to promote complete streets at a regional scale, SACOG also offers 
technical assistance and support to local agencies working to implement complete streets. These 
efforts include collaborating on grant applications, and technical assistance on bicycle or 
pedestrian master plans that allow local agencies to become eligible or compete more effectively 
for competitive grants.  In a time of serious budget cuts and staffing limitations, a focus on 
helping local agencies and stakeholders receive more funding to implement complete streets 
projects is an important MTP/SCS implementation activity. 
 
Despite resource constraints, SACOG remains committed to help realize the long-term vision of 
a more comprehensive regional complete streets network.  Greater system connectivity has 
important benefits and SACOG intends to continue working with agency and advocate partners 
on the various efforts this will involve.  The MTP/SCS represents an important step towards this 
goal through the extensive technical analysis completed, numerous policies and strategies 
supporting the implementation of complete streets (Strategies 3.2, 3.6, 17.5, 29.1, 29.2, 29.3, and 
29.4) and the recommended MTP/SCS funding support level. Over the course of the planning 
period out to 2035, proposed bicycle and pedestrian funding levels increase significantly from 
the 2008 base year and represent a higher share of total plan investments than other large regions 
in California. A funding commitment to bicycle and pedestrian investments is also evident when 
comparing the MTP/SCS to the prior plan. Despite a 5% per-capita decrease in the overall 
budget, as compared to the prior plan, the MTP/SCS calls for increasing bicycle and pedestrian 
investment in the region by 7% per-capita through 2035. 
 
SACOG looks forward to working with local agencies and stakeholders to identify innovative, 
collaborative, and feasible approaches to creating complete streets and corridors within the 
region. Among the challenges to continue addressing is that there is no agreed-upon 
methodology for identifying and prioritizing projects across the region which would facilitate the 
creation of a comprehensive bicycle/pedestrian network. The region is very diverse and the 
definition of what comprises a complete street or corridor varies considerably in urban, 
suburban, small community and rural portions of the region. For example, some local plans call 
for investing in bike lanes on major arterials as the most effective means to improve 
connectivity, whereas some stakeholders, recommend investing in bikeways on streets with low 
traffic volumes and speeds. The energy and knowledge complete street advocates bring to these 
issues will be important inputs if we are to realize this vision. One upcoming opportunity for 
collaboration on these issues is the regional bicycle and pedestrian investment policies advisory 
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group SACOG is launching to help guide the 2013 update of the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, 
and Trails Master Plan.  
 
Additional complete streets implementation efforts in the near-term may be possible through 
grant funds being sought through the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) to enhance SACOG’s 
work with jurisdictions and advocates on complete street priorities and funding. Securing grant 
funding would facilitate work such as assessing available methodologies and determining which 
tools are most applicable and feasible for SACOG and local communities to use in planning, 
prioritizing, and analyzing complete street efforts and projecting resulting mode shifts. A variety 
of tools are emerging for assessing how supportive current or proposed street designs and 
corridors are of pedestrian and bicycle travel (e.g., I-THIM, Multimodal Level of Service, 
pedestrian and bicycle indices, connectivity measures, intersection safety models, WalkScore, 
etc.). More information about the many different aspects to understanding, developing, and 
implementing complete streets would also be funded.  SACOG’s Complete Streets Resource 
Toolkit is part of SACOG's complete streets technical assistance program, and is continually 
maintained and updated. The toolkit is available online at http://www.sacog.org/complete-
streets/toolkit/START.html.  
 
In regards to recommendations for more safety and health outcomes from complete streets, 
SACOG is involved in multiple efforts that are described in detail in Master Responses B and C. 
In summary, safety performance outcomes are reflected in state collision records and documents 
trends that SACOG is tracking through the “Regional Transportation Monitoring Report” first 
published by SACOG in 2010, with an update of this report currently underway. SACOG is also 
continuing to seek a reliable approach for forecasting collisions and assessing policies that affect 
the number and severity of collisions. As for health outcomes, SACOG’s recently submitted 
grant proposal to the Strategic Growth Council includes working with stakeholders to refine a set 
of performance metrics for walking, biking and public health outcomes.  
 
Whether it is safety, health or other important performance outcomes, SACOG has a history of 
trying to better understand the impacts of the investments in the long range plan and is 
committed to the ongoing improvement of the MTP/SCS. Within budget constraints over the 
next few years, SACOG expects to continue working with our planning partners and other 
interested parties to expand our ability to analyze and address plan impacts, and hope that groups 
will work with us on efforts to accelerate the implementation of complete streets across the 
region.  
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Master Response G: Sustainable Communities Concerns 
 
In response to questions about the influence of nongovernmental organizations on local land use 
authority, this response clarifies and explains the relationship between local governments and 
SACOG. It focuses primarily on the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, which is currently under development by SACOG.  
 
SACOG is just one participant in the planning process for local communities. The state and 
federal governments have laws that govern the types of planning that must be done, but the 
decision making for land use is reserved to cities and counties. To balance this authority, citizens 
do have numerous Constitutional protections, including private property rights and due process. 
 
SACOG is a joint powers authority, a special type of government agency created by California 
law. The six counties and 22 cities in the Sacramento region are all members of SACOG. Each 
city or county appoints a member of their elected body (i.e., a mayor, supervisor or 
councilmember) to the SACOG Board of Directors, which controls the activities of SACOG. The 
Sacramento region has had a joint powers authority since 1963, when cities and counties formed 
the Sacramento Regional Area Planning Commission (now SACOG). 
 
The primary function of SACOG is to prepare a Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Numerous 
state and federal laws prescribe the contents and process for creating this plan. Appendix G-5 of 
the Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy describes these 
requirements in detail. Appendix G-5 is available at: http://www.sacog.org/2035/2011/11/draft-
mtpscs-released/. A summary of key requirements and their relationship to cities and counties 
follows. 
 
SACOG looks at growth in the region as part of developing the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan, but SACOG does not make land use decisions. This is a two-step process. First, SACOG 
prepares a long-range, 25-year forecast of the growth in employment, population, and 
households for the region. Second, SACOG estimates the most likely location, intensity, types, 
and timing of land development throughout the region. SACOG works closely with local 
government staff and stakeholders, and estimates the probable land development pattern based 
on a combination of market and policy/regulatory influences.  
 
SACOG designs the type and timing of transportation investments to optimize performance with 
the land use pattern. The investments strive to achieve a range of performance goals, including 
reductions in congestion, vehicle miles traveled, and environmental impacts, and increases in 
transit, walking, and bicycling. California law, and sound planning principles, requires the SCS 
to be an internally consistent document. 
 
The most comprehensive land use planning for the MTP/SCS Area is provided by city and 
county general plans, which local governments are required by state law to prepare as a guide for 
future development. The general plan contains goals and policies concerning topics that are 
mandated by state law or which the jurisdiction has chosen to include. Required topics are: land 
use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety. Other topics that local 
governments frequently choose to address are public facilities, parks and recreation, community 
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design, or growth management, among others. County general plans must cover areas not 
included by city general plans (i.e., unincorporated areas). 
 
The SCS does not preempt local land use authority. In 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger signed 
Senate Bill 375, which required the creation of a Sustainable Communities Strategy as part of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Each region of the state is going through a similar process to 
the one here. Senate Bill 375 requires that the Sustainable Communities Strategy strive to 
achieve a passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions reduction target for the region. SACOG 
estimates that the region will meet the targets for emissions reductions. Even if the region did not 
meet the targets, neither SACOG nor the state would be able to require local cities and counties 
to take any actions to meet the targets. One of the benefits to local communities, however, from 
Senate Bill 375 is that cities and counties may not have to spend the significant time and money 
required to do an environmental impact report on every development project, if those projects are 
within the Sustainable Communities Strategy and meet certain requirements. Again, there are no 
requirements or penalties if cities and counties do not choose to take advantage of the 
streamlined environmental review available as a result of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 
 
To emphasize, Senate Bill 375 explicitly states that it does not supersede the land use authority 
of a city or county and that a Sustainable Communities Strategy does not regulate the use of land. 
There is no requirement that a city’s or county’s land use policies or regulations, including its 
general plan, conform to the Sustainable Communities Strategy.  
 
With respect to concerns about the relationship of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy to United Nations Agenda 21, SACOG staff was not 
even aware of Agenda 21 until last year. As stated above, SACOG functions under the laws of 
California and the United States, and at the direction of its Board of Directors (all local elected 
officials). There is no connection between the work being done by SACOG in this region and 
any document of the United Nations.  
 
SACOG staff has presented detailed information on the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy at public meetings throughout the region. Briefly, the 
transportation portion of the plan funds projects based on input from communities during public 
workshops in 2010, and from local elected officials and their local government staffs. The land 
use portion of the plan is also a reflection of local input, and reflects the specific information in 
local general plans, which were created through the public processes of cities and counties. The 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy explains in detail both the 
public process and the specific details. You can access it at:  
 
http://www.sacog.org/2035/2011/11/draft-mtpscs-released/.  
 
A printed copy is available for review at SACOG’s office.  
 
If you have additional questions about the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, please email us at: mtpcomments@sacog.org or call us at (916) 321-
9000. 
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Comments and Individual Responses 
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What are you commenting on?

Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name

John Andoh

Email

jandoh@ci.rio-vista.ca.us

Do you want a written response?

Yes

Address

Comments on the MTP/SCS

Attached are my comments on chapter 5C regarding transit. The City of Isleton has a contract with the City of Rio 
Vista for transit services within their community. I would request that the information on page 5C-2 include this 
notion.  

Does the tables and figures in Chapter 5C regarding bus ridership also include Delta Breeze ridership within 

Isleton? If not, can it be included. We have this data available.

Upload Your Documents

Rio-Vista-comments-to-MTP.pdf

Page 1 of 1
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 1 – City of Rio Vista 

1-1. Thank you for you clarifications for Chapter 5C regarding transit. Please see response 1-
3. 
 

1-2. The service alignments of the three routes which compose the Delta Breeze service (50, 
51, and, 52) are shown as “limited service” routes in Chapter 4 Figure 4.1. The Delta 
Breeze service has been recognized in the text of Chapter 5 of the MTP/SCS. Based on 
information provided by the City of Rio Vista, our understanding of these routes is that 
they are semi-route-deviated (50, 52) or demand responsive (51) services, connecting 
between Isleton in the SACOG region to Fairfield, Antioch, or Pittsburg in the Bay Area. 
Combined, these routes serve about 100 passengers per day. Although these services are 
crucial to those passengers, SACOG has very limited means for explicitly accounting for 
these services in the transit passenger forecasts prepared for the MTP/SCS. Because these 
transit lines run outside the region, the specific service alignments and frequencies cannot 
be modeled. For other, larger volume inter-regional transit services, such as the Capitol 
Corridor intercity trains, forecasted transit passenger volumes are accounted for by 
manually adjusting “gateway” (i.e. region boundary) volumes. 
 

1-3. In response to this comment, your suggested text changes have been made on page 5C-2 
of the MTP/SCS. Thank you for taking the time to comment on the MTP/SCS.  
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eircomments sacog - Davis 5th Street between A and L Streets 

I may have missed something, but it appears that there is only one project that proposes to reduce the number of 
lanes for vehicles and it is the one described in the subject line. 

It should be prioritized last.  It seems motivated by politics, not rational planning.

From:    Jim Skeen <skeenjw@sbcglobal.net>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/2/2011 3:21 PM
Subject:   Davis 5th Street between A and L Streets

Page 1 of 1
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 2 – Jim Skeen 

2-1. The project described in this comment is consistent with MTP/SCS principles for 
complete streets. This project is fully funded, having received $336,000 Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) and $500,000 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Program (CMAQ) in the 2010 SACOG Community Design Funding Program. The 
project is in progress, having encumbered federal funds for preliminary engineering in 
federal fiscal year 2011. The City of Davis anticipates construction to begin in the next 
year, with completion scheduled in 2014. The project is listed in the current MTP for 
2035 and the 2011 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program. 

 
A number of operational improvements throughout the region may include lane 
reductions (road diets) in order to add bike lanes. Road diets, while few, are not new to 
the SACOG region. SACOG considers road diets to be rational planning. Road diets may 
add or widen bicycle lanes, add parking, install landscaping, widen or add sidewalks, 
create turn pockets, create bus turn-outs, add medians, add center turn lanes, create wider 
travel lanes, or provide any number of other improvements. The resulting benefits can 
include reduced travel speeds, reduced crossing distance for pedestrians, fewer and less 
severe collisions, improved local commerce, and improved safety and usability for other 
modes, such as bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to comment on the MTP/SCS.  
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

From:    MTP Comments <lynn@rocklin.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/2/2011 5:04 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on?

Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name

Lynn Merrick

Email

lynn@rocklin.com

Do you want a written response?

Yes

Address

Comments on the MTP/SCS

At the session I attended, we all made clear that we want light rail extended to western Placer County. The plan 
does not make appropriate provisions to meet this need. 

Page 1 of 1
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 3 – Lynn Merrick 

3-1. Thank you for participating in the MTP/SCS process and for taking the time to submit 
your comments on the MTP/SCS. Your comment has been shared with the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency.  
 
The MTP/SCS includes a number of light rail and streetcar expansion projects, including 
Sacramento Regional Transit Light Rail Green Line to the Sacramento International 
Airport and Cosumnes River Community College extensions, and the cities of West 
Sacramento and Sacramento streetcar. Each of these projects currently has some sort of 
funding commitment from local agencies. The MTP/SCS must be financially constrained; 
current economic conditions and the high cost of rail, which can easily exceed $50 
million per mile, make adding further extensions during this planning cycle cost 
prohibitive. However, the Sacramento Regional Transit District’s (SACRT) Transit 
Master Plan does include potential for expanded light rail into Roseville.  For more 
information on SACRT’s Transit Master Plan, visit http://www.sacrt.com/tmplinks.stm.  
It is possible that future updates to the MTP/SCS could include further consideration of 
this project.  Please also see Master Response A: Transit.  
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <bkdriller@ucdavis.edu>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/5/2011 6:42 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name 

 Brigitte Driller 

Email 

 bkdriller@ucdavis.edu 

Do you want a written response? 

 No 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 

 

To be frank, the MTP/SCS Draft totally bummed me out. Beneath glossy discussions of sustainability, equity, and 
multi-modality, this draft appeared to promote a clear and disturbing goal: Business As Usual.  
 
First, I cannot understand why SACOG wants to invest so much money in new and widened roads. I bet you are 
thinking to yourself, 7 billion is really not that much to spend on transportation infrastructure. Let me rephrase my 
question: Why do you want to invest ANY money in new roadway infrastructure? The roadway network is already 
sufficiently built out (seriously, it is!). If congestion is the justification I may just roll over and die. More roads/lanes 
will not alleviate congestion in the long term. But you probably already know this, which leads me to my next point. 
 
I find your goal of reducing congestion problematic. The population growth in this region in the next 25-ish years will 
be immense. With this increase in population, how could congestion not increase? Regardless of whatever your 
model is telling you, you need to accept that congestion is going to increase, and I for one am looking forward to it. 
Without this increase in congestion, why would anyone choose to switch to an alternative mode?  
 
Most of all, I am severely disappointed in the targets set for nonmotorized transportation. You predict a mode share 
increase of less than 1% for bicycles? Really? I mean, really? If you invested zero dollars in bicycle infrastructure, 
bike mode share would still increase by more than 1%. Why? Because people are poor. They are getting poorer by 
the minute and they are going to bicycle whether you want them to or not. 
 
In conclusion, I hope SACOG will give some serious rethinking to this document. I beg you to be visionary! Set the 
bar high! Thanks for listening, and I look forward to a much improved final product. 

Page 1 of 1
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 4 – Brigitte Driller 

4-1. Thank you for taking the time to comment on the MTP/SCS. SACOG believes the 
MTP/SCS is far from “business as usual” for a number of reasons, most notably 
including: a smaller growth footprint, increased housing choice, increased transit funding 
and productivity, and increased bicycle and pedestrian project funding. The MTP/SCS 
plans for approximately 303,000 new housing units and 362,000 new jobs, the majority 
of which are located in “infill” areas, which can generally be described as the 
combination of Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities. This 
leads to only a seven percent increase in the urban footprint. This MTP/SCS assumes a 
wide variety of housing options, including 71 percent of the new homes from 2008-2035 
being small-lot single-family or attached, as compared to 35 percent today. The increase 
in transit funding in this plan leads to an increase in bus service with 15 minute or better 
service from 14 percent in 2008 to 45 percent in 2035. Transit service hours increase by 
42 percent per capita, transit productivity increases by 120 percent, and revenue from 
passenger ticket sales will increase by roughly $577 million. Roughly $2.8 billion dollars 
is spent on dedicated bike/ped improvement, maintenance, and rehab projects. This is a 
budget increase of about seven percent per capita compared to our currently adopted plan. 
SACOG developed the plan in consideration of growth projections by locating and timing 
the transportation investments to compliment projected growth in a way that achieves the 
biggest benefit per dollar expended. SACOG also developed the plan to embody realistic 
growth and funding projections. 
 

4-2. Road capacity expansion is only $5.9 billion of the MTP/SCS budget. This is 30 percent 
lower than the 2008 MTP total compared to the 13 percent decline in total revenues for 
this MTP/SCS. The remainder of the budget is operational.  
 
Much of the new road capacity is to serve new development areas to accommodate 
population growth, which is estimated to grow by 366,000 people in Developing 
Communities. A combination of operational and strategic road expansions at key 
bottlenecks is critical, not only for relieving auto congestion, but for accommodating 
transit along busy corridors. People are unlikely to choose transit where congestion 
significantly affects trip time. Through capacity and operational improvements that favor 
transit vehicles, residents are able to move more quickly through congested areas.  
 

4-3. Congestion in total increases in the MTP/SCS. The total amount of congested VMT 
increases by 30 percent. The achievement of the MTP/SCS regarding congestion was to 
ensure that its growth was lower than overall population growth, so the per capita amount 
of congestion declines modestly.  
 

4-4. The MTP/SCS did show a significant increase in the rate of non-motorized trip-making. 
Bike trip-making increased by eight percent on a per-capita basis, and walk trip-making 
increased by 17 percent. The combined bike-and-walk mode share for all trips increased 
from 9.0 percent to 10.3 percent of all household-generated trips. Given that the longer-
term historic trend has been a decline in non-motorized trip-making, this increase is 
significant.  
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4-5. This conclusion comment is noted. SACOG does not share the opinion that the document 

should be rethought. Please see Response 4-1.  
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

From:    MTP Comments <osugmukaw@gmail.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/6/2011 8:00 AM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on?

Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy  

Environmental Impact Report 

Name

Kerry Wicker

Email

osugmukaw@gmail.com

Do you want a written response?

Yes

Address

Comments on the MTP/SCS

Please include in both documents an immediate plan to add transit in Yolo County that connects Route 215 in 
Madison and/or Esparto, with Winters and Vacaville (to hook up to Solano transit). Service to/from Winters/Esparto 
could start for just Friday and Saturday nights to take advantage of entertainment in Winters that might include an 
adult beverage. Avoids DUI.  

Also, please fill the service gaps of YoloBus #215 to allow workers to fully commute from Western Yolo County. As 
is, it is not possible to stay at work a full day b/c of the 4+ hour gap in service. 

Please please please put in a bicycle lane (better yet, path) right away along Hwy 16 from Esparto to Woodland. 
Also, continuing the bike lane up the Canyon from Esparto is hugely beneficial as well. I usually ride on any 
roadway, but there are too many drunks/irresponsible drivers to brave the highway. The CalTrans Hwy 16 project is 
still in litigation, but whatever comes out should be the bike lane/trail.  

All these actions will reduce carbon emissions, improve public health, accessibility, water and other air quality. 

Let me know when you plan to add these services/infrastructure. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 5 – Kerry Wicker 

5-1. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) analyzes transit service and impacts 
at the regional level. Requests for specific transit routes in Yolo County can be submitted 
through SACOG’s Unmet Transit Needs Process. SACOG has forwarded a copy of this 
comment to the Yolo County Transportation District (YCTD), the agency responsible for 
transit planning and operations in Yolo County. For more information on SACOG’s 
Unmet Transit Needs Process, please visit www.sacog.org/transit/unmet.cfm or email 
Barbara VaughanBechtold at transit_needs@sacog.org. 
 

5-2. See response to comment 5-1. 
 

5-3. While bike lanes on Highway 16 are not specifically called out as projects in the EIR, the 
budget assumptions for the MTP/SCS include roughly $2.4 billion for implementation of 
the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) and other bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements. The Master Plan incorporates the projects from the Yolo 
County Bicycle Transportation Plan, City of Davis Bicycle Plan, and the Woodland 
Bicycle Transportation Plan. Specifically, the Yolo County plan includes Class II bicycle 
facilities along Highway 16 from Esparto to the county line.  
 
For more information about how bicycle and pedestrian projects are included in the 
regional and local bicycle and pedestrian master plans, please visit 
http://www.sacog.org/bikeinfo/bikeped.cfm or contact Lacey Symons-Holtzen at 
lsymons-holtzen@sacog.org.  Thank you for taking the time to comment on the 
MTP/SCS. 
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Roseville Public Hearing Comments from December 6, 2011
Anonymous Maintenance and rehabilitation funds should apply to all modes of transportation, including pedestrian infrastructure.

David Allen The plan should have accountability to hold our region to the performance goals and metrics we set in the plan. 

Rebecca McIntyre Transit operations should be coordinated so that transitioning among systems is a smoother process.
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 6 – Anonymous 

6-1. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 7 – David Allen 

7-1. SACOG's Regional Funding Programs include criteria that require applicants to 
demonstrate that their projects contribute positively to the goals and performance 
objectives of the MTP/SCS. These criteria include demonstrable congestion relief and 
VMT reduction, complete streets considerations, and air quality benefits, among others. 
For more information on SACOG's Regional Funding Programs or to read more about the 
criteria for project applicants, please visit: 
http://www.sacog.org/regionalfunding/fundingprograms.cfm. 
  
In addition, SACOG tracks a number of performance metrics on an annual basis and 
publishes these in a Regional Monitoring Report. This report provides ongoing 
information about how the region is doing in its implementation of the MTP/SCS. For 
more information about the Monitoring Report, contact Christine Scherman at 
cscherman@sacog.org. Thank you for taking the time to participate in this MTP/SCS 
public hearins. 

 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-34



 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 8 – Rebecca McIntyre 

8-1. Please see Master Response A: Transit.  Thank you for taking the time to participate in 
this MTP/SCS public hearing.   
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Woodland Public Hearing Comments from December 8, 2011
Anonymous I do not think a Sac. River crossing at Broadway would have a net negative impact to Southside Park in that growth in commute traffic from W. 

Sac. To Downtown Sac would begin to come through Southside Park.

• In a spread, longer peak period with No Broadway Bridge

• In a short ≤ 1 hour peak period with a Broadway Bridge

Kendra Bridges I believe the residents of West Sacramento and Sacramento would benefit from an additional multi‐modal (auto/pedestrian/bicycle) river 

crossing South of Highway 50 in the Broadway to Sutterville area of Sacramento. This would help on both sides of the river by often avoiding the 

Downtown Sacramento area.
The plan should look at how infill development will affect housing prices and displacement. 
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[Type text] 
 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 9 – Anonymous 

9-1. Your support for a river crossing over the Sacramento River at Broadway is noted. Two 
projects for Sacramento River crossings are currently included in the project list for the 
MTP/SCS (see Appendix A-1 of the MTP/SCS for project descriptions). The river 
crossings are oriented north and south of the Tower Bridge. The north orientation river 
crossing is planned between downtown Sacramento and South Natomas across the Lower 
American River. The river crossing will accommodate auto, transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian transportation. Scale and features are to be determined through a need and 
purpose study by the City of Sacramento anticipated to begin in 2012.  Thank you for 
taking the time to comment on the MTP/SCS.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 10 – Kendra Bridges 

10-1. Your support for a multimodal river crossing on the Sacramento River in the Broadway 
to Sutterville area is noted.  
 
Two projects for Sacramento River crossings are currently included in the project list 
(Appendix A-1) for the MTP/SCS. The river crossings are oriented north and south of the 
Tower Bridge. The north orientation river crossing is planned between downtown 
Sacramento and South Natomas across the Lower American River. The river crossing 
will accommodate auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation. Scale and features 
are to be determined through a need and purpose study by the City of Sacramento 
anticipated to begin in 2012.  
 

10-2. Please see Master Response D: Equity. Thank you for taking the time to participate in the 
MTP/SCS process.  
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <kevin.mackey87@gmail.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/9/2011 7:14 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name 

 Kevin Mackey 

Email 

 kevin.mackey87@gmail.com 

Do you want a written response? 

 No 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 

 
I think the ideas and goals of the MTP are excellent. As an econ major, I would like to see more financial 
information or data on how the project will be sustained and possible scenarios if budget issues continue/worsen. I 
would like to be included on a mail list for future meetings/presentations to better understand the MTP, current 
progress, and how it is adapting to current successes and setbacks. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 11 – Kevin Mackey 

11-1. Thank you for your support of the MTP/SCS goals and principles. Please see Master 
Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis regarding additional financial information. 
 

11-2. Staff has added you to the MTP/SCS stakeholders list. You will receive electronic 
notification of key dates and actions for the remainder of the MTP/SCS process.  
 
Staff recommends electronic or print subscription to the Regional Report. The Regional 
Report is a quarterly publication that includes updates on agency-wide work and includes 
staff contact information for each specific project or item highlighted. You can sign up 
for the Regional Report online at www.sacog.org/publications/subscribe_regrpt.cfm. 
 
SACOG has more projects and opportunities for public involvement. Staff is available to 
provide additional information on how to join an advisory and/or ad-hoc committee. 
Suggested groups include the Planners Committee, Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Committee, and the Regional Planning Partnership. Please contact Monica Hernández at 
(916) 340-6237 if you would like more information on any of these groups. 
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Folsom Public Hearing Comments from December 14, 2011
Lindell Price

All weather, predawn, and dusk bicycle and pedestrian routes are crucial to achieving the mode shifts forecasted in the MTP. Bicycle and 

pedestrian routes are typically affected more severely by weather than vehicular routes, making bicycle and pedestrian travel less reliable than 

other modes, which disproportionately affects persons who cannot afford vehicular travel (EJ issue). SACOG's future funding rounds should 

include criteria that take into account the appropriateness of bicycle and pedestrian facilities for all weather, year round travel. 

The delay caused by roadway incidents should be considered in congestion computations in the MTP. Understanding collision patterns related to 

road design, intersections, speed, and connectivity is crucial to reducing collisions and the resulting impact on circulation. 

The MTP should analyze the economic impact of health co‐benefits. 

Stanley Price MTP modeling should include collision projections based on past data. 

The EIR should address public health issues related to bicycle and pedestrian travel, including safety concerns and the economic and health 

benefits realized from incorporating active transportation into everyday life. 
The definition of "high quality transit" is restrictive.  Commuter service, which typically does not run every 15 minutes, is productive and serves 

an important role. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 12 – Lindell Price 

12-1. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets. 
 

12-2. It is agreed that this would be beneficial. As part of the agency’s regional monitoring 
program, SACOG tracks two measures of congestion collected by Caltrans and the Texas 
Transportation Institute. Although neither measure provides a detailed split of recurrent 
versus non-recurrent (i.e., incident-related) congestion, both provide tracking of total 
(recurrent plus non-recurrent) delay. SACOG does not currently have the capability to 
forecast non-recurrent congestion, but will be making a concerted effort to develop this 
capability between now and the next update of the MTP/SCS, which would be adopted in 
2016. 

 
12-3. Please see Master Response B: Health. Thank you for taking the time to participate in this 

MTP/SCS public hearing.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 13 – Stanley Price 

13-1. Over time, SACOG has increased both its monitoring and forecasting efforts with regard 
to safety, including bicycle and pedestrian safety.  In monitoring activities, SACOG 
tracks state collision records and documents trends (see the “Regional Transportation 
Monitoring Report” published by SACOG in 2010).  An update of this report is under 
way now, and some of the suggestions for tabulations of collisions will be considered for 
the update, based on the availability of SWITRS data.   

SACOG does not currently have the capability to forecast collisions in anything other 
than a simplistic way (e.g. by simply projecting collisions by a combination of population 
and VMT growth, without any accounting for enhanced design features of new 
transportation projects, nor the effect of programs intended to address safety concerns).  
SACOG monitors collisions and collision rates, and will be working with its planning 
partners to identify a suitable approach to reducing collisions and collision rates which 
could be implemented for the next update of the MTP/SCS.  With regard to using past 
data to project collisions, since 2002, SWITRS data indicate that rates of total collisions 
have declined slightly.  The reasons for the decline are not known, but may include:  
improved vehicle safety features; for some roadways, improvements to geometric design; 
and implementation of safety education programs.  After several years of decline, per 
capita rates of bicycle-involved collisions increased in 2006, 2007 and 2008.  Again, the 
reasons for this increase are not known, but increased exposure (i.e. cyclists sharing 
facilities with automobiles at higher rates) may be one factor.  Projecting these rates into 
the future without specifically accounting for causes of accidents and specific elements of 
projects or programs included in the MTP/SCS aimed at addressing them is speculative.  
However, if increased exposure accounts for the recent increases in rates of bicycle-
involved collisions, construction of more Class I facilities included in the MTP/SCS 
could reduce some of this exposure. 

 
13-2.  The land use changes forecasted by the MTP/SCS, together with the transportation 

investments, reduce the need to travel frequently or over long distances using passenger 
vehicles by putting people closer to jobs and other destinations, and by increasing 
opportunities to bicycle, walk or ride transit.  The MTP/SCS measures the benefits of 
these combined land use and transportation elements on bicycle and pedestrian travel to 
the fullest extent allowed by the data and models available to SACOG during this 
MTP/SCS update cycle. The policies and strategies of the MTP/SCS support the 
objectives of the MTP/SCS, several of which aim to improve the bicycling and pedestrian 
system.  Some of the most relevant objectives include: supporting transportation 
investments that provide high performance benefits for all community types in the region, 
improving the condition of the existing transportation system through the maintenance of 
transportation corridors that can support various modes of travel, supporting 
transportation choice and diversity for all segments of the population through a balanced 
transportation system where investments in various modes complement each other and 
support the diversity of travel demand in various community types.  The MTP/SCS 
demonstrates achievement of these objectives by improved connectivity of the region’s 
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bicycle and pedestrian systems due to greater investment in those systems, as well as the 
forecasted per capita increase in bicycle and pedestrian trips.  

 
In the DEIR, health and safety issues related to bicycle and pedestrian travel are analyzed 
through the more traditional CEQA analyses of the air quality, transportation, noise, and 
hazards/hazardous materials chapters. The DEIR concludes roadway improvements in the 
proposed MTP/SCS will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety.  SACOG agrees with the 
premise that economic and health benefits are derived from incorporating bicycle and 
pedestrian travel into everyday life, however beneficial impacts are not a focus of CEQA, 
and even adverse environmental effects are not considered significant impacts under 
CEQA unless they would result in significant adverse physical changes in the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e), 15064(f)(6), 15131, 15382).  In the 
case of bicycle and pedestrian travel, the positive environmental effects of the increased 
travel forecasted in the plan are analyzed in the aforementioned chapters of the DEIR. In 
addition, please see Response 3-1.  
 

13-3.  The definition of “high quality transit” in the DEIR is consistent with Public Resources 
Code section 21155, which defines a “high quality transit corridor” as “a corridor with 
fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak 
commute hours.”  The DEIR appropriately relies on this statutory definition. 
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <julnguyen05@yahoo.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/19/2011 8:56 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name 

 Julie Nguyen 

Email 

 julnguyen05@yahoo.com 

Do you want a written response? 

 No 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 

 I'm glad that you guys are trying to improve our community. It's nice to know the little things can make a big 
difference. 
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[Type text] 
 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 14 – Julie Nguyen 

14-1. Thank you for acknowledging SACOG’s efforts to improve the community of the 
Sacramento region and for participating in the MTP/SCS process. 
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <ray@sactree.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    12/23/2011 11:08 AM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name 

 ray tretheway 

Email 

 ray@sactree.com 

Do you want a written response? 

 Yes 

Address 

 

sacaramento tree foundation 
191 Lathrop Way suite D 
sacramento, California 95815 
United States 

Map It 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 

I believe SACOG should rethink and retool its MTP/SCS to respond to the emerging set of research and studies on 
how urban forests contribute to the vibrancy of the Sacramento region. There is growing understanding that forests 
in urban settings make positive and measureable contributions to air quality, public health and well-being, 
stormwater quality and runoff reduction, greenhouse gas reductions, urban heat island mitigation, energy 
conservation and enhance the mobility choices of pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Without a comprehenisve urban forest element in the MTP/SCS, these critical benefits will be more difficult to attain 
as the Blueprint urban areas grow in size and density. 
There are important parallels between the changing conceptualiztion of urban forests with the one taking place in 
regard to rural-urban connections. In both instances, priorities are beginning to rest with the economic vitality, 
environmental sustainability and human health and well-being of future growth patterns.  
The recognition of a more important ecological and social role for urban forests leads directly to the realization that 
policies and programs designed to maintain and enhance urban forests in the Sacramento region must expand in 
purpose and scope. There is a regional need for SACOG 's Sustainable Communities Strategy to take the lead in 
capturing this enhanced vision of urban forests; communicating it effectively to the general public and political 
leadership; and encouraging its member cities and counties to develop more functionally sophisticated programs. 
Given SACOG's proven work on minimizing negative transportation impacts on our regions' environmental health 
and community well-being, increasing the region's tree canopy as part of a larger green infrastructure network 
provides a variety of benefits to the region's mobility, environment and people. 
Region-wide the lack of tree canopy in urban and suburban settings adversely affects the health and well being of 
its residents, contributes to higher summer ambient air temperatures and to incidences of air pollution. From 
unshaded parking lots, streets and highways, sidewalks and pathways, enlarging the region's tree canopy should 
be a goal of the MTP/SCS.  
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The Sacramento Tree Foundation has enlisted the support of elected officials, and their respective 22 cities and 6 
counties, for the regional Greenprint initiative to optimize the benefits of trees throughout the region; create 
sustainable urban forests; and build community-wide appreciation for our urban forests. 
The multiple benefits of trees can be part of the solution to some of the more intractable issues facing our region 
today: 
- healthy tree canopy above our streets, sideways and bicycle paths offer an open invitation for exercise and play: 
exercise is key to combating childhood obesity.  
- expanding the region's tree canopy to 30% and greater will filter and clean the air we breathe by removing millions 
of pounds of air pollutants annually; reduce ground-level ozone up to 7%; decrease health risks during extended 
heat waves; and mitigate the negative effects of urban heat islands. 
- healthy tree canopy extends the lifespan of asphalt streets by up to 30%. 
- shaded parking spaces reduce evaporative emissions from parked cars during summer months up to 20%. 
As stated in the MTP/SCS our region is at a crossroads. We will soon begin to grow rapidly following the Blueprint 
initiative. By incorporating a comprehensive transportation approach to rebuilding and expanding our region's urban 
forests in the MTP/SCS, SACOG can reap the benefits, that far exceed the costs, in making our region's 
communities healthy and sustainable. 
We believe special attention in the MTP/SCS should be directed to the role that healthy tree canopy and civic 
engagement can play in regaining the environmental quality and health of neglected neighborhoods. Many 
neighborhoods throughout the Blueprint region are underserved and economically challenged. People living in 
these neighborhoods often have fewer opportunities or resources to secure safe, affordable housing; transit 
options; nearby employment; safe places to be active including parks and greenspaces; a healthy tree canopy; and 
most effected by the impacts of air pollution. Dirty air incurs costs from human health to environmental degradation. 
Neighborhoods that are deprived of trees are deprived of everything a neighborhood should be: safe, welcoming 
and full of vitality. Expanding and caring for a healthy tree canopy are practical ways to engage people of all ages, 
and all neighborhoods, to revitalize their communities. 

Page 2 of 2

1/4/2012file://C:\Documents and Settings\CHoltzen\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise...

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-48

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
15-3Cont.



[Type text] 
 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 15 – Sacramento Tree Foundation 

15-1. Thank you for your suggestion that SACOG should include an urban forest element in the 
MTP/SCS as a way to attain positive contributions to air quality, public health, GHG 
reductions, and other important factors. SACOG agrees that the research, study, and 
cultivation of urban forests are important. As you recall, the SACOG Board adopted a 
resolution in 2006 in support of the Sacramento Tree Foundation’s Greenprint initiative. 
While the MTP/SCS is a plan different from local general plans, with separate federal- 
and state-required elements, SACOG has a history of trying to better understand the 
positive and negative impacts of the MTP/SCS.  
 

15-2. SACOG understands that the MTP/SCS has impacts on issues outside of the immediate 
realm of transportation and its related air quality impacts. As stated above, SAOCG has a 
history of trying to better understand the impacts of the MTP/SCS and is committed to 
improving in future MTP/SCS updates. Within budget constraints, we expect to continue 
working with interested organizations to expand our ability to analyze and address plan 
impacts, and hope that groups will work with us on developing new tools.  
 

15-3. Please see Responses 15-1 and 15-2. In addition, SACOG welcomes further discussion 
with the Sacramento Tree Foundation on ways of measuring and leveraging the mutual 
benefits of the Blueprint, MTP/SCS, and urban forests on air quality and quality of life. 
Thank you again for your comments and for your continued participation in the 
MTP/SCS process. 
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December 23, 2011 
 
Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 
 
Dear SACOG Board of Directors: 
 
We are pleased to offer our comments on the Draft Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035, and thank you for the opportunity to continue 
our involvement in planning for transportation and land use needs in the Sacramento region.  
The MTP/SCS moves the region in the right direction by focusing on meeting the needs of our 
growing population through compact growth, with a variety of transportation mode options, 
and with the needs of all communities in mind.   
 
To ensure that all residents in the region have the opportunity to thrive, the transportation 
network must be planned for all users. It must include reliable, affordable access to multiple 
modes, including transit, walking, and bicycling. It must serve all of our neighborhoods, linking 
jobs, housing options at all income levels, services, educational institutions and opportunities 
for recreation.  
 
The Coalition on Regional Equity (CORE) advocates for regional development that is equitable, 
sustainable and promotes public health for lower income people and communities of color in 
the greater Sacramento Region. The Coalition includes affordable housing advocates and 
developers, environmentalists, transportation advocates, homeless and anti-poverty advocates, 
social service providers, civil rights leaders and health groups. We have a vision for the 
Sacramento region that includes opportunities for all residents to live in communities rich with 
jobs, connected by transit as well as bicycle and pedestrian networks, accessible to services and 
recreation, and  without threat that public investment will drive housing costs up and displace 
residents from their homes. 
 
The Draft MTP/SCS makes strides toward achieving this vision of a sustainable, equitable 
region. However, we respectfully recommend that SACOG strengthen and enhance the equity 
provisions of the MTP/SCS that address the transportation and planning needs of low-income 
communities, communities of color, other vulnerable populations, as well as preserve our 
natural habitat.  We believe SACOG should do so for two reasons:  first, it will bring the 

nd federal legal and regulatory
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Coalition on Regional Equity MTP/SCS Comment Letter, Page 2 
 

2 
 

obligations; second, more equitable transportation and land use planning will facilitate more 
robust and sustainable economic growth in the region.1  recommendations to achieve 
this are as follows: 
 
1. Promote Affordable Housing in All Communities 

 Promote affordable housing in all parts of the region. 
 To this end, add a Strategy to Policy 4 to prevent gentrification and displacement of 

existing residents from transit-
support and incentivize best practices to prevent gentrification resulting in 
displacement of existing resident, including practices that stabilize existing renters and 
lower and moderate income homeowners; create new homeownership opportunities 
for low to moderate income households; facilitate comprehensive community benefits 
packages that include good jobs and land use provisions; facilitate income and asset 
creation in affected areas; and support neighborhood-specific measures to fund the 

2   
 

2. Create a Jobs-Housing Fit Analysis Tool 
 The importance of this tool, as specified in Strategy 4.3, cannot be over-emphasized. 
 Use this new modeling tool to help create opportunities for people at all income levels 

to live where they work. 
 

3. Meet the Needs of Transit Dependent Populations 
 Add a Strategy (or multiple Strategies) to Policy 23 that specifically addresses the needs 

of the following transit-dependent populations: low-income people and youth under 
age 18. The Strategy should include improving transit services and options for low-
income people and youth by employing the same mechanisms set forth in Strategy 
23.1.  

o We suggest adding the following language
discounted monthly passes, and plan bus and other transit routes compatible 

 
o Specifically to address the needs of youth under 18, we suggest the following 

transit providers to ensure that district and or public bus routes enable all K-12 
 

 
low income and minority communities whose needs and concerns otherwise might be 

 

                                                 
1 Notable references on the linkages between equity and economic prosperity include Just Growth: Inclusion and 

 by Chris Benner and Manuel Pastor, and 
is the Superior Growth Model by PolicyLink.  
2 We refer SACOG to the tool for measurement and interventio
Community Innovation described in Mapping Susceptibility to Gentrification, available here:  
http://communityinnovation.berkeley.edu/publications.html for further development of this strategy. 
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Coalition on Regional Equity MTP/SCS Comment Letter, Page 3 
 

 
 

Add a Strategy to Policy 24 that encourages transit agencies to consider and plan for 
the needs of low-income and other vulnerable populations in rural parts of the region, 
perhaps through stakeholder meetings, a speaker series or series of webinars. 
 

4. Promote Transportation Equity for All, Including Transit Dependent and Choice Riders 
 Transit service networks should connect communities in the region to opportunities to 

live, work, recreate, access services, and worship without the need for a private 
automobile. 

 Street networks should facilitate travel by all modes, necessitating prioritizing 
investment in pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure throughout communities and near 
transit stops. 

 Develop specific strategies to ensure appropriate phasing of transit and active 
transportation improvements with residential development. While SB375 only requires 
quality transit to be planned within the time horizon of the MTP/SCS for residential 
projects to meet the criteria for CEQA benefits, development built without transit 
inevitably becomes car-oriented, and it is difficult to reverse this behavior. 
 

5. Prioritize Equity-Promoting Investments First 
 

constraints when financially feasible, with attention to restore and strengthen service to 
low-income communities and other areas where transit-  

 Add to Policy 28 a Strategy to fund equity-promoting investments first. We suggest the 

projects that enhance equity in the region, laying the foundation for the remainder of 
 

 
6. Create an Equity Scenario in the Next MTP/SCS, or Integrate Equity in Every Scenario 

 Strengthen the equity analysis for future plans by including an analysis to measure the 
impact of the plan on low-income communities, communities of color, and other 
vulnerable populations (Environmental Justice Communities) that live outside of the 

help determine true impact on these populations.  
 Apply the jobs-housing fit tool to the analysis for the next MTP/SCS. 
 Track the equity performance of this plan to provide the analytical foundation for future 

plans. 
 Hold a series of conversations with equity partners to identify key planks of an equity 

scenario and how they can best be integrated into the next MTP/SCS scenario(s). 
 Create a defined public process for CEQA streamlining determinations. SB 375 gives the 

local jurisdiction the discretion for making the determination for what level of CEQA 
exemptions a project is qualified for within the MTP/SCS, but there is no mandate for a 
public hearing or review process for this determination. A public process must be 
established to ensure that equity, health, and environmental interests are adequately 
addressed.  
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Coalition on Regional Equity MTP/SCS Comment Letter, Page 4 
 

 
 

7. Improve Ecological Impact Analysis and Include Strategic Planning for Habitat and Open 
Space Conservation 

 The interests of equity, public health and compact transit-oriented development are 
best served by complementary planning for natural resource and open-space 
conservation. While we applaud the work of the Rural Urban Connections Strategy to 
analyze regional agricultural viability, considerations of habitat viability and 
opportunities for outdoor recreation and education could be improved to better serve 
the needs of the region.  

 Coordinated conservation strategies and tools must be developed to aide adherence to 
the MTP/SCS urban footprint and provide ample opportunity for open space 
preservation.  

 
We believe that these recommendations, if included in the MTP/SCS, will help the Sacramento 
region address the needs of all residents in a meaningful way. Strengthening the analysis of 
how the MTP/SCS will impact low-income communities, communities of color, other vulnerable 
populations, and natural habitat, as well as creating specific strategies to address the needs of 
these populations as the MTP/SCS is implemented, will create a more equitable, sustainable, 
and prosperous region.  
 

equitable future, and urge the SACOG Board of Directors to support the strengthening of equity 
measures and strategies in the MTP/SCS.  
 
The Coalition on Regional Equity- and its member organizations throughout the region- are 
committed to supporting the ongoing planning and implementation of the MTP/SCS through 
th
constituents on ensuring that equity and opportunity for all in the Sacramento region become a 
reality.  
 
Thank you for considering our comments and recommendations. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kendra Bridges 
Land Use Policy Director 
Sacramento Housing Alliance 
 
Sarah Mercer 
Director of Government Affairs 
California Pan-Ethnic Health Network 
 
Efren M. Guttierrez 
Executive Director 
Chicano Consortium of Sacramento 

Jonathan Ellison 
Board President 
Environmental Council of Sacramento 
 
Mona Tawatao 
Regional Counsel 
Legal Services of Northern California 
 
Linda Deavens 
Chief Executive Officer 
Paratransit, Inc. 
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Coalition on Regional Equity MTP/SCS Comment Letter, Page 5 
 

 
 

 
Frances Gracechild 
Executive Director 
Resources for Independent Living 
 
Barbara Stanton 
Founder/Director 
RiderShip for the Masses 
 
Stanley Keasling 
Chief Executive Officer 
Rural Community Assistance Corporation 
 
Rachel Iskow 
Chief Executive Officer 
Sacramento Mutual Housing Association 
 
Eric Vega 
Board Chair 
Sol Collective 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rafael Aguilera 
Director 
Solistic Institute 
 
Alvin D. Vaughn, Jr.  
Director, Advocacy & Communications 
Ubuntu Green 
 
Teri Duarte 
Executive Director 
WALKSacramento 
 
Mindy Romero 
Board President 
Yolo Mutual Housing Association 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 16 – Coalition on Regional Equity 

16-1. Thank you for providing comments and for your continued involvement in the MTP/SCS 
process. 
 

16-2. SACOG agrees, transportation planning should consider all uses and appreciates CORE’s 
vision for the region. 
 

16-3. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

16-4. Thank you for the suggestion to add a strategy on preventing gentrification and 
displacement of existing residents from transit-rich areas. SACOG has a history of trying 
to better understand the impacts of the MTP and is committed to improving its expertise 
for the next MTP/SCS. Within budget constraints, we expect to continue working with 
equity and other organizations to expand our ability to analyze and address plan impacts, 
and hope that groups will work with us on developing new tools. With regard to the 
suggestions about funding and facilitating the development of affordable housing and 
homeownership opportunities, while SACOG does not directly fund housing, it has 
sought for many years to encourage the development of more affordable options in the 
region, including through the RHNA process and the pilot Sacramento Regional Compact 
for Production of Affordable adopted by the SACOG Board in 2004. The MTP/SCS 
forecasts more attached and small-lot housing, much of it within close proximity of high-
quality transit, which should help increase the affordability of housing choices in the 
region. Through the HUD grant, we are working to demonstrate how jurisdictions can 
utilize CEQA streamlining benefits under SB 375 to facilitate infill residential and 
residential mixed-use projects. SHRA was also recently awarded a HUD challenge grant 
to help develop a TOD Loan Fund in Sacramento County to fill financing gaps; SACOG 
will assist in that effort. 

 
16-5. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 

 
16-6. Strategy 23.1 has been modified to read: “Improve transit services and options for people 

with disabilities disabled, low-income, and youth passengers, by ensuring all vehicles and 
facilities are safe and accessible, access routes to transit stops are safe and accessible 
where feasible, drivers are trained about regulations and good practices, and transfers are 
convenient and safe.”  
 
Policy 24 has been revised to read: “SACOG intends to strive to e Ensure community 
outreach to low income and minority communities whose needs and concerns might 
otherwise be overlooked.”   
 
On the suggestion for a strategy on changing transit fares and service planning, transit 
agency leadership adopts the fare structure for each transit agency, considering the costs 
of service, anticipated revenues, and farebox recovery requirements, but current fare and 
transfer policies may be reviewed as part of implementing the Connect Card system in 
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the region. SACOG is currently conducting a study of needs for public transportation for 
those working non-traditional shifts to identify gaps and potential solutions. 
 
With regard to the suggestion for school district-transit partnerships, public transit 
agencies are prohibited by law from providing service that exclusively serves students. 
However, many of the region’s transit agencies serve stops at or near existing schools as 
part of their regular fixed-route service, and SACOG encourages operators to stay 
informed of bell times at junior/middle and high schools. Local transit agencies report 
they do not see many families sending their elementary age children to school on public 
buses. Because of safety concerns for elementary school children, a number of transit 
operators currently require adult supervision for children under a certain age. SACOG 
expects to monitor the issue of any school transportation funding cuts for its impacts on 
the region. 
 
Regarding the suggestion for transit agencies to consider and plan for the needs of low-
income and other vulnerable populations in rural parts of the region, SACOG works with 
the transit agencies to plan and conduct annual Unmet Transit Needs hearings in four 
counties--Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba--to consider whether there are needs of 
their local populations for transit service that can reasonably be met by the transit 
agencies. (For more information, see http://www.sacog.org/transit/unmet.cfm.) The 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) and El Dorado County 
Transportation Commission (EDCTC) are responsible for the unmet transit needs process 
in their respective counties. Additionally, SACOG has obtained Caltrans planning grant 
funds to update Short-Range Transit Plans for the various agencies in the four counties to 
plan for operations and new/replacement vehicles to address public transportation needs 
in their service areas. The transit agencies serving rural populations in the region also 
regularly respond to requests for information and presentations. SACOG also conducted a 
Senior and Disabled Mobility Study in 2006 and a 2011 Lifeline Transit Study entitled 
“Outreach and Analysis of Transit Dependent Needs in the SACOG Region” to help 
identify transit needs of low-income and vulnerable populations in the region’s rural and 
urban areas. SACOG has added a new Strategy 23.3 as follows: “Continue to follow up 
on findings and outcomes from the 2011 Lifeline Transit Study with the Transit 
Coordinating Committee in order to inform transit agency decisions on critical service 
restoration priorities.” SACOG is currently applying for funds for a study on how to 
improve the connectivity of Dial-a-Ride/demand response systems in the region, 
especially to reach health care across county and operator boundaries.  

 
16-7. SACOG agrees transit service should provide access to home, work, services, and other 

activities. The draft plan supports this in a number of ways including allocating over $11 
billion to transit projects, increasing transit service hours and productivity, and planning 
more jobs within a 30-minute transit ride than are accessible today. SACOG also agrees 
with the importance of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and complete streets. The 
draft plan includes a number of policies and strategies supporting this, as well as $2.8 
billion in dedicated bicycle and pedestrian funding.  
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Phasing assumptions related to the amount and density of development were considered 
in the timing of transportation projects.  In addition, the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation process and the plan’s federal air quality conformity determination are directly 
tied to these land use and transportation phasing assumptions.  Because of the many 
planning implications of these three plans, SACOG and our member and partner agencies 
worked very hard to estimate as accurately as possible the short-term (2020) and long-
term (2035) growth patterns and transportation investments.  Please also see Master 
Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis.   

 
However, SACOG agrees with the notion of improving coordination among agencies 
responsible for land use entitlements, transportation planning, and transportation service 
provision.  To demonstrate this, a new strategy has been added to the MTP/SCS: 
Strategy 29.5: Help facilitate improved coordination between transit agencies, public 
works departments and local land use authorities in planning new developments that are 
transit-, bicycle-, and pedestrian-supportive and timed so that new facilities and transit 
services are more likely to be available at the time the new growth occurs. 
 

16-8. Thank you for your suggestion. Decisions regarding restoring or expanding transit service 
involve a complex balancing of the goals and objectives of the MTP/SCS and transit 
agency plans and policies. Service decisions are further complicated by the timing and 
availability of funding sources. Please see Master Response D: Equity and Master 
Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for more information on these issues. 
 

16-9. SACOG’s analysis is “place-based” because, as explained in Chapter 8 (p. 8-7), SACOG 
is not currently able to forecast where low-income or minority populations will live over 
the life of the Plan. SACOG is seeking funding to develop greater economic forecasting 
capacity through development of the PECAS model, which may assist in forecasting 
income in the future. However, SACOG may still not be able to predict changes in 
neighborhood demographics over several decades with any accuracy. This plan includes a 
much improved analysis of equity issues compared to the previous MTP, exceeding 
SACOG’s federal requirements for considering equity impacts. Nevertheless, SACOG is 
committed to continuing to improve how we look at equity and expanding the equity 
performance indicators examined in future updates to the MTP/SCS. Please see Master 
Response D: Equity for more information. 
 

16-10. For CEQA exemptions, Public Resource Code Section 21155.1 requires a legislative 
body to conduct a public hearing to find that a transit priority project meets all of the 
environmental criteria of subdivision (a), all of the land use criteria of subdivision (b), 
and at least one of the three criteria in subdivision (c) of that section. This means a 
thorough analysis of a proposed project needs to be conducted and then considered at a 
public hearing before a transit priority project can be declared a sustainable communities 
project qualifying for a CEQA exemption under SB 375. For Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessments (SCEAs), which are applicable to transit priority projects, 
Public Resource Code Section 21155.2(b) describes public comment periods for a draft 
SCEA, with notice provided in the same manner as required for an EIR pursuant to 
Section 21092. For EIRs applicable to transit priority projects and residential or mixed-
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use residential projects, the standard EIR noticing and public review periods would apply 
(CEQA Guidelines 15082(c), 15087, 15105(a), PRC 21092, CEQA Guidelines 15092). 
 

16-11. Thank you for your comments supporting the RUCS project. The RUCS project is 
intended to be an economic and environmental sustainability strategy for rural areas. 
Given that agriculture is the main rural land use and economic activity in the SACOG 
region, RUCS started with a focus on agricultural viability as its key objective and means 
to support the environmental benefits provided by open land.  
 
In terms of habitat and open space (hereafter referred to as open space), SACOG has 
identified these topics for future work. While some open space research has been 
included in RUCS research to date (see Appendix E-2 of the MTP/SCS), SACOG intends 
to work with stakeholders to accomplish two goals related to open space: 1) develop a 
richer understanding of the parks and open space challenges and opportunities in the 
region, and 2) build data and modeling tools that help the region use better information 
for better decision-making. Among the data development opportunities is an inventory of 
existing data on recreational and open space lands, which could be assembled and 
analyzed for gaps. Other important outcomes of the open space research will be the 
identification of ecosystem services provided by open lands. Examples of these services 
include flood control, groundwater recharge, and carbon sequestration. SACOG intends 
to work with stakeholders and interested parties in the development of these tools, just as 
it has reached out to interested parties on other aspects of RUCS. However, development 
of new tools and analyses will require additional revenues beyond SACOG’s existing 
budget. SACOG is actively seeking funds to pay for a number of activities related to 
broadening the work of the RUCS project, including scoping a regional open space plan, 
but the extent of this work is, in part, dependent on the level of additional funding 
SACOG is able to secure. 
 

16-12. Thank you for taking the time to participate in this important process and to submit your 
comments.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 17 – YUBA COUNTY, Roger Abe, Chairman of 
the Board 

17-1. SACOG properly relied upon the information available at the time of DEIR preparation 
to analyze flood protection and impacts associated with flooding.  SACOG acknowledges 
that Yuba County recently completed levee improvements that offer 100-year flood 
protection and has received a Letter of Map Revision from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA).   The California Department of Water Resources has not 
yet published a methodology that acknowledges that areas with 100-year flood protection 
also have 200-year flood protection.  Responses to your requested changes are listed in 
responses 4-2 through 4-8. While SACOG cannot show that any areas have less exposure 
to flood hazards until new flood zone maps are published, the responses will 
acknowledge Yuba County’s levee improvements.  

 
17-2. In response to this comment, SACOG deletes the reference to Yuba County in the fourth 

paragraph under the heading “Flood Control” on page 7-19 of the MTP/SCS.  
  

In response to this comment, SACOG modifies the paragraph under the heading 
“Established Communities” on page 11-81 of the EIR with the following: 
 

Like Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities are already 
urbanized, but at a lower average density. Housing units will increase by 
approximately 79,000, but will decrease in proportional share from 77 percent to 
64 percent. Established Communities in Sacramento County will add 16,599 
housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yolo County will add 791 
housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. Yuba County will add 1,702 
housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area, although this number may be 
considerably lower, due to recent levee improvements in a portion of the county 
that are not yet available in the official state data source used for this analysis. 
Specifically, the communities of Linda and Olivehurst may now have 200-year 
level protection and as such would not experience growth delays due to flood 
control issues. This growth pattern is consistent with the policies of the 2008 MTP 
and Blueprint, which call for a more compact regional growth footprint.  

 
In response to this comment, SACOG also modifies the paragraph under the heading 
“Developing Communities” on page 11-82 with the following: 
  
Developing Communities in Sacramento County will add 5,350 housing units in the 200-
year flood hazard area. Sutter County will add 3,475 housing units in the 200-year flood 
hazard area. Yolo County will add 954 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area. 
Yuba County will add 5,926 housing units in the 200-year flood hazard area, although 
this number may be considerably lower, due to recent levee improvements in a portion of 
the county that are not yet available in the official state data source used for this analysis. 
Specifically, the communities of Plumas Lakes and areas north of Wheatland in the 
Highway 65 corridor may now have 200-year level protection and as such would not 
experience growth delays due to flood control issues.  
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These changes do not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and would 
result in fewer impacts. 
  

17-3. We recognize that Yuba County has completed levee improvements that are designed to 
provide 200-year level protection, but the floodplain maps available to us do not yet 
reflect these improvements. We also recognize that these levees have been accredited by 
FEMA as providing 100-year flood protection, but again, the floodplain maps available to 
us do not yet reflect these improvements.  In response to this comment, and in order to 
acknowledge these levee improvements in the EIR, SACOG has added a footnote to 
Figure 11.3 on page 11-10 that states:  
 

Yuba County completed levee improvements in 2011 that are designed to provide 
200-year level protection in various areas of South Yuba County and have been 
accredited by FEMA for 100-year flood protection. However, new floodplain 
maps that reflect these levee improvements were not available at the time of 
publication of this EIR. 

 
This change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and 
would result in fewer impacts. 
 

17-4. Recommended changes accepted. In response to this comment, SACOG deletes 
Goldfields Parkway, Plumas Arboga Road and River Oaks Blvd from Table 11.5 on page 
11-79.  This change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and 
would result in fewer impacts. 
 

17-5. As stated in response 4-3, we acknowledge that Yuba County now levees designed to 
provide 200-year level protection, but the floodplain map available to us does not reflect 
these improvements (see Response 4-3). In response to this comment, SACOG has 
modified the last sentence in the second paragraph under the heading Developing 
Communities on page 11-93 to read: 

 
Yuba County will add a maximum of 5,926 housing units and 3,478 jobs 
in a 200 year flood hazard area. Recent levee improvements in southern 
Yuba County are designed to provide 200-year flood protection and may 
result in less or no exposure to flood hazards.   

  
This change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and 
would result in fewer impacts. 
 

17-6. Recommended changes accepted. In response to this comment, SACOG has removed the 
interchange at Feather River Blvd and SR 70 from Table 11.6 on page 11-108. This 
change does not have an impact on the analysis included in the EIR and would result in 
fewer impacts.  
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17-7. In response to this comment, Figure 11.6 on page 11-31 is accurate as presented. Figure 
11.6 shows potential inundation areas should any dams/reservoirs be breached. The labels 
refer to the inundation areas, which are primarily southwest of the dams/reservoirs.  
 

17-8. Recommended changes accepted. In response to this comment, SACOG has removed the 
second item listed in Appendix A page 129 of the project list. La Porte Road Bridge at 
New York Creek now appears as the third item on this page.  
 

17-9. We do not have additional questions. Thank you for providing these changes. 
 

17-10. The informational attachment is noted and requires no response.  
 

17-11. The informational attachment is noted and requires no response.  
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-66



Administration  

 
ENGINEERING & 

SURVEYING

COUNTY OF PLACER  
Community Development Resource Agency 

  
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE:  JANUARY 4, 2012 
 
TO:   MAYWAN KRACH, ECS 
 
FROM:  REBECCA TABER 
 
SUBJECT:  METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN / SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY 

STRATEGIES FOR 2035 UPDATE, POLICY DOCUMENT AND DRAFT EIR 
 

  
The Engineering and Surveying Department and the Department of Public Works Transportation 
Division have reviewed the Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) / Sustainable 
Community Strategies (SCS) for 2035 and associated Draft EIR.  The project applicant is the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this policy document and Draft EIR. 
We would like to provide the following comment for your consideration: 
 

1. Since the MTP is a long-range planning document for the SACOG region, the 
following completed projects should be omitted from Appendix A (list of projects): 
 
a.  Douglas Boulevard Pedestrian Facilities and Landscaping. 

b.  Foresthill Passing Lane Modification Project. 

c.  Sheridan SRTS Project. 

 
2. Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan Project List:  It appears that the City of 

Lincoln Department of Public Works item on page 27 of 142 (dated October 27, 
2011) in Appendix A to widen Fiddyment Road to 4 lanes from East Catlett to 
Nicolaus Road may be in error.  Fiddyment Road ends at Moore Road at its northern 
limit, and this portion of Fiddyment is within the Placer County Department of Public 
Works jurisdiction. 

 
3. Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan Project List:  There is an error on page 38 of 

142 in Appendix A – instead of Bell Ave., it should be Bell Road. 
 
cc: Phil Vassion, DPW Transportation 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 18 – Placer County Department of Public 
Works 

18-1. Responses to your requested changes are listed in responses 5-2 through 5-4. You are 
welcome and thank you for participating in the MTP/SCS process.   
 

18-2. The recommended changes have been made to Appendix A of the MTP/SCS.  Removal 
of these completed projects from Appendix A does not have an impact on the analysis 
included in the EIR because it does not remove them from the travel model analysis of 
the EIR.  
 

18-3. The recommended changes have been made to Appendix A of the MTP/SCS.  Because 
this project included funding for project analysis only, there are no implications for the 
analysis conducted for the EIR. 

 
18-4. The recommended change has been made to Appendix A of the MTP/SCS. This change 

corrects an error in the title of the project. Because the description and location of the 
investment is correct, it does not have an impact on the environmental analysis included 
in the EIR. 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-68



MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-69

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
19-1

GGreene
Typewritten Text
19-2

GGreene
Typewritten Text
19-3

GGreene
Typewritten Text
19-4



MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-70

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
19-4Cont.

GGreene
Typewritten Text
19-5

GGreene
Typewritten Text



MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-71

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
19-5Cont.



[Type text] 
 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 19 – City of Davis 

19-1. SACOG thanks the City of Davis for providing comments and for its participation 
throughout the MTP/SCS process. 
 

19-2. Thank you for your support of the MTP/SCS goals of promoting smart growth, 
integrating land use and transportation, reducing congestion and greenhouse gas 
emissions, and conserving natural resources. 
 

19-3. Policy 1 in the MTP/SCS has several strategies to provide incentives or encourage other 
agencies to provide incentives for infill development and smart growth, which have GHG 
reduction benefits. Another strategy in the MTP/SCS, Strategy 9.1, provides incentives 
for infill development through the Infill Streamlining Program developed by the 
Sacramento Air Quality Management District. Lastly, SB 375 aims to incentivize projects 
that help the region achieve the GHG reduction target. 
 

19-4. SACOG will work with the City of Davis during the spring and summer of 2012 to 
review the proposed modifications to the Capital Corridor Multimodal Facility. The 
project is currently programmed in SACOG’s Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP), which requires a higher level of scrutiny over financial assumptions for 
individual projects. An increase in funding for this project will require a deeper review of 
the city’s funding strategy for the project. In preparation for potential amendment to the 
MTIP and the MTP/SCS, SACOG will coordinate with the City of Davis during ongoing 
efforts to look at transportation priorities in the city.  
 

19-5. These projects have been added. We look forward to the completion of your 
transportation project priority plan and continued communication. 
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Sacramento Public Hearing Comments from January 4, 2012
Amy Williams, Legal 

Services of Northern 

California

The MTP is a good plan, but the timeline is too spread out. We need improved transit service now. The California Endowment's initiative 

"Building Healthy Communities" will be completed in eight years, and SACOG should attempt to complement that initiative with increased 

transit service that will address equity issues and benefit low‐income communities. 

The MTP/SCS performance measures should include more measures related to public health and healthy communities. 

Earl Withy Combe

Accountability Gap: SACOG does not have the land use authority to guarantee achievement of the SCS goals, only the ability to model that 

attainment is possible. SACOG should begin a program of incentives and disincentives to encourage and incentivize local jurisdictions to adopt 

and embrace the Blueprint vision, including the siting of high‐density developments near transit. SACOG should institute a bonus point system 

in the programs, planning, and enhancement funding to give bonus point in communities where the local jurisdictions have clearly 

demonstrated that they support the Blueprint goals and they enforce those in the approval of new land use projects. Over time, SACOG should 

add a similar bonus system to other pots of funding. SACOG needs more levers to achieve the goals of the SCS. The plan is somewhat wishful 

thinking without such controls. 

 SACOG should consider something akin to the 30/10 initiative that was approved in L.A. County. This initiative establishes a sales tax increase 

that will be used to bond new transit projects over a 10‐year period that would otherwise take 30 years. The SACOG region needs another 

funding option for returning transit service levels and expanding them. The region should consider an initiative like the one in L.A.

Anything we can do to bring down GHG emissions is desirable. 

Michael Monasky Disappointed with the public comment process. Usually, a public hearing is started and ended officially and the members who comprise the 

Board  are present, but not a single Board member is present to hear comments. 

Concerned about the air quality chapter, including diesel contaminants. 

SACOG should include public health officials in public outreach. 

The MTP puts too much investment in roadway projects. Greater investment in transit projects would yield better returns for reductions in 

vehicle miles traveled and better air quality. Vulnerable populations carry more of this burden in terms of adverse health outcomes. 

GHG emissions are still growing. Roadway maintenance and rehabilitation projects (which account for $7 billion of total MTP expenditures) 

should not be included as non‐exempt projects in air quality conformity determinations because the current infrastructure is already causing 

too much GHG emissions.

Mike Barnbaum

The MTP project list needs to include something about the San Joaquin corridor that runs from Oakland/Sacramento to Bakersfield. 

During the unmet transit needs process, transit needs that are found to be reasonable to meet should be specially recognized or "fast tracked" 

in the MTP/SCS to speed implementation of these services. 
The region should consider something  like the 30/10 initiative approved in L.A. County. SACOG should think outside the box to help move the 

region forward. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 20 – Legal Services of Northern California 

20-1. Thank you for your comments and for participating in this important process. Please see 
Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
 

20-2. Please see Master Response B: Health. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 21 – Earl Withycombe 

21-1. The comment is correct in stating that SACOG does not have the land use authority to 
guarantee achievement of the SCS goals. The policies and strategies of the MTP/SCS 
encourage local jurisdictions to implement the Blueprint, and the Community Design 
Grant Program is a competitive funding program to encourage planning and construction 
of Blueprint-supportive land use projects, which include transit-oriented development. 
This program is only open to projects that demonstrate their support of the Blueprint 
goals.  
 
In addition to this, SB 375 provides CEQA streamlining incentives to transit-oriented 
development projects and it is one of the objectives of the MTP/SCS to activate those 
CEQA streamlining incentives.  
 

21-2. SACOG is tracking the 30/10 initiative in Los Angeles County. While the initiative 
would not result in an increase to the total MTP/SCS budget, SACOG is committed to 
tracking innovative financing practices that would accelerate implementation of projects 
contained in the plan. The finance policies and strategies in Chapter 6 of the MTP/SCS 
include a number of policies to pursue funding tools that allow investment in critical 
transportation projects early in the plan.  
 

21-3. Thank you for this comment. Chapter 7 of the MTP/SCS provides a description of how 
the MTP/SCS contributes to the GHG reduction goals of AB 32 and SB 375.  Thank you 
for taking the time to participate in the MTP/SCS process.  

 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-75



RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 22 – Michael Monasky 

22-1.  CEQA encourages, but does not require, public agencies to hold a public hearing to 
receive comments on environmental documents. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15087, subd. (i).)  
SACOG held public hearings to give the public an opportunity to comment on the DEIR 
in accordance with CEQA.  Each public hearing was started and ended officially. At the 
beginning of each meeting, SACOG staff presented the format and process for the 
meeting. Members of the SACOG Board are not required to attend the public hearings, 
although some board members attended some of the public hearings. Regardless of board 
member attendance at the public hearings, the SACOG Board will receive a report and 
presentation of all oral comments received at public hearings and all written comments 
received via U.S. Mail and email. You may also attend regular SACOG Board meetings 
and committee meetings if you would like to speak directly to board members. The 
SACOG Board meeting and committee schedule is available at: 
http://www.sacog.org/calendar/. 

 
22-2. Please see Response 8-2 regarding diesel contaminants.  
 
22-3. SACOG developed a detailed Public Participation Plan as part of the MTP/SCS process 

and encouraged input from a variety of stakeholder groups, including public health 
officials.  SACOG will continue to try to engage public health officials in its MTP/SCS 
outreach. The stakeholder focus groups, held at the beginning of the MTP/SCS public 
outreach process, was a first attempt to engage public health interests in the region on the 
MTP/SCS. Public services and mental health services interests attended and we asked all 
participants to help us to engage other potential stakeholders. However, we are always 
trying to broaden our outreach and will continue to try to engage public health interests in 
future outreach efforts. 

 
22-4. SACOG does not agree that the MTP/SCS invests too much in roadway projects.  The 

roadway investments in the plan are important to accommodate population and housing 
growth.  The MTP/SCS makes strategic road and highway investments to relieve 
congestion at existing and projected bottlenecks which facilitate a more efficient system 
for both transit and automobiles. The plan meets or exceeds its greenhouse gas reduction 
targets, in part by being careful about where it expands the road and highway system. 
Please also see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for more 
information about how financial constraints limit investment decisions in the region.  
 
The plan’s Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis (Chapter 8) demonstrates that road 
projects in the MTP/SCS are located throughout the region and are not disproportionately 
concentrated in EJ areas. In addition, the MTP/SCS doubles transit vehicle service hours 
regionwide compared to a base year of 2008, and service hours on rail and bus routes that 
serve EJ areas increase by 88 percent. 

 
22-5. Transportation Conformity is a process set up under the Federal Clean Air Act to ensure 

that transportation planning, transportation improvement programs, and projects are 
consistent with plans to achieve and maintain Federal air quality standards. Specific 
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requirements are set by US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations in 40 
CFR 93. The Clean Air Act does not include GHG emissions in the transportation 
conformity process. The SACOG conformity determination for the Plan and Program is 
consistent with all federal requirements.   

 
While the Clean Air Act does not regulate GHG emissions, CEQA requires an analysis of 
the MTP/SCS’ potential impacts to energy and global climate change. Chapter 8 of the 
EIR determines that implementation of the MTP/SCS, consisting of the proposed 
transportation investments and land use pattern, would reduce GHG emissions on a per 
capita and absolute basis, and in compliance with AB 32 and SB 375.  No projects were 
exempted or excluded from this GHG analysis.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 23 – Mike Barnbaum 

23-1. The MTP project list in Appendix A-1 does not contain listings for all transit routes. 
Instead, a lump sum for transit operations throughout the region is included in the list.  
Chapter 5-C - Transit and Non-Motorized Travel includes a discussion of intercity rail 
serving the region, and SACOG participates in the San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee. 
However, the MTP/SCS does not include specific enhancements to the San Joaquin 
Route as it is a service of Amtrak, which is not funded through SACOG’s MTP/SCS. 
 

23-2. Please see Master Response A: Transit.  
 

23-3. SACOG is tracking the 30/10 initiative in Los Angeles County. While the initiative 
would not result in an increase to the total MTP/SCS budget, SACOG is committed to 
tracking innovative financing practices that would accelerate implementation of projects 
contained in the plan. The finance policies and strategies in Chapter 6 of the MTP/SCS 
include a number of policies to pursue funding tools that allow investment in critical 
transportation projects early in the plan. Thank you for taking the time to participate in 
the MTP/SCS process. 
 
 

 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-78



Sacramento Public Hearing Comments from January 4, 2012
Mona Tawatao, 

Legal Services of 

Northern California

The draft plan moves the region in the right direction, especially considering a more challenging fiscal environment. The commitment to 

developing affordable housing and addressing equity issues is appreciated. However, the plan could and should do more to address equity issues 

throughout the region. SACOG has legal and regulatory obligations in this regard, particularly with concern for whether or not the plan promotes 

access to opportunity, lessens or exacerbates racial segregation, and avoids or mitigates potential impacts, especially to residents in 

environmental justice communities. Promoting equity in the plan also enhances economic growth. Minority populations will continue to grow 

rapidly. People and communities of color, as well as those living in low‐income areas, typically bear the burden of failed systems and 

infrastructure. We can't thrive as a region if we don't act aggressively to close these gaps and disparities. We need to treat the upcoming 

generation as an asset because the region's economic health depends on it.

1) Jobs/housing fit should ensure that people live near where they work.

2) Analysis of displacement of residents and potential effects of such displacement in terms of transit, service, and job access. 

3) Analysis of whether or not any part of the plan has disproportionate impacts on communities of color.  

4) Frontload transit investments. Improving transit benefits groups that are already far behind in terms of access and opportunity, and delaying 

transit investments may be too little too late to benefit these groups. 

Ruby Avila, Youth 

Advocate Network 

for Sustainable 

Communities Public transit improvements, complete streets, and more frequent transit are very important. SACOG should remember to include youth in their 

outreach efforts. 

Teri Duarte, 

WALKSacramento

The MTP/SCS needs a timetable to achieve complete streets. The region doesn't have a complete network of bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure.

Each transportation project should go through a review to see how closely it achieves health, environmental, and equity goals of the region. 
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[Type text] 
 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 24 – Legal Services of Northern California 

24-1. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

24-2. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

24-3. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

24-4. The environmental justice analysis of the Draft MTP/SCS, in Chapter 8 of the plan, 
complies with federal environmental justice analysis requirements.   

 
24-5. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis.  Thank you for your 

comments and for your continued participation in this important process. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 25 – Youth Advocate Network for Sustainable 
Communities 

25-1. YANSC’s concerns are noted and SACOG agrees that improvements to transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian infrastructure and complete streets have direct impact to youth. SACOG 
considers youth a regular stakeholder for the MTP/SCS process and will continue to 
involve youth in the future.  

 
For this MTP/SCS, staff worked with the Woodland REACH Coalition, El Dorado 
County Youth Commission, and the Yuba-Sutter Friday Night Live groups. We hope to 
continue to build on relationships with these youth groups and expand to new ones. 
Additionally, youth-focused health services and education representatives participated in 
focus groups in the early development of the MTP/SCS and its outreach and 
communication plan. 

 
 SACOG hopes that groups such as yours continue to participate in both regional and local 

processes to support the implementation of the MTP/SCS. We look forward to your 
continued involvement. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 26 – WALKSacramento 

26-1. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. We appreciate the interest and active involvement of 
WALKSacramento in the development of the MTP/SCS. 
 

26-2. SACOG appreciates the interest in measuring the environmental, health, and equity 
outcomes of individual projects. As with the planning process undertaken for the 
MTP/SCS, SACOG welcomes early input on the methodology to be used for scenario 
development and testing in the next plan update. SACOG’s approach for the MTP/SCS 
was shaped in 2010 through input received by SACOG advisory groups and Board 
direction. 
 
The significant challenge to testing individual project outcomes is that the MTP/SCS is a 
long-range plan that looks at land use and transportation interactions in their full context 
at a regional scale. The emphasis in the MTP/SCS is on regional system performance, 
and how all the transportation projects and land use changes interact in total.  Another 
reason this has been the approach taken by SACOG and regional agencies across the state 
is that a long-range plan includes many late year investments that have design details yet 
to be worked out in subsequent project-specific planning efforts. Through these 
subsequent planning efforts, project-specific performance outcomes can be analyzed by 
sponsor agencies and scrutinized by interested parties through the project-level 
environmental review process. Updating the MTP/SCS every four years provides an 
opportunity to reflect the project-level analyses completed by local agencies and Caltrans 
in the SACOG evaluation of projects to add, delete or change in the regional plan.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 27 – The Cleaner Air Partnership 

27-1. Thank you for your support of the MTP/SCS and for your continued work in the areas of 
clean air and smart growth. 
 

27-2. SACOG agrees and appreciates the Clean Air Partnership’s work to promote better air 
quality.  
 

27-3. Thank you again for your comments and for you continued participation in this important 
process.  
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909 12th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Phone: (916) 444-5900 

Fax: (916) 444-6661 
staff@sacbreathe.org 

 
www.sacbreathe.org 

www.SceneSmoking.org 
www.sacSTAND.org 

 
 

Board of Directors 
2011 - 2012 

 
Sue Schooley, 

President 
Ralph Propper, 

President-Elect 
Jarvio Grevious, 

     Treasurer 
Diana Proctor, 

     Immediate Past  
     President 

 
Roni Abacherli 

Paul Adams 
Peter Adams 

Jennifer Copeland 
Patricia Dean 

Jim Edelen 
Gordon Garcia, MD 

Doug Grandt 
Kristin Gray 

Helen Hernandez 
Ken Hough 

Michelle Kessel-Harbart 
Diana Parker 

Ashley Rice 
Rita Ruecker 

Arif Seyal, MD 
Jean Shaw 

Sue Teranishi 
Earl Withycombe 

 
Kori Titus, CEO 

 
Breathe California of 

Sacramento-Emigrant Trails is 
dedicated to healthy air and 

preventing lung and other air-
pollution related diseases by 

partnering with youth, advocating 
public policy, supporting air 

pollution research, and educating 
the public. 

January 9, 2012 
 
Chair Peter Hill 
Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 (MTP/SCS 
2035) 
 
Dear Mr. Hill and SACOG Board Members, 
 
Breathe California of Sacramento‐Emigrant Trails (BCSET) has been active in the region since 
1917, advocating for clean air, healthy lungs, and a tobacco free future. We have developed a 
Clean Air Agenda which includes various strategies and recommendations for local jurisdictions, 
businesses, organizations and individuals that can be achieved through efficient energy and land 
use. Our mission is to ensure air quality and public health concerns are being addressed through 
minimizing mobile source pollution and promoting alternative forms of transportation such as 
walking, biking, and using public transportation. 
 
We commend SACOG’s enormous effort to put forth a Sustainable Communities Strategy; we 
encourage efforts to meet air quality standards and continued investment in alternative forms of 
transportation. Although we are pleased to see a 7 % increase in funding per capita for bicycle 
and pedestrian use in the 2011 MTP Draft Plan for 2035; we would like to see increased funding 
for this effort and a developed timeline to achieve a complete system of active transportation. 
BCSET is confident that increasing this investment will help the overall well being of our region by 
reducing vehicle miles traveled and encouraging residents to use alternative forms of 
transportation.  
 
As stated in the corresponding DEIR, our region will initiate efforts to develop an emissions 
budget for PM 2.5. In accordance to this regulation, we encourage an increase in the size of 
buffer zones from 500 feet to 1,000 feet in high‐volume roadways and land use for residents. This 
will benefit public health by minimizing the impacts to residents living near roadways and high 
traffic areas. In addition, these mitigation practices will assist our region with meeting air quality 
standards as set forth by SB 375, California’s sustainable communities and Climate Protection Act. 
 
We are grateful for SACOG’s staff effort and leadership to create a thorough and prosperous plan 
for 2035, and look forward to the continued development of this blueprint to better benefit air 
quality and public health in our region. As always, BCSET looks forward to continued partnership 
with SACOG staff and are thankful for your time. 
 
Cordially, 
 

 
 
Kori Titus 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 28 – Breathe California of Sacramento- 
Emigrant Trails 

28-1. This introductory comment is noted. SACOG appreciates Breathe California’s efforts to 
minimize mobile source pollutions and promoting alternative forms of transportation. 
These efforts support the objectives of the MTP/SCS as well.  

 
28-2. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response F: 

Complete Streets. 
 
28-3.  This recommendation is noted; however, a distance of 500 feet is used because it is 

consistent with recommendations of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). It is also 
consistent with Senate Bill No. 352 (Stats. 2003, ch. 668) (SB 352) (Ed. Code, § 17213; 
Pub. Resources Code, § 21151.8), which expands on previous requirements for the 
review of TAC sources near school sites and uses the distance of 500 feet for reviewing 
potential health risks. SACOG’s use of the 500-foot buffer zone is therefore supported by 
substantial evidence. 

 
28-4. You are welcome.  SACOG appreciates Breathe California’s participation in this regional 

planning process. Thank you for your comments. 
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Clint Holtzen - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <chrystal2waters@yahoo.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    1/9/2012 4:20 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy  

Environmental Impact Report 

Name 

 Christal Waters 

Email 

 chrystal2waters@yahoo.com 

Do you want a written response? 

 Yes 

Address 

 

Davis Bicycles!, c/o Christal Waters 
809 Pine Lane 
Davis, California 95616 
United States 

Map It 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 
The following comments are submitted on behalf of Davis Bicycles! 
 
Davis Bicycles! appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Sacramento 2035 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. Our comments are both on the 2035 MTP and the EIR. The 2035 MTP is 
complex and encourages bicycling and walking as vital modes of transportation for achieving environmentally 
sustainable regional growth. In our community, we see more people bicycling than we used to. Our downtown is 
filled with bicyclists competing for bike parking spaces. We see parents out bicycling with their children, teaching 
them safe bicycling as they ride. We are starting to see a turnaround in the historic decline of students bicycling and 
walking to school and more people are bicycling, walking and taking public transit to get to work. The 2035 
MTP/SCS could take advantage of this uptick with a jumpstart to funding more active transportation projects in the 
near future. A near-term substantial dedication to funding bicycle and pedestrian projects would greatly increase 
bicycle/pedestrian modeshare far more than a slow steady increase in those active transportation expenditures , or 
worse, delaying those expenditures and trying to play catch-up closer to 2035. Furthermore, expenditures on active 
transportation are generally lower in cost than expenditures increasing freeway and arterial capacity and can be 
undertaken when the economy is slow and budgets are tight.  
 
2035 MTP/SCS Questions and Comments: 
Table 4.1 on page 4-2, Summary of MTP/SCS Invdstments 
What capital inflation rate is used for these investment categories and is the inflation rate the same over all 
categories from current year to year of expenditure? If the increase in cost is measured as a percentage of current 
costs, the costs for the bike and pedestrian category increases at 43% - the largest cost increase. The other 

Page 1 of 2
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categories are 40% increase for Transit and for Programs, Planning, Enhancements and 42% increase for Road 
and Capital Improvement Projects, and Maintenance and Rehabilitation. While it is true that bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements are in Maintenance and Rehabilitation Projects, the dedicated-purpose bike and pedestrian 
improvements, those usually associated with higher miles or higher costs, have a higher inflation rate. If the 
inflation rate is the same for all categories, is the higher bike/pedestrian project rate due to their implementation at a 
later date than the other categories? If so, then we don’t believe that the Plan takes advantage of the current 
economy to jumpstart an active transportation modeshare that can significantly contribute to improved air quality, 
reduced carbon emissions, and public health.  
 
Relationship of 2035 MTP Project List and Regional Bicycle Master Plan: 
Where does the plan discuss the relationship between the 2035 MTP Project List and the Regional Bicycle Master 
Plan? We understand that the Regional Bicycle Master Plan and the MTP form the basis for SACOG project 
funding. For Yolo County, the Alternative Transportation Corridor (ATC) appears on the project list, but only through 
right of way acquisition, not through construction, even though the year-end date of this plan is nearly 25 years out. 
(See also comment above about jumpstarting bicycle/pedestrian investment.) However, the Woodland/Davis ATC 
is only one project and there are many projects and programs in the Davis Bicycle Plan, which is part of the 
Regional Bicycle Master Plan. Other projects are being considered for inclusion into our Bicycle Plan. If to be 
eligible for SACOG MTP funding a bicycle project or program need not be directly included in the 2035 MTP Project 
list, that should be so stated, and the Regional Bicycle Plan incorporated by reference into the 2035 MTP. 
 
2035 MTP Project List for Davis:  
The Fifth Street Road Diet and Multimodal Parking Structure are projects that we are aware of, and we understand 
the issues related to the California Street Bridge Replacement and I-80/Richards Boulevard interchange. However, 
we do not understand why some of the other projects have been listed. For example, we do not know why the 
widenings of Covell Boulevard near Hwy 113 and Mace Boulevard with completion in 2035 are included in the plan, 
with no new development being considered or serious problems occurring along those roads, to our knowledge. 
 
Environmental Impact Report: 
Neither Alternative 3, nor the rejected Alternatives 4 and 5 discuss the bicycle/pedestrian community’s suggestion 
last year to accelerate funding of bicycle and pedestrian projects and programs. Alternatives 4 and 5 are rejected 
because of restrictions to funding sources. What would need to be changed in those funding sources to allow 
bicycle and pedestrian projects to receive a higher earlier priority?  
Alternative 3 seems to have been dismissed because the market, local land use plans and financial incentives do 
not currently support the land use assumptions of Alternative 3 and because under it, congestion would increase. 
Given that markets respond to constraints as well as opportunities, please give some thought to allowing 
congestion to further increase over the short term while completing the investment in complete streets, transit and 
bike/pedestrian infrastructure that could further reduce congestion over the long term. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2035 MTP/SCS and its environmental impact report. 
/s/ 

Mont Hubbard, President 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 29 – Davis Bicycles!, Mont Hubbard, President 

29-1. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
 

29-2. The MTP/SCS uses the same inflation rate to escalate to year of expenditure costs across 
all investment categories.  Appendix B-1 describes the inflation rates used to differentiate 
between year of expenditure and current year costs and revenues.  For lump sum projects 
such as the bicycle and pedestrian lump sum, there is no defined completion date.  For 
these projects the MTP/SCS uses the average inflation rate across all years of the plan to 
reflect a steady implementation of projects each year.  The higher total growth between 
current year and year of expenditure values for bicycle and pedestrian projects is likely 
due to fewer road and other projects in the later years of the plan rather than a late 
implementation schedule for bike and pedestrian projects. 
 

29-3. The MTP includes a lump-sum of funding solely dedicated to bicycle and pedestrian 
projects, even though those projects are not specifically identified in the MTP. The lump 
sum is intended to fund projects included in the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails 
Master Plan (Master Plan). The Master Plan, updated every two years, is intended to 
identify priority projects of the cities and counties in the region. Each local agency is 
given the opportunity to include all or some bike and pedestrian projects into the Master 
Plan, and the Master Plan generally reflects projects the jurisdictions anticipate seeking 
funding for in the future. The Master Plan will be included as an MTP Appendix. 
 
With regard to the Alternative Transportation Corridor (ATC), this project is identified in 
two locations in the Master Plan, both in the Yolo County-Multiple Jurisdictions project 
list and in the Yolo County-City of Davis project list. Both ATC project entries describe a 
class I trail between Davis and Woodland with an alignment as per the 2009 ATC 
feasibility study, and with an estimated cost of $10,500,000. The projects identified in the 
Master Plan do not specify whether the funding is for right of way acquisition, 
engineering, construction, or a combination of phases. As the ATC scope and schedule 
become more defined, the information in the Master Plan will also become more defined. 
As a reminder, the Master Plan is fiscally un-constrained, and the plan is updated every 
two years. The most recent update was approved in June, 2011. 

 
29-4. This MTP/SCS plans for a 27 year period from 2008 to 2035. During that time the City of 

Davis is projected to add 4,183 new jobs and 14,137 new people. This growth and the 
growth in adjacent communities and the region, contribute to the need for the 
transportation projects identified for the City of Davis.  SACOG coordinated with the 
City of Davis on projects included in Appendix A-1.   
 

29-5. Alternatives 4 and 5 were created in response to public requests for bicycle, pedestrian 
and transit-focused scenarios that reach beyond the investment levels of Alternative 3, 
which also reached beyond the investment levels of the prior plan.  These alternatives 
were not carried forward for detailed review in the DEIR because the alternatives are not 
economically or legally feasible, and  would not achieve fundamental project objectives 
of the MTP/SCS including supporting housing choice, jobs-housing balance, meeting 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-89



 

regional air quality goals and SB375 requirements, meeting federal requirements for 
regional transportation plans, transportation investments that provide high performance 
benefits for all community types, providing cost-effective investments for all 
transportation modes, using all revenues that are reasonable to assume, reducing VMT 
and congested VMT, supporting transportation choice, broadening mobility options, 
supporting economic vitality, and increasing safety and emergency preparedness.  Please 
see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for an explanation of how 
funding sources restrict the types and amount of investments in the MTP/SCS. 
 

29-6. The MTP/SCS relies upon complete streets, transit, and bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure 
to contribute to reduced congestion over the long term. Figure 5B.9 of the MTP/SCS 
shows that for each 1 percent increase in work transit mode share, a 5 percent decrease in 
congested VMT results. In the short term, the issue of accelerating investments in 
complete streets, transit and bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure is a matter of constrained 
revenue sources.  Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis for 
additional response on this topic.  The SACOG Board of Directors will exercise its broad 
discretion to determine whether to approve the MTP/SCS as proposed, or in an 
alternative form that it believes best meets the needs of the region, based on substantial 
evidence. 
 

29-7. You are welcome and thank you for taking the time to participate in the MTP/SCS 
process.   
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 30 – Housing California 

30-1. Thank you for taking the time to comment on the MTP/SCS. 
 

30-2. SACOG agrees there are possibilities for increasing housing affordability and transit 
availability through the kind of integrated regional transportation and housing planning 
SACOG has undertaken in this MTP/SCS. MTP/SCS implementation is expected to 
improve transportation and land use conditions for traditionally underrepresented and 
underserved communities, as discussed in Chapter 8 of the plan, and the economic 
competitiveness of the region, as discussed in Chapter 9. Also, please see Master 
Response D: Equity. 
 

30-3. Thank you for your recommendations; this introductory comment is noted. Please see 
individual responses to specific recommendations below. 
 

30-4. SACOG is monitoring the dissolution of redevelopment agencies and how that will 
impact affordable housing and infill development in the region. SACOG also recently 
completed the RHNA allocation, and expects to provide more guidance and support for 
local governments on updating their housing elements and zoning codes, including how 
to take advantage of CEQA streamlining benefits under SB 375 for residential infill 
development.  
 

30-5. Thank you for the suggestion about supporting and incentivizing best practices to prevent 
gentrification and displacement. While this is not an area in which SACOG currently has 
expertise, SACOG has a history of trying to better understand the impacts of the MTP 
and is committed to improving in future MTP/SCS. Within budget constraints, we expect 
to continue working with housing and other organizations to expand our ability to 
analyze and address plan impacts, and hope that groups will work with us on developing 
new tools. With regard to the suggestions about funding and facilitating the development 
of affordable housing and homeownership opportunities, while SACOG does not directly 
fund housing, it has sought for many years to encourage the development of more 
affordable options in the region, including through the RHNA process and the pilot 
Sacramento Regional Compact for Production of Affordable adopted by the SACOG 
Board in 2004. The MTP/SCS plans for more attached and small-lot housing which 
should help increase the affordability of housing choices in the region. Through the HUD 
grant, we are working to demonstrate how jurisdictions can utilize CEQA streamlining 
benefits under SB 375 to facilitate infill residential and residential mixed-use projects. 
SHRA was also recently awarded a HUD challenge grant to help develop a TOD Loan 
Fund in Sacramento County to fill financing gaps.    
 

30-6. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

30-7. The MTP/SCS plan includes a much improved analysis of equity issues compared to the 
previous MTP, exceeding SACOG’s federal requirements for considering equity impacts. 
Nevertheless, SACOG is committed to continuing to improve how we look at equity and 
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expanding the equity performance indicators examined in future updates to the 
MTP/SCS. Please also see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

30-8. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

30-9. Strategy 23.1 has been modified to read: “Improve transit services and options for people 
with disabilities disabled, low-income, and youth passengers, by ensuring all vehicles and 
facilities are safe and accessible, access routes to transit stops are safe and accessible 
where feasible, drivers are trained about regulations and good practices, and transfers are 
convenient and safe.”  
 
Policy 24 has been revised to read: “SACOG intends to strive to e Ensure community 
outreach to low income and minority communities whose needs and concerns might 
otherwise be overlooked.”  
 
Regarding the proposed strategy for Policy 24, SACOG feels that a better place for this 
strategy is under Policy 23. SACOG has added a new Strategy 23.3 as follows: “Continue 
to follow up on findings and outcomes from the 2011 Lifeline Transit Study with the 
Transit Coordinating Committee in order to inform transit agency decisions on critical 
service restoration priorities.” 

 
30-10. Thank you very much for taking the time to comment. We appreciate the 

recommendations you made, and will share all comments received with the SACOG 
Board of Directors. 
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Sacramento Area Council of Governments        January 9, 2012 
SACOG Board of Directors 
SACOG, MTP/SCS 2035 
1415 L Street, Suite 300,  
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re:  Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 (MTP/SCS 
2035) 
 
To the SACOG Board of Directors and Executive Director Mike McKeever: 
 
We commend SACOG on the vision put forth in this MTP/SCS.  It is clear that SACOG has incorporated 
principles that public health representatives would agree with, such as prioritizing transit, bicycling, and 
walking over driving, incorporating Safe Routes to Schools and Complete Streets as often as possible, 
preserving agricultural lands and natural resources, preserving affordability of housing while 
aggressively pursuing compact development, assessing air quality dangers of placing housing near 
freeways, ameliorating greenhouse gas emissions, improving accessibility to needed destinations such 
as jobs, schools, and parks, and supporting mitigations of motor vehicle collisions. However, after 
reviewing the plan carefully and based on many of our organizations’ experience reviewing plans from 
other regions and developing health and equity metrics, we believe there are a number of ways that this 
plan could better reflect health and equity priorities. 
 
As background to this letter, in the spring and summer of 2011, Human Impact Partners (HIP) worked 
with over twenty organizations and agencies statewide to prioritize 13 indicators of health and equity 
that could be incorporated into Sustainable Communities’ Strategies across California.  We are attaching 
our report (Appendix C), which supplies the evidence that connects these indicators to health outcomes 
as well as suggested sources for methodology.  Due to regional differences, we did not suggest 
benchmarks as we felt that would be more appropriate for organizations and agencies in each region to 
do so.  HIP’s report, “Elevating Health and Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy Process”, 
provides the basis for suggested measurements contained in this comment letter. 
 
Throughout our comments, in most cases we recommend supplemental analyses, monitoring, and 
reporting to more completely incorporate health outcomes and health determinants.  However, there 
are a few key areas in which we hope to push SACOG to more explicitly and fully incorporate health into 
the MTP/SCS: 
 

 Affordability:   
o Measure Housing + Transportation costs as a percentage of household income 

for all modes of travel;  
o Disaggregate the results by income level, race, EJ vs. non‐EJ community, TPA, 

and community type. 

 Respiratory health:   
o For development that is proposed near busy roadways, change the analysis 

buffer from 500 to 1,000 feet to trigger a health analysis & potentially require 
mitigations based on that analysis;  
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o Measure respiratory disease caused by PM 2.5 and NO (i.e., connect modeled 
emissions with projected health outcomes). 

 Physical activity:   
o Measure physical activity and chronic disease co‐benefits of transportation 

priorities, projects, policies, and changes. 

 Accessibility & VMT:   
o Measure access to a more comprehensive list of goods and services 

 Injuries:   
o Measure injuries per capita in addition to per 100 million VMT 
o Do EJ analysis of injuries by mapping injuries and fatalities and providing totals 

disaggregated by geography, income level, race, and disability. 

 Environmental Justice:  
o Do an equity analysis for every indicator 
o Measure proportion of below market rate housing proposed within 1,000 foot 

buffer of busy roadways vs. market rate housing for analysis and mitigation 
purposes. 

 
Comments below follow the chapters of the MTP/SCS for easier inclusion.  When alternate or 
supplemental indicators and measures are suggested, they have been printed in bold for easy 
identification. Important appendices that we have attached to this letter are:   

 Appendix A – a table comparing SACOG’s performance measures to health and equity metrics 
for SCSs. This comparison table shows how the Health & Equity metrics (developed by HIP and 
over 20 other health and equity focused organizations and agencies around the state; see 
Appendix C) would fit in with existing performance measures included in the MTP/SCS. We 
recommend that SACOG consider adding some of the Health & Equity metrics to their existing 
list of performance measures. 

 Appendix B – detailed comments on SACOG policies and strategies; and  

 Appendix C – Human Impact Partners’ report entitled “Elevating health and equity in Sustainable 
Communities Strategies”, which includes our suggested metrics, measurement methodologies, 
health and equity evidence supporting their inclusion, and standards. 

 
We begin with comments on Appendix G‐6 because the performance measures included in this 
appendix are broad and overarching.  
 

Appendix G‐6:  Performance Measures 
 
The crux of our comments have to do with outcomes; as a society, we value what we measure.  As 
such, we note the absence of some important health outcomes in SACOG’s many excellent 
performance measures upon which you will be monitoring the progress of the MTP/SCS.  
 
Entrance into the discussion in the SACOG region by some of the groups signed onto this letter 
unfortunately came at a later stage of MTP/SCS development, which precluded early involvement 
into what performance measures should ultimately be used in the MTP/SCS.  Others of us were 
involved early on and commented on MTP/SCS development from our perspective, but did not have 
specific public health indicator expertise.  The undersigned together support the detailed 
suggestions put forth in this letter and we respectfully submit our comments and request that even 
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if SACOG is unable to include indicators suggested below and in attached Appendices as 
performance measures, that you do include them in a monitoring plan for the MTP/SCS, that in 
TPA planning, you consider these (or very similar) indicators, and when planning begins for the 
next MTP in two years, these health and equity indicators are incorporated. 
 
The health and equity indicators (Appendix C) include four actual health outcomes indicators:  
fatalities and injuries from collisions, respiratory disease from vehicle emissions, and physical 
activity due to transportation choices. Of these, SACOG is already measuring two: fatalities and 
injuries.  Eight of the indicators are transportation and land use health “determinants” – or planning 
elements that we know from scientific literature predict health behaviors. SACOG is already 
measuring some of these indicators (see table in Appendix A).  Finally, our last indicator is the 
measurement of all other indicators with regard to equity concerns – depending on the indicators 
SACOG chooses, many of these are already included in SACOG’s social equity analysis.  In sum, we 
applaud you on what you are doing for health and equity and request that you do just a little more 
to protect the health of all people in the SACOG region, and in particular those most vulnerable to 
past planning decisions leading to environmental injustices. To see a comparison of SACOG’s 
performance measures and the Health and Equity in SCS Metrics, please see Appendix A.  We are 
not suggesting that SACOG abandon the valuable and hard work you have done to prioritize and 
choose your performance measures, merely that you consider the addition of metrics we set forth 
below. 
 
Appendix A is for comparison purposes only.  Our requests and recommendations are included in 
the body of this letter and in Appendix B. 

 
 
Chapter 2 – Planning Process 
 

‐ We commend SACOG for a robust public participation process that has been very participatory 
and thorough. 

 
Chapter 3 ‐  Land Use Forecast 
 
Housing 

‐ The increase in housing choices near transit and increased focus on transit is very positive. 
 

‐ Health evidence supports SACOG’s intention to provide a good housing choice mix in all 
community types, noting the population changes that are going to take place and housing 
choices that will be changing.  The goal of providing more attached and small lot single‐family 
units for the changing demographics is beneficial. 

 
‐ Compact development in areas with rich mixes of commercial, residential, and retail supports 

increased physical activity, more social interaction, and decreased regional VMT and air 
emissions.  One concern and recommendation about housing, particularly in the Center and 
Corridor Communities, is that development of housing within a 1,000 foot buffer to busy 
roadways be studied as to the health dangers for local residents and to help suggest 
mitigations to potentially allow such development. 
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‐ Compact development can also heighten risk and perception of crime, so SACOG can guide local 

jurisdictions to coordinate crime prevention efforts in these cases. 
 

‐ Introducing transit‐oriented development in communities with rich public transit options opens 
a risk for gentrification.  The MTP/SCS realizes this and is measuring it in their EJ analysis.  
Another tool for measurement and intervention is the University of California‐ Berkeley’s Center 
for Community Innovation report Mapping Susceptibility to Gentrification:  The Early Warning 
Toolkit.  Additionally we would suggest monitoring the cost of housing + transportation for all 
incomes and all community types.  

 
‐ The amount of proposed housing in Developing Communities is concerning in terms of reaching 

the goal of not increasing the urban footprint.  While increasing the housing to match the 
current employment centers in Developing Communities is laudable to decrease VMT, please 
develop protocols which prioritize transportation infrastructure for existing urbanization 
before Greenfield expansion.  Additionally we suggest that investment is not directed away 
from existing communities to benefit new development. 

 
Mix of Uses 

‐ SACOG focuses, rightly, on the jobs‐housing fit in their discussion of Mix of Uses.  We look 
forward to the work SACOG is doing on better measuring jobs‐housing fit within 4 miles of job 
centers. 

 
‐ We also suggest that SACOG conduct a mapping analysis to measure the proportion of 

households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50% of their daily needs.  We 
propose that public daily needs be defined as: schools, parks, healthcare institutions and 
transit.  We propose that private daily needs be defined as: restaurants, grocery stores, food 
markets and childcare.  Public health literature shows that having goods and services within a ½ 
mile increases the likelihood that people will use active transport to get them. 

 
Chapter 4 – Budget and Investments 
 

‐ We recommend moving up the timeline for investments in public transit and 
bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure improvements.  As written in the MTP/SCS, these are delayed 
until the later years of this plan, and in order to realize the health benefits as early as possible 
from active transport, we believe that these investments should be prioritized.  Specifically, we 
recommend assessing the cost and timeline for building out Complete Streets network by 2024, 
prioritizing Complete Streets and provision of transit on deserving arterials.  

 
‐ Also, with regard to phasing and funding of transit, we suggest that SACOG work with other 

agencies and local jurisdictions to support and hasten transit for high‐density arterial corridors, 
when sufficient density of homes or jobs has been reached; in order to do this jurisdictions 
could defer costly transit capital projects until densities have been reached.  Finally, 
prioritization of costs should also defer or cancel road construction projects that could trigger 
growth outside of urban areas. 
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‐ We commend the SACOG for allocating 7.9% of the total budget for bicycle and pedestrian 
investments. This is a greater proportion than many other MPOs in the state. In addition, we 
acknowledge that per capita funding in bicycle and pedestrian investments actually increases by 
7% due to reduction in population growth estimates.  
 

‐ However, there is still a net decrease of 1% in funding for bicycle and pedestrian investments. 
Bicycle and pedestrian networks in the region remain deficient and incomplete, while vehicle 
roadway networks are extensive and vastly prioritized. Bicycle and pedestrian investments are 
anticipated to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, improve air quality, and improve health by 
encouraging more physical activity.  In light of these tremendous benefits, which address 
overall goals of the SCS, SB375 and AB32, we recommend an increase in total funding for 
bicycle and pedestrian investments.  As an example, the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health analyzed the funding put forth by SCAG for their pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure and found that in order to reach their goals they would need to increase the 
bike/ped funding more than six times.1 
 

‐ Table 4‐2 displays a list of projects proposed in the SCS, in various categories (such as rail, 
bike/pedestrian, new roads, bridges, etc). We recommend also adding a list of projects and 
services that are being eliminated due to a smaller budget (if any).  

 
‐ There are two separate categories for vehicle/roadway‐related projects: Maintenance & 

Rehabilitation and Road Capital & Operations. In contrast, there are single categories for Transit 
and Bike/Pedestrian projects. This type of reporting understates the actual proportion of the 
budget going to vehicle roadway projects versus projects related to transit and bike/pedestrian 
projects. We recommend adding an additional table comparing the budget allocation for 
vehicles, transit, and bike/pedestrian projects.  

 
Chapter 5A – Transportation Trends and Performance 
 

‐ The evidence‐based analysis of regional factors that affect VMT, biking, walking, and transit use 
is also supported by health literature.  SACOG and others use the measure of number of jobs 
within a 30‐minute commute time to establish regional accessibility, and this is shown to 
increase by almost one‐third in the MTP/SCS, which is excellent. We suggest also measuring 
number of jobs within a 30‐minute public transit and bicycle commute and a 15‐minute walk 
commute.  In addition, the average commute time to work by Californians is lower than 30 
minutes, and thus we recommend reducing the status quo commute time to reflect true 
conditions as well as the aspiration for reducing rather than increasing commute time.  

 
‐ Mix of use is also shown to have a large impact on walking and biking.  The health‐supporting 

increase in mix of use, particularly in the Developing communities, was good to see.  In addition 
to the relative proportions of residential, jobs, retail and other uses as a measure, we suggest 
using the proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50% of 
their daily needs.   

																																																								
1 Berg N. December 23, 2011.  $6 Billion for Southern California's $40 Billion Need.  The Atlantic.   
http://www.theatlanticcities.com/commute/2011/12/6‐billion‐southern‐californias‐40‐billion‐need/797/	
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‐ It is excellent to see that street pattern and urban design is being measured at all, and the 

evidence base around using number of intersections to measure this is good.  Moving forward, 
for local jurisdictions seeking a more refined measure of walkability and bikeability, we 
suggest that cities and towns use the PEQI and BEQI.2 3  These tools can help target complete 
streets improvements to the spots most requiring of infrastructure improvements for 
pedestrians and bicycles. 

 
‐ The improvement in average distance to transit in Center and Corridor communities, and 

overall, is encouraging.  This measurement is very helpful to assess likelihood of taking transit 
and of getting more physical activity.  We know that investing in public transit is a challenging 
prospect and encourage SACOG to continue your commitment. 

 
Chapter 5B – Roadway Congestion and Vehicle Miles Traveled  
 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 

‐ In order to compare this MTP/SCS with the 2002 and 2008 MTPs, SACOG uses the indicators 
VMT and VMT per capita. We recommend also including mileage traveled by other 
transportation modes as indicators (i.e., walking, biking, and transit). These additional modes 
are also important indicators of physical activity, air quality, traffic accidents and injuries, and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

 
‐ As alluded to above, physical activity is not considered as an indicator or desired outcome in the 

VMT analysis. We recommend measuring changes in physical activity as an outcome of 
changes in VMT.4 

 
‐ The discussion of VMT is based primarily on modeling of commute‐hour trips. We recommend 

also modeling and targeting reductions in non‐commute trips.  
 

‐ The SCS measures vehicle trips to transit but excludes bicycle and pedestrian trips to transit. We 
recommend including bicycle and pedestrian trips to transit as a metric.  

 
Roadway Congestion and Delay 

‐ The MTP/SCS philosophy of measuring the amount of under‐utilization or over‐utilization of 
roadways is superior to measuring LOS, and we commend SACOG in adopting this outlook.  
Measuring proper utilization of roadways supports efforts to decrease VMT, and ultimately 
exposure to poor air quality and improvements to increase the attractiveness of active 
transport.  Focusing on “right‐sizing” projects and prioritizing inclusion of complete streets 
infrastructure while doing so will do this. 

 

																																																								
2 San Francisco Dept. of Public Health Program on Health, Equity, and Sustainability.  Bicycle Environmental Quality Index.  
Available at http://www.sfphes.org/HIA_Tools_PEQI.htm  
3 San Francisco Dept. of Public Health Program on Health, Equity, and Sustainability.  Bicycle Environmental Quality Index.  
Available at http://www.sfphes.org/HIA_Tools_BEQI.htm  
4 California Dept. of Public Health.  Health Co‐Benefits and Transportation‐Related Reductions in Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 
the Bay Area: A Technical Report.  Available at 
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/CCDPHP/Documents/ITHIM_Technical_Report11‐21‐11.pdf 
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‐ We also commend SACOG for focusing on congested VMT and how to decrease it over focusing 
on time delay; focusing on time delay creates solutions to decrease time delay (often roadway 
expansion), while focusing on congested VMT creates solutions to decrease congested VMT.   

 
‐ SACOG states that non‐work travel is 17% of all arrivals during peak time and only 8% during the 

highest peak time hour, which speaks to the focus on measuring commute travel. Evidence 
shows that half of all trips in metropolitan areas are three miles or less and 28% are one mile or 
less; in rural areas 30% of all trips are two miles or less.5 Yet a majority (65 percent) of one‐mile 
trips in metropolitan areas are still made by automobile.6 As such, we suggest also measuring 
the proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 1 mile by mode 
(walking/biking/bus and rail transit/driving). 

 
Chapter 5C – Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian 
 
Transit 

‐ SACOG’s focus on increasing transit to its former levels and expanding it in the detailed ways 
presented shows the commitment they have to not only reduce GHG emissions but also to 
improve efficiency of the entire transportation system (roadways included) and along with that, 
improve health behaviors and reduce harmful exposures. 

 
‐ The assumption that transit fares will remain steady is understandable from a modeling 

perspective.  However, it is unclear if that assumption will hold true.  For that reason we 
recommend measuring percent of household income consumed by transportation costs.  
Ideally, we recommend measuring the percent of household income consumed by both 
housing and transportation to get a better sense of the jobs‐housing fit – which it appears that 
SACOG is doing. 

 
‐ SACOG’s goals for changes to the transit system are laudable, and the quantity and quality 

indicators SACOG is measuring to get there are very instructive.   While the map on page 5C‐13 
is very useful, it would be better for monitoring if both the tables and data related to the map 
were available and the maps were created for a finer‐grained look at the state of transit 
currently.  We suggest also measuring proportion of households and proportion of jobs within 
1/4 mile of local public transit (including both bus and rail) or 1/2 mile of a regional public 
transit, that has less than 15 minute frequencies.  

 
‐ SACOG expects that ridership and farebox revenues will increase, which is heartening.  However, 

if it does not, there should be an adaptive management process in place for decision‐making so 
that decisions are not made on an ad‐hoc or reactive basis about cutting services or delaying 
transit improvements, but instead making evidence‐based changes that continue to support 
Blueprint and MTP/SCS goals of increased use of public transit. 

 

																																																								
5 U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics. (2002). National Household Travel Survey: Daily Travel 
Quick Facts. 
6 Complete Streets Coalition. Complete streets ease congestion. Available at: http://www.sacog.org/complete‐
streets/toolkit/files/docs/NCSC_CS%20Ease%20Congestion.pdf	
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‐ When measuring transit trips by community type, SACOG has reported out combined 
transit/bike/walk trip‐making.  This makes it difficult to distinguish between these modes of 
active transport.  We suggest disaggregating it in the report and in monitoring.   

 
‐ We further suggest measuring daily amount (in minutes) of work‐trip and non‐work trip 

related physical activity, and if possible, chronic disease outcomes due to physical activity.   
Methodology for measuring physical activity exists (see Health and Equity Metrics) and other 
MPOs in California are embracing this measure.  Also, modeling chronic disease outcomes from 
physical activity changes due to transportation investments has been done by the California 
Department of Public Health.7  

 
‐ SACOG bases some of their predictions of an increase in public transit use on an increase in use 

of transfers, aided in part by streamlining measures such as the policy to implement the Connect 
Card.  However, should streamlining measures fail to produce an increase in transfers, SACOG 
should plan for an adaptive decision‐making process that does not automatically decrease the 
importance of public transit support strategies but revise those strategies – informed by data.  

 
‐ While an increase in farebox revenues would be a boon to funding public transit, we express a 

concern about which populations would be most heavily burdened.  Therefore, we again 
recommend as an equity measure that SACOG monitor transportation costs as a percentage of 
household income by all forms of transportation, disaggregating and reporting it out by 
community type as well as by income levels, and monitoring this on a regular basis.  
Assumptions about farebox revenue increases are hopeful but again, adaptive decision‐making 
processes should be put in place in case predictions do not hold true. 

 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 

‐ We commend SACOG for the discussion of public health benefits associated with walking and 
biking, alluding to equity by describing that people with safe places to walk exercise more than 
people who live in unsafe places, and highlighting the importance of pedestrian and bike 
infrastructure (i.e., sidewalks and safe bikeways) in the choice and ability to walk.   
 

‐ We commend SACOG for the planned changes to the non‐motorized transportation system (i.e., 
more bicycle trails and lanes, bike/pedestrian amenities on roads, complete street connections 
within and between cities, and to transit and schools).  
 

‐ The measures of biking and walking used in the SCS are: 

 Commuters reporting walk/bike/transit (however, commute trips that include transit 
are counted as transit trips even if they include walking and biking)  

 Bike route mileage by class 

 Number of bicycle person trips and walk person trips 

 Weekday trips per capita by transit/bike/walk in various community types (center city, 
developing, rural, etc) 

 Mode of travel for commute and non‐commute (drive alone, carpool, transit, bike walk) 

																																																								
7 California Dept. of Public Health.  Health Co‐Benefits and Transportation‐Related Reductions in Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 
the Bay Area: A Technical Report.  Available at 
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/CCDPHP/Documents/ITHIM_Technical_Report11‐21‐11.pdf 
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We agree with these metrics, and we recommend the addition of the following metrics 
associated with walking and biking: 

 Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50% of 
their daily needs 

 Daily amount (in minutes) of physical activity 

 Per capita miles traveled by mode 

 Map and count annual number of pedestrian and bicycle collisions (and severity of 
injury/fatality) 

 Stratify all metrics by demographics to illuminate equity issues 
 

 
 
Chapter 6 – Policies and Strategies 
 

‐ We have some general suggestions, then comments on each section of the policies and 
strategies.  Appendix B includes a detailed list of suggestions, resources, and comments that 
we look forward to your response on.  Generally, we recommend: 

o Including public health representatives on the Board or performance measure selection 
committees. 

o Tying strategies of “support” or “encouragement” or “incentivizing” to methods of 
supporting and directing the reader to the larger MTP/SCS document that identifies 
specific dollar amounts of programs, if not stated. 

o Including health outcomes indicators and health determinants indicators in any 
modeling, monitoring, and reporting. 

o In places that SACOG has a strategy of educating, doing outreach, and publicizing, 
ensure that the stakeholder list include not only decision‐makers, policy‐makers, local 
staff, and other agencies, but the public and engaged CBOs, as well as media. 

o When creating efficiencies, seeking public‐private partnerships for funding, and 
increasing competition, make sure to not violate union contracts.  If creating new 
bidding on new or current projects for operations or construction/maintenance, include 
first‐source hiring to employ local residents and prioritize minority‐owned businesses. 

o Moving up the timeline for investments in public transit and bike/ped infrastructure 
improvements. 

 
See HIP Comment Letter Appendix B: Health & Equity comments on SACOG Policies & Strategies 
 
Chapter 7 ‐ Environmental Sustainability 
 

‐ While this chapter includes a section on open space resources for recreational use, it does not 
discuss equity in access to this open space. We recommend measuring the proportion of 
households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to parks, and including stratification by income, 
race, age, and disability, in future monitoring, in planning for Transit Priority Areas, and other 
future plans and evaluations. 
 

‐ While health impacts associated with air pollutants (i.e., ozone, PM10, PM2.5, and CO) are 
described (i.e., pages 7‐22 – 7‐24), we recommend modeling health impacts associated with 
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current and future emissions. For example, pre‐mature mortality attributed to traffic related 
ambient PM2.5, and asthma incidence and asthma exacerbations attributed to traffic related 
NO2 should be modeled.   

 
‐ We commend SACOG for recommending against sensitive development within a 500‐foot buffer 

of major roadways, defined as freeways or urban roads with traffic volumes of 100,000 or more 
vehicles per day or rural roads with 50,000 or more vehicles per day (in accordance with the ARB 
Handbook). However, the percentage of the region’s population living within this buffer is still 
predicted to increase between from 2.02% to 2.4% between 2008 and 2035. We recommend 
ensuring the assessment of health impacts for developments within 1,000 foot buffer of busy 
roadways.  We further recommend estimating the proportion of affordable housing units vs. 
market rate units within above identified areas. 

 
‐ While we commend the use of Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

(SMAQMD) protocol for project developers to use in assessing potential risks to residents from 
siting adjacent to major roadways (i.e., page 7‐29), we recommend the use of a 1,000‐foot 
buffer as a trigger for assessment of potential health risks and mitigations to decrease those 
health risks if development moves forward. 

 
‐ In the section on Travel Behavior Approach (page 7‐40), there is a statement that investments in 

public transportation infrastructure are expensive. We encourage a deeper analysis of economic 
costs and benefits of public transportation, pedestrian, and bicycle infrastructure. For example, 
bicycle infrastructure projects create 11.6 jobs for every $1 million spent and pedestrian 
projects create 9.6 jobs per $1 million, while vehicle roadway‐only projects only create 7.8 jobs 
per the same expenditure.8  

 
Chapter 8 – Equity 
 

‐ We commend SACOG for working with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change to come up 
with enhanced criteria for designating Environmental Justice (EJ) populations, and for assessing 
inequities associated with impacts on these populations. In order to assess inequities, the 
following indicators were stratified by both EJ and non‐EJ populations: 

 Mode share (public transit, walking, bicycling) 

 Personal vehicle use 

 Access to transit 

 Transit access to jobs, medical care, higher education, and parks 

 Vehicle access to jobs, medical care, higher education, and parks 
Unsurprisingly, EJ areas performed well on all of these indicators; this is likely because EJ areas 
are typically transit‐rich and near freeways. 
 
In addition to these indicators, we recommend measuring and stratifying the following 
additional indicators by EJ and non‐EJ designations:9 

																																																								
8 Garrett‐Peltier H (University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Political Economy Research Institute). June 2011. Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Infrastructure: A National Study of Employment Impacts. 
9 For more detail, see Human Impact Partners, August 2011. Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & Equity Performance Metrics. 
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 Annual number of pedestrian and bicycle collisions (and severity of injury/fatality) 

 Proportion of households that can walk or bike to meet at least 50% of their daily needs 

 Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 1 mile by mode 

 Daily amount (in minutes) of work‐trip and non‐work trip related physical activity 

 Share of housing growth, proportion of projected population growth, and proportion of 
projected jobs in transit priority areas 

 Percent of household income consumed by housing and transportation combined and 
separately 

  For all daily trips, per capita miles traveled by mode (walking, biking, transit, vehicle) 

 Pre‐mature mortality attributed to traffic related ambient PM2.5, and asthma incidence 
and exacerbations attributed to traffic related NO2. 

 
‐ We commend SACOG’s analysis of the proportion of residents within 500 feet of high volume 

roadways and stratification by EJ and non‐EJ populations. It is acknowledged that in both 2008 
and 2035, the percentage of the total EJ population living within 500 feet of high volume 
roadways exceeds that of non‐EJ populations by 2 to 1. Between 2008 and 2035, this proportion 
of the regional EJ population changes from 3.3% to 4%, while this proportion of the regional 
non‐EJ population changes from 1.6% to 1.8%. In addition to analyzing this within a 1,000 foot 
buffer rather than a 500‐foot buffer, as stated above, we recommend ensuring that the EJ 
population does not bear such a larger brunt of this proportional increase as compared to the 
non‐EJ population. In addition, we recommend also estimating the proportion of affordable 
housing units versus market rate units within the 1,000‐foot buffer. 
 

 
Chapter 9:  Economic Vitality 
 

‐ SACOG’s land use strategies of focusing new housing near current jobs and new jobs near 
current housing helps to decrease the cause of the largest amount of VMT, which is that driving 
to work is usually the longest trip of the day.  Other prioritized projects such as HOV lanes, 
Transportation Demand Management, improving and increasing transit, and adding Class 1 and 
2 bike lanes, also contributes to the decrease of VMT, and ultimately of the regional exposure to 
vehicle emissions, as well as encouraging physical activity. 

 
‐ Considering the rural community in the SACOG region separately is another success strategy 

that SACOG has employed to refine solutions for rural roads that are targeted to their needs. 
 

‐ The detailed analysis of the goods movement industry was good to see.  The alternative routing 
decisions of truck drivers to avoid congestion is a concern, and trucks backing up local traffic as 
well as destroying pavement because of their use of rural roads.  SACOG has considered some 
creative solutions, but looking toward some of the regions that have been dealing with goods 
movement for ideas about fees, fines, incentives, and other policies to enable counties and 
towns to capture costs that they are bearing would warrant investigation. 

 
‐ We commend the inclusion of the financial and economic development benefits of bicycle and 

pedestrian infrastructure projects, and would also include health benefits as well, especially if 
SACOG can adopt the measure of physical activity gleaned from all modes of transportation.   
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‐ We look forward to further work on the TPAs – their environmental analyses and their 

community‐driven action plans, and how they incorporate all of the measures SACOG is 
collecting for the MTP/SCS as well as the suggestions made by our health‐focused organizations. 

 
 
Chapter 9:  Financial Stewardship 
 

‐ We appreciate the difficulty SACOG and counties, cities, and towns face with regard to financing 
maintenance and operations as well as capital projects.  The detail provided about the 
replacement costs of transit and the labor costs of operations of transit are instructive, as well 
as the ways that transit operators can stretch the time of replacement due to decreased use of 
buses and other vehicles during the recession. 

 
‐ Understandably, many investments are slated to be implemented more fully in the 2020 – 2035 

time frame, rather than the 2012 – 2020 timeframe.  In order for the region to begin realizing 
health benefits from the MTP/SCS as soon as possible, we urge SACOG to accelerate bike/ped 
improvements and phase public transit improvements with existing housing and job centers. 

 
‐ We are gratified to see the sensitivity to fare increases for transit‐dependent people highlighted. 

 
‐ SACOG has translated transportation system efficiencies (less road expansion, right‐sizing other 

capital efforts) into creative budgeting to allow for more public transit and complete streets 
infrastructure support. We agree that this will pay out in decreased VMT and increased active 
transport uptake. 

 
‐ Seeing road safety infrastructure continue to be prioritized is important for the most direct 

health outcome of transportation systems:  fatalities and injuries from collisions.   
 

‐ We appreciate SACOG reporting out number of fatalities and injuries from collisions with 
vehicles, and reporting them out disaggregated by pedestrian, bicycle, truck, and auto.  While 
we understand reporting of number of fatalities per 100 million VMT, it would be easier for the 
general public to digest if it were reported as a map of annual number of pedestrian and 
bicycle collisions (and severity of injury/fatality) per capita, per geographic area, by daytime 
population, and also to see the total number of vehicle, bike and pedestrian collisions per 
capita, broken down by severity: fatalities and injuries.  

 
‐ Finally, we also suggest that SACOG create an expenditure category for safety.  In doing this, 

SACOG would be able to track safety projects as well as their effectiveness, based on a 
geographic breakdown of injuries from collisions. 

 
We thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the draft SACOG MTP/SCS. Again, we applaud 
SACOG for incorporating the consideration of public health into many of the decisions, analyses, and 
goals included in this MTP/SCS. The recommendations that we’ve included in this letter reflect the 
expertise of individuals and organizations around the state that specialize in health and equity, and we 
hope you will thoughtfully consider adopting many of them in the MTP/SCS itself, in monitoring its 
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impacts in coming years, and in transit‐priority area and other decision‐making processes.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Healthy Places Coalition 
 

 
 
Human Impact Partners 

 
 
 
 
 
WalkSacramento 

 
 
Coalition on Regional Equity 

 
 
Environmental Council of Sacramento 

 
 
Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Sacramento Chapter 
 
Physicians for Social Responsibility – Los Angeles 
 
Safe Routes to School National Partnership 
California State Network 
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Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
 
California WALKS 
 
Appendix A:  SACOG performance measures compared to health and equity metrics 
Appendix B:  Health & Equity comments on SACOG Policies & Strategies 
Appendix C:  Elevating Health in the Sustainable Communities Strategy: full report and 1 page 
summary of metrics of measurement methods 
 
 
Cc:  Kacey Lizon, SACOG Senior Planner 
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Appendix A: 
Comparison Table: SACOG performance measures and Health & Equity in SCS Metrics 

 
In this comparison table, each Health & Equity indicator (from Human Impact Partners’ report entitled 
“Elevating Health and Equity in Sustainable Communities Strategies”; see Appendix C) is listed in the 
right hand column, in the MTP/SCS Section where HIP identified that it would most likely fit.  In some 
cases, the Health & Equity indicator was very similar to an existing performance measure included in the 
MTP/SCS, and in this case it was placed beside the existing measure.  The number in parentheses 
corresponds to the number of the indicator in HIP’s report (see Appendix C).  The report contains 
suggested methodologies and resources. 
 
The purpose of this table is simply to compare SACOG’s performance measures with the Health and 
Equity in SCS Metrics.  For requests and recommendations, please refer to the comment letter and to 
Appendix B. 

 
Section  MTP/SCS performance measure  Health & Equity measure 

Land Use Measures 

Housing  Growth in housing units by Community Type   

  Change in housing product mix by 
Community Type 

 

  Housing growth through reinvestment   

    a.  Percent of household income consumed 
by housing and transportation combined; 
b.  Percent of income going towards housing 
costs. (9) 

Employm
ent 

Employment growth in different Community 
Types by sector 

 

  Employment growth by Community Type   

  Employment growth through reinvestment   

Land Use  Compact development:  growth in 
population compared with acres developed 

 

  Farmland acres developed – total and per 
capita 

 

  Vernal acres developed   

  Developed acres by Community Type   

Mix of 
uses 

Jobs‐Housing balance within four‐mile radius 
of employment centers 

 

  Mix of use by Community Type   

    Proportion of households that can walk or 
bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50% of 
their daily needs.  Public daily needs defined 
as: schools, parks, healthcare institutions 
and transit.  Private daily needs defined as: 
restaurants, grocery stores, food markets 
and childcare. (3) 
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TOD  Growth in dwelling units within half‐mile of 
quality transit (in TPA) by county 

a.  Share of housing growth in transit 
priority areas, targeting measure of how 
many large (3‐4) bedroom units, senior 
housing, low‐income units will be built; 
b.  Proportion of projected population 
growth located in transit priority areas; 
c.  Proportion of projected jobs in transit 
priority areas (8) 

  Growth in employees within half‐mile of 
quality transit (in TPA) by county 

  New housing product mix in TPA by county 

  Proximity to transit by Community Type  Proportion of households and proportion of 
jobs within 1/4 mile of local public transit 
(including both bus and rail) or 1/2 mile of a 
regional public transit, that has less than 15 
minute frequencies (4) 

Urban 
Design 

Change in street pattern in different 
Community Types 

 

  Change in residential density by Community 
Type 

 

Transportation Measures 

    Daily amount (in minutes) of work‐trip and 
non‐work trip related physical activity (6) 

    a.  Percent of household income consumed 
by housing and transportation combined; 
c.  Percent of income going towards 
transportation costs (9) 

Driving 
Access 

Total jobs within 30‐minute drive by 
Community Type 

 

VMT  Total weekday VMT & average annual 
growth rates – regionally, by county, and per 
capita 

 

  Weekday VMT by source and total 
Commute share of HH generated VMT 
Weekday VMT by source per capita or per 
job 
Total VMT per capita 
% change in VMT per capita or per job 
compared to 2008 

For all daily trips, per capita miles traveled 
by mode (walking, biking, transit, vehicle) 
(10) 
 

  Weekday HH‐generated VMT per capita by 
Community Type 
Weekday HH‐generated VMT per capita by 
TPA 

Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles 
and less than 1 mile by mode 
(walking/biking/bus and rail transit/driving) 
(5) 

  HH‐generated commute VMT by Community 
Type and regional total 
Commute VMT per worker by Community 
Type and regional total 

 

     

Congeste Congested VMT total and per capita   
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d VMT  Congested VMT by source – total, per capita, 
per job 
Congested VMT for HH‐generated travel by 
Community Type 

Transit 
service 

Increase in transit vehicle service hour per 
day by transit type 

Proportion of households and proportion of 
jobs within 1/4 mile of local public transit 
(including both bus and rail) or 1/2 mile of a 
regional public transit, that has less than 15 
minute frequencies (4) 

Transit 
productiv
ity 

Weekday transit vehicle service hours, 
passenger boardings, boardings per service 
hour, farebox revenues as % of operating 
cost 

 

Bike 
infrastruc
ture 

Mile of bike route mileage by county 
Bike route miles per 100,000 population 

 

Transit, 
walk and 
bike 
travel 

Weekday person trips by transit, walk and 
bike modes 
TWB trips per capita 
TWB trips per capita by CT 
Transit trips per capita by TPA 

Work and non‐work trip mode share 
(including biking, walking, transit (bus and 
train), carpooling and SOV) Both at peak 
times and all day (7) 
 

  TBW trips per capita by CT   

  Transit trips per capita by TPA   

Roadway 
utilizatio
n 

Underutilized, optimally utilized, over‐
utilized roadways by roadway type 

 

Commut
e travel 

Weekday commute tours by mode 
Commute mode share 

Work and non‐work trip mode share 
(including biking, walking, transit (bus and 
train), carpooling and SOV)‐ Both at peak 
times and all day (7) 
 

Non‐
commute 
travel 

Weekday non‐commute person trips by 
mode 
Non‐commute mode share 

Safety  % reduction in accident rates  Map annual number of pedestrian and 
bicycle collisions (and severity of 
injury/fatality):  per capita, per geographic 
area, by daytime population (1) 

 
Total number of vehicle, bike and 
pedestrian collisions per capita, broken 
down by severity: fatalities and injuries (2)  

Environmental Measures 

Farmland 
impacts 

Farmland conversion 
Acres of impact from growth & 
transportation project by type of farmland 
% of Williamson Act contract acres impacted 

 

Habitat 
impacts 

% of habitat & land cover impacted 
Acres of impact from growth & trans project 
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by type of wildland habitat/land cover 

Floodplai
n 
develop
ment 

% of housing units expected to be 
constructed in 200‐yr floodplain 

 

Toxic air 
contamin
ants 

% of population within 500 feet of high‐
volume roadway by county, region 

Proposed housing near busy roadways will 
require (12) 
a. Assessment by local air district or public 

health department of the need for 
environmental/health impact analysis 
when housing is proposed near (within 
1,000 feet) busy roadways (over 
100,000 Average Annual Daily Traffic 
(AADT)) or other significant pollution 
sources (e.g., rail yards, port terminals, 
refineries, power plants, etc); and  

b. Best practice mitigation requirements 
by local governments when the above 
assessment determines that 
environmental quality is below standard 
for such proposed housing, and if such 
housing is determined to be safe by 
local air districts and public health 
departments with identified mitigation. 

 
In highly urban regions, we suggest an 
alternate metric (12):  
a. Estimate the number of sensitive sites 

(homes, schools, daycares, parks, etc.) 
within 1,000 feet of freeways and other 
major pollution sources, where that 
source contributes to more than 0.3 
μg/m3  of PM2.5 or or cancer risk of 
greater than 10 additional cases of 
cancer/ million.  (Note these are based 
on BAAQMD’s CEQA thresholds.) 

b. Estimate proportion of affordable 
housing units vs. market rate units 
within above identified areas. 

    Working with a local public health 
department, university or air quality 
management district: Estimate pre‐mature 
mortality attributed to traffic‐related 
ambient PM 2.5, and estimate asthma 
incidence and asthma exacerbations 
attributed to traffic related NO2. (11) 
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GHG 
emissions 

GHG emission by sector 
GHG emission reductions per capita by 
pounds per day, % 

 

Environmental Justice Measures 

Land Use  % of EJ area and non‐EJ area population in CT
% of EJ area and non‐EJ area population in 
TPAs by county 

 

Housing  Housing product mix in EJ and non‐EJ areas 
by CT 

Share of housing growth in transit priority 
areas, targeting measure of how many large 
(3‐4) bedroom units, senior housing, low‐
income units will be built; (8) 
a.  Percent of household income consumed 
by housing and transportation combined;b.  
Percent of income going towards housing 
costs (9) 

Transit 
Service 

Increases in daily transit vehicle service 
hours in EJ areas 

 

Transit 
Accessbili
ty 

Accessibility from EJ and non‐EJ areas within 
30 min by transit to jobs, retail jobs, medical 
jobs, higher education, park acres 

Proportion of households that can walk or 
bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50% of 
their daily needs.  Public daily needs defined 
as: schools, parks, healthcare institutions 
and transit.  Private daily needs defined as: 
restaurants, grocery stores, food markets 
and childcare. (3) 

Mode 
share 

EJ & non‐EJ area transit mode share 
Bike & Walk mode share in EJ & non EJ areas 

Work and non‐work trip mode share 
(including biking, walking, transit (bus and 
train), carpooling and SOV)‐ Both at peak 
times and all day (7) 

Auto 
accessibil
ity 

Accessibility from EJ and non‐EJ areas within 
30 min by car to jobs, retail jobs, medical 
jobs, higher ed, park acres 

Proportion of households that can walk or 
bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50% of 
their daily needs.  Public daily needs defined 
as: schools, parks, healthcare institutions 
and transit.  Private daily needs defined as: 
restaurants, grocery stores, food markets 
and childcare. (3) 

Comparis
on of 
transit 
and auto 
accessibil
ity 

% of jobs, retail jobs, medical jobs, higher ed, 
park acres accessibility within 30 min by 
transit vs. car from EJ and non‐EJ areas 

 

Toxic air 
contamin
ants 

% of population within 500 feet of high‐
volume roadway by county, region 

Housing near busy roadways (12) 
a. Estimate the number of sensitive sites 

(homes, schools, daycares, parks, etc.) 
within 1,000 feet of freeways and other 
major pollution sources, where that 
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source contributes to more than 0.3 
μg/m3  of PM2.5 or or cancer risk of 
greater than 10 additional cases of 
cancer/ million.  (Note these are based 
on BAAQMD’s CEQA thresholds.) 

b. Estimate proportion of affordable 
housing units vs. market rate units 
within above identified areas. 

    Measure and stratify all indicators by 
race/ethnicity; income; geography 
(neighborhood, census block or tract, or 
Community of Concern); age; disability. (13) 
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Appendix B:  Health and Equity comments on SACOG Policies and Strategies  
 

Environmental Sustainability 
Strengths 
 

#  Comment 

2.5  Continuance of the social equity analysis. 

3  All of Policy 3 further health goals 

4.3  Tool development measuring jobs/housing fit and Housing & Transportation cost analysis.  

4.5  Support for jurisdictions in overcoming impediments to fair housing. 

6  Incentives for infill and alternative modes of transit, minimizing the urban footprint, 
conserving open space and natural resources all support positive health outcomes. 

7.7  Incentives for rural land use and transportation practices that benefit the region and as 
well as local rural areas. 

8.1‐
8.3 

TDM, SECAT, and Spare the Air support. 
 

10  Policies and programs to reduce the environmental, health, and equity effects of goods 
movement.  Any change in practice requires multiple approaches and it is good to see 
SACOG focusing at the systemic and corporate levels as well as at behavior change among 
individual drivers.  We encourage prioritization among individual drivers. 

 
Complementary strategies 
 

#  Comment 

1.5  Have a local public health representative on the advisory team when helping local 
governments create and maintain a development activity tracking tools assessing growth 
patterns. 

2.2‐
2.3 

When monitoring transportation and air quality impacts of development patterns, 
include health outcomes monitoring and equity monitoring (see attached Health and 
Equity indicators:  # 1,2,6, 11, 13).  Specifically, monitor respiratory disease impacts of air 
quality changes due to development; injuries/fatalities due to changed traffic patterns, 
and change in physical activity levels – and how development patterns impact race, 
ethnicity, low‐income communities.10 

2.4  Educational materials should include health impacts of neighborhood travel behavior, 
and enlist public health departments to help create these. 

2.7  One methodology to include health impacts in review transportation projects in the 
design phase is including health impact assessment in the planning requirements, or a 
health/social checklist.11 

2.9  Include in the economic land use modeling ways of modeling cost of health impacts.12 13 

																																																								
10 For more detail, see Human Impact Partners, August 2011. Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & Equity Performance Metrics.  Available at 
http://www.humanimpact.org/projects  
11 For more information about Health Impact Assessment, see http://www.humanimpact.org/hia 
12 Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure: A National Study of Employment Impacts.  University of Massachussetts, 
Amherst, Political Economy Research Institute, June 2011.   
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2.10  When providing education and analysis to inform decision‐makers, local staff, and other 
stakeholders about open space, economic, and environmental benefits, also inform them 
of health and equity benefits.  Can be done by reporting out monitoring results for health 
and equity indicators, by including public health representatives when designing 
materials.  Make sure other “stakeholders” are the public as well. 

3.7  When researching and modeling to provide evidence to support parking regulation 
modification and incentivizing, take outcomes of air emissions and transportation 
circulation patterns out to respiratory health outcomes from air quality changes, 
pedestrian/bike injuries/fatalities from collisions, and changes in physical activity levels.14 

4.1  Publicize and educate policy‐makers and the public about the RHNA results. 

4.3  One methodology to supplement SACOG’s tool measuring the jobs/housing fit is the 
Center for Community Innovation at University of California – Berkeley’s Early Warning 
Toolkit for Gentrification.15 

4.5  Could you give more detail on how you would support overcoming common issues local 
analyses of impediments to fair housing (and regional analyses)? 

5.1  Do an equity analysis to see if the lands identified to meet goods movement needs 
disproportionately negatively impact economic justice communities. 

5.2  Studies of the land needs for goods movement and distribution should include indicators 
of health outcomes impacted by increased truck traffic such as motor vehicle collisions 
with other vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists; respiratory disease outcomes from 
increased exposure to diesel emissions from trucking, and noise impacts of localized and 
regional goods movement. 

5.3  Agriculture industry needs for goods movement should include in studies the size of 
farms and prioritize needs for small and mid‐size farmers, who have been hit 
disproportionately by development and by the recession. 

6.5, 
7.1, 
& 
7.4 

Local jurisdictions could use health impacts analyses to build on RUCS data and tools to 
analyze possible impacts to agriculture and natural resource from any urban footprint 
growth.  HIA is a useful stakeholder‐driven methodology that can supplement other 
methods, processes, and tools.16  Also, SACOG should foster or participate in a process to 
develop additional tools and a more comprehensive dataset of the region’s natural 
resources and examine how they contribute to purify water, mitigate urban heat island 
effect, and other public health interests. 

7.6  Local partners at University of California at Davis may be able to support the work SACOG 
is doing to support Farm to Market access.  

8.4  There are tools available to support SACOG’s support in studying localized air pollution 
impacts on health:  MTC, tools from the Health and Equity metrics in SCS, and SFDPH’s 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
13 Growing Healthy in Southern California.  American Lung Association of California.  
http://www.lungusa.org/associations/states/california/advocacy/fight‐for‐air‐quality/smart‐growth‐for‐
california.html 
14 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics. 
15 Chapple K.  2009. Mapping Susceptibility to Gentrification:  The Early Warning Toolkit.  Available at 
communityinnovation.berkeley.edu/reports/Gentrification‐report.pdf 
16 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics. 
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modeling to guide placement of residential development and development for sensitive 
receptors).17 

9  Policies and strategies to decrease GHG are generally good for health.  Please ensure that 
any projects or programs implemented do not have unforeseen health and equity 
impacts in other areas besides the impact of GHG and air emissions on health. 

9.1  For these pilot programs, how will SACOG decide where to target them?  Suggest have 
public health and equity partners on any selection committee. 

9.4  For regional climate action plan, prioritize projects and policies known to have the largest 
impact on health outcomes for vulnerable communities 

10.2  When encouraging alternative modes to move freight, study the health and equity 
impacts of how that might be done.  You can do this through use of HIA or potentially use 
of prioritized health indicators in planning. 

     
Concerns 
 

#  Comment 

6.4  SACOG support for reducing protections to environmentally sensitive developments, even 
at the edges of existing urbanization.  These are the places where environmental injustice 
takes place. 

 
Finance 

 
Strengths 
 

#  Comment 

  Prioritizing transit investments, encouraging Complete and Green Streets and Safe 
Routes to Schools. 

13.6  Conditioning funding for regional transportation plans on implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

14.4  Helping local agencies get funding for safety programs and improvements. 

 
Complementary strategies 
 

#  Comment 

11.2  Make sure, when simplifying and adding flexibility to funding structures or tools, that 
simplification does not bypass protections for public health and equity such as 
environmental impact assessments.  When pursuing projects that qualify for CEQA 
streamlining, continue to incorporate health and equity studies; while the effects of 
TOD and smart growth are fairly well‐accepted in terms of positive environmental 
impacts, some TOD and smart growth projects uncover tradeoffs in health outcomes. 

11.3  If promotion of competition in the interest of efficiency incurs new RFPs or bidding, put 
in place a local hire policy and minority‐owned business policy.   

14.6  Include public health agencies as one of the multiple disciplines that you coordinate 

																																																								
17 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics.	
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with in planning and actions. 

15.1  When pooling funds and programming to increase flexibility in use of funds, do not pool 
funds targeted for Environmental Justice concerns and projects.  Keep these earmarked 
so as not to deprioritize them. 

16.2  Keep in mind equity concerns when looking at Value Pricing and HOV toll lanes, pay‐at‐
the‐pump auto insurance, or auto loans. 

 
 

System Maintenance and Operations 
Strengths 
 

#  Comment 

17.3  Considering operational improvements to decrease congestion before considering road 
expansion. 

18.2  Encouraging stakeholder engagement in the development of the Corridor System 
Management Plan. 

18.4  Seeking more funding from programs such as the Sustainable Communities and 
California Strategic Growth Council. 

20.1  Improving pedestrian and bike access to public transit. 

21.2  Looking at specialty transit access to agriculture areas seasonally and for agritourism.  
This is a great equity move for agriculture workers, and could improve economic 
outcomes for farmers. 

22.1  Educational outreach on improving perception of forms of public transit.  These could 
include health impacts of public transportation as well in those outreach materials. 

24  Outreach to low income and minority communities to ensure improvements are 
equitable. 

25.6  Considering how to encourage transporting freight by rail or ships instead of primarily 
trucks. 

26.2  Diverting freight traffic around the region, and not through the region ‐ must be sure to 
not incur negative impacts on other regions. 

 
Complementary strategies 
 

#  Comment 

17.2  When considering public‐private partnerships and competitive service contracts for 
maintenance and operations, make sure not to violate union contracts, and target new 
contracts for local hire with first source hiring rules and points for minority‐owned 
businesses. 

18.3  Include health indicators and outcomes in the modeling for travel forecasting and 
analysis associated with each CSMP.18 

20.3  Include monitoring of actual health outcomes of pedestrian safety concerns:  pedestrian 
injuries and fatalities from collisions with vehicles. 

20.5  For Connect Card universal fare card implementation, support or seek support for 

																																																								
18 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics. 
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subsidies for low‐income residents and youth. 

24.5  When mitigating transportation impacts, include Health & Equity Metric #1219:  
assessing need for EIA/HIA when housing is near 1,000 feet of a busy roadway and 
requiring best practice mitigation requirements when the assessment determines that 
air quality is a risk to health.  Ideally, an equity analysis would be done, including 
estimating the proportion of affordable housing units vs. market rate units within 1,000 
foot buffer of busy roadways (over 100,000 AADT). 

25.1  When improving regional freight forecasting tools, including health impacts from diesel 
and other air emissions, injuries/fatalities from collisions, and health outcomes due to 
noise. 

25.2  Include members of the public and also public health advocacy and agencies on the 
goods movement advisory group.  

25.3  Include health outcomes impacts of logistics industry (not just measures of noise 
changes, air emissions changes, and safety). 

25.4 
& 
26.1 

When identifying new preferred truck access routes, conduct a health and equity 
analysis. 

 
 

System Expansion 
 
Strengths 
 

#  Comment 

  Health evidence supports expansion of transit over road expansion, and supporting 
expansion that supports infill development, limits to increase of the urban footprint, 
and circulation patterns that will encourage active transport. 

28.12  Encouraging supportive features that will help encourage people to take public transit. 

29.2 ‐ 
29.4 

Investing in bike/ped networks in the order identified, sharing information in order to 
increase connectivity, and funding complete streets. 

 
Complementary strategies 
 

#  Comment 

27.3  Ensure that new intercity rail services do not encourage sprawl. 

28.3  We commend SACOG for considering the full life‐cycle costs of transit options; does 
SACOG also do this for roadway projects?  When considering the costs, is this a place to 
also consider the Housing + Transportation costs for the consumer?  

28.4 
& 

When deciding on where to develop transit corridors between communities and local 
transit and how/where to design commute transit, include a mapping and quantitative 

																																																								
19 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics.	
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28.6  measure of ¼ mile access to local transit for different communities.  See methodologies 
in the Health & Equity metrics for assistance. 20 

28.10  Strengthen this strategy to better ensure that development will match rail density 
requirements.  The strategy should rely on existing “local smart growth plans”, not 
simply “local smart growth planning” and developers must be held to a high standard of 
evidence that growth will happen and will support rail.  

29.1  Investing in safe bicycle and pedestrian routes is an excellent strategy.  We would 
encourage mapping/measuring, monitoring changes in, and reporting out ½ mile access 
from residences to schools, worksites, shopping, and transit stops. 

30.1 ‐ 
30.3 

Have good public processes around projects that expand roads, even if they support 
effective transit services and intend to reduce congestion near infill.  Processes should 
look at health and equity impacts of road expansion, include analyses of induced traffic 
(by forecasting changes in VMT and other “miles traveled” such as pedestrian and bike 
miles traveled) as a result of improvements made in conjunction with road expansion.  
Analyses should consider a wide time horizon to account for induced travel. 

30.3  When proposing to expand roads near infill, make sure to measure and model 
respiratory health impacts, equity impacts, and mode used for proportion of daily trips 
less than 3 miles and less than 1 mile by mode (auto, bike, walk).21 

30.5  When proposing expansion of trunk arterials around job centers and freeway 
interchanges, be sure to measure and model health impacts for those in housing within 
1,000 feet of these access routes, and propose mitigations for projects which show 
negative respiratory and cardiovascular health impacts.22 

 
Concerns 
 

#  Comment 

28.9  This strategy is exemplary from a health lens.  Bus service is a cost‐effective way to 
increase and improve use of public transit. 

 
 
 

	

																																																								
20 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics. 
21 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics. 
22 HIP, ibid.   Elevating Health & Equity into the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Process: SCS Health & 
Equity Performance Metrics.	
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SCS Health & Equity Performance Metrics  

INTRODUCTION 

In 2008, the California legislature passed SB375, the intent of which is to decrease emissions of 
greenhouse gases to target levels in each region of the state. Given the connection between how 
our environment is built and health behaviors, outcomes, and inequities, this is a unique 
opportunity to elevate health and equity into transportation and land use planning. 

The bodies responsible for implementation are the Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) in each of the 18 regions of the state, and they are planning for this change through 
their Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs), an update of transportation policies and guidelines, 
as well as guidance on the types of projects (and in some cases the actual projects) that will be 
constructed over the next 25 years. Within the RTPs, all MPOs will be developing a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS), which is the document and vision for decreasing greenhouse gas 
emissions through transportation and land use planning. 

Given the high levels of chronic disease, including obesity, diabetes, and asthma, that we are 
facing as a country, it is imperative that we address the root causes.  We spend a higher percent 
of our GDP on healthcare than any other country and while access to healthcare and genetics are 
important factors that determine our health status, there is growing recognition that the land use 
and transportation systems that influence our personal behaviors affect our health status even 
more. As described below, transportation systems impact health in many ways, through injuries 
and fatalities, environmental quality (e.g., air quality and noise), physical activity, and income. 
These impacts are typically not distributed evenly across all populations, with lower income 
populations and communities of color often facing worse outcomes for a variety of reasons. 
Understanding the causes of these differences is an important piece of addressing them. For this 
reason, we believe that equity (defined here to mean the absence of systematic disparities in 
health or in the major social determinants of health, between groups with different levels of 
underlying social advantage/disadvantage1) must be assessed in addition to health. 

A statewide group of public health advocates convened by Human Impact Partners has 
developed the following set of 13 performance metrics for use in the RTP/SCS processes across 
the state. In the past, public health and equity have not been fully considered in land use and 
transportation planning and many health and equity outcomes related to those plans have been 
poor. We hope to inform the discussion of performance metrics with a health perspective and 
thereby improve future health outcomes related to these planning efforts. MPOs across the state 
are including different voices in the Sustainable Communities Strategy discussions as part of their 
RTPs. Our hope is that MPOs will consider including the following metrics in their SCSs and 
including public health and equity professionals and advocates in the process of developing their 
RTP/SCS.  

This document lists the 13 health and equity performance metrics prioritized by statewide health 
experts, agencies, advocates, and transportation planners. This list of 13 was chosen from an 
original 129 indicators.  
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There were many agencies, advocates, planners, and individuals involved in choosing the Health 
& Equity metrics. Inclusion on this list does not imply a “sign-on” to the metrics, only that the 
agencies and organizations contributed to the prioritization, suggested methodologies and 
standards.

• Climate Plan 
• American Lung Association 
• California Department of Public 

Health 
• Los Angeles County Department of 

Public Health 
• Shasta County Department of 

Public Health 
• BARHII 
• San Mateo County Health System 
• Move LA 
• Prevention Institute 
• Public Health Law & Policy 
• Reconnecting America 
• Safe Routes to Schools 
• Public Health Institute 
• PPIC 
• TransForm 
• Marin County Department of 

Public Health 
• Public Advocates 
• PolicyLink 
• Public Law Center 
• Raimi & Associates 
• Nelson & Nygaard 
• Fehr & Peers 
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The effort was funded by the Resource Legacy Fund. 

Metrics chosen needed to be: measurable over time; evidence-based; geographically 
scale-able (measured at various scales, like local and regional, and at scales useful to 
those using them); understandable and accessible to policy-makers; stratifiable by race, 
ethnicity, place, income; relevant to health and equity; and, of course, relevant to the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

The metrics are the result of an intensive 2-month collaboration with the above groups. 
The metrics will not apply equally to every region, particularly the more rural regions. It 
is our hope that in each region, local public health agencies and advocates will work with 
transportation agencies and advocates to adapt the metrics to fit their region. Human 
Impact Partners and other organizations involved are available to assist those efforts 
(see “How to Use Health and Equity Metrics” at the end of this document). 

This document does not provide recommendations of benchmarks for each metric. 
While we do provide standards, it is again our hope that agencies and advocates 
concerned about health and equity will take this document and use it to craft 
recommendations specific to their region and the politics that exist locally.  

Finally, any prioritization process cannot necessarily include all of the metrics. There 
were metrics that participants felt were important but did not make the final list. Some 
of the metrics, listed in the appendix below, were recommended for further study by the 
MPOs. 

The structure of the document includes the thirteen metrics and with each metric we 
provide the evidence that connects that metric to health and equity, a suggested 
methodology for measuring the metric, resources to help if the methodology is 
unfamiliar, limitations of the methodology if there are any, and some standards that exist 
around the metric.  

 

SAFETY 
 
METRICS: SAFETY 
 
1. Map annual number of pedestrian and bicycle collisions (and severity of injury/fatality): 

per capita, per geographic area, by daytime population 
 

2. Total number of vehicle, bike and pedestrian collisions per capita, broken down by 
severity: fatalities and injuries  

 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health Impacts 
Number of collisions is directly tied to injuries and fatalities. Motor vehicle crashes are the leading 
cause of death among those ages 5-34 in the U.S.ii Areas with high levels of vehicle miles traveled per 
capita tend to have higher collision and injury rates. More time in a car means higher exposure to the 
perils of driving, including collisions.iii There is a statistically significant relationship between traffic 
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volume and the number of vehicle collisions involving a pedestrian.iv v vi vii California’s pedestrian 
fatality rates are much higher than the nation’s, with pedestrians accounting for more than 17 percent 
of motor vehicle collision related deaths in California.viii The lifetime odds of dying as a car driver or 
passenger are 1 in 261, compared to 1 in 64,596 as a bus occupant or 1 in 115,489 on a train.ix 
 
The risk of pedestrian injuries may discourage walking as a mode of transport, and negatively impact 
physical activity levels. The perception of collision risk may also prevent people from cycling. In a 
survey of adults in the Vancouver metropolitan area, the top deterrents to cycling were the risk of 
injury from car-bike collisions; the risk from motorists who don't know how to drive safely near 
bicycles; motorized vehicles driving faster than 50 km/hr; and streets with a lot of car, bus, and truck 
traffic.x Additionally, beyond the immediate physical consequences of a collision, an individual’s well-
being can also be impacted from resulting levels of disability, high medical costs and lost 
productivity.xi 
 
Equity Impacts 
Pedestrian collisions are more common in low-income areas, potentially reflecting greater residential 
density, greater traffic volume, and lower automobile ownership among residents of these 
neighborhoods.xii In Alameda County, for example, the combined rate of pedestrian injury or death 
in high poverty areas is six times that in low poverty areas (12 cases per 1,000 people in high poverty 
areas vs. 2 cases per 1,000 people in low poverty areas).xiii 	
	
There are also racial disparities in risks associated with pedestrian crashes.xiv A greater incidence of 
crashes involving pedestrians exists among minorities; African American and Hispanic race/ethnicity 
as well as uninsured status are linked to increased risk of mortality from collisions.xv	
	
METHODOLOGY	
	
In California, the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) records data for all vehicle, 
bicycle and pedestrian collusions that are reported. This data is available at the intersection level and 
therefore able to be geocoded and aggregated by census tract, neighborhood, city or region-wide. 
When calculating collisions per capita, the daytime population (when available) may be a more 
reliable denominator, however collisions before 5 AM and after 7 pm should be excluded when using 
the daytime population. Alternatively, residential population overall can be used as the denominator. 
Race/ethnicity data is largely missing from SWITRS, so stratification by race is not possible using 
this data.	
 
TIMS (Transportation Injury Mapping System) will map SWITRS data by census track, traffic zones, 
schools, etc.  http://www.tims.berkeley.edu/  MPOs need to be careful with TIMS data as it doesn't 
include all collisions (only those that are severe or fatal). For complete data use the SWITRS site. 
	
RESOURCES	
Serious and fatal injuries are geocoded and available at no cost from UC Berkeley SafeTREC 
(http://www.tims.berkeley.edu/) 
	
Monitoring: San Francisco Department of Public Health- Healthy Development Measurement Tool: 
Indicator ST.3.c Number of bicycle collisions- http://www.thehdmt.org/indicators/view/59  
Forecasting: An example of the development and use of a multivariate, area-level regression model of 
vehicle-pedestrian injury collisions that has been applied to predict area-level change in vehicle-
pedestrian injury collisions associated with land use development and transportation planning 
decisions:  
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Wier M, Weintraub J, Humphreys EH, Seto E, Bhatia R. (2009). An area-level model of vehicle-
pedestrian injury collisions with implications for land use and transportation planning. Accident 
Analysis & Prevention, 41(1):137- 45. 
http://www.sfphes.org/transportation/Pedestrian_Injuries_and_Fatalities_SF.pdf  
	
LIMITATIONS	
 
As mentioned above, SWITRS data relies on collisions that have been reported. However, collisions 
that do not result in a serious injury and collisions resulting from poor road maintenance tend to go 
unreported. A joint study by the San Francisco Department of Public Health and the San Francisco 
Bicycle Coalition found that only 5 percent of dooring incidents (i.e., when a bicyclist is hit by a car 
door) were reported to the police.xvi In addition, neighborhoods in San Francisco with higher 
immigrant population densities may have lower reporting rates because of fear of law enforcement, 
whereas neighborhoods with a strong community police presence may be more likely to report 
collisions.xvii 
	
STANDARDS	
 
Statewide, in California in 2009:	
The motor vehicle collision fatality rate was 7.3 per 100,000 people;	
The motor vehicle collision injury rate was 425 per 100,000 people.xviii 	
	
The pedestrian fatality rate from collisions with motor vehicles was 1.5 per 100,000 people	
The pedestrian injury rate from collisions with motor vehicles was 34 per 100,000 people.xix	
	
The bicyclist fatality rate from collisions with motor vehicles was 0.3 per 100,000 people;	
The bicyclist injury rate from collisions with motor vehicles was 31 per 100,000 people.xx	
	
Healthy People 2020xxi  
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS) Healthy People 2020 provides 
science-based, 10-year national objectives for improving the health of all Americans. By 2020, the 
following should be achieved: 

Unintentional injury prevention 
 Reduce nonfatal motor vehicle crash-related injuries to 1.2 deaths per 100 million vehicle 

miles traveled; 
 Reduce pedestrian deaths on public roads to 1.3 deaths per 100,000 population; 
 Reduce nonfatal pedestrian injuries on public roads to 20.3 injuries per 100,000 population; 
 Reduce cyclist deaths on public roads to 0.22 deaths per 100,000 population. 
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ACCESS	TO	GOODS,	JOBS	&	SERVICES	
 
METRIC: ACCESS TO GOODS, JOBS & SERVICES 
 
3. Proportion of households that can walk or bike (10 minutes) to meet at least 50 percent of 

their daily needs. Public daily needs defined as: schools, parks, healthcare institutions 
and transit. Private daily needs defined as: restaurants, grocery stores, food markets and 
childcare. 

 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health Impacts 
Neighborhood conditions can have a powerful effect on health.xxii A neighborhood’s physical 
characteristics may promote health by providing safe places for children to play and for adults to 
exercise that are free from crime, violence and pollution.xxiii Being within walking or biking distance 
of neighborhood goods and services promotes physical activity, reduces vehicle trips and miles 
traveled, and increases neighborhood cohesion and safety.xxiv Reducing vehicle trips and miles 
traveled can also reduce air and noise pollution, which subsequently impacts respiratory disease, 
cardiovascular disease, and other health conditions. Living in dense, mixed-use communities can also 
improve cardiovascular and respiratory health as well as reduce the risk of obesity.xxv  
 
PUBLIC GOODS & SERVICES (health care, schools, parks & transit): 
 

Access to Health Care Services and Health 
The timely use of primary care has a role in preventing morbidity and hospitalizations for a 
number of chronic diseases, including asthma and diabetes. Research has found that Federally 
Qualified Health Centers in medically underserved areas can lower preventable hospitalization 
rates.xxvi Travel distance to a health care provider and lack of transportation are well established 
barriers to receiving adequate health care.xxvi xxvii xxviii Additionally, people with a usual source 
of health care are more likely than those without a usual source of care to receive a variety of 
preventive health care services.xxix xxx Fifteen percent of adults in the U.S. lack a usual source of 
health care. This equates to more than 40 million people that have no particular doctor’s 
office, clinic, health center, or other place where they regularly go for health care advice.xxxi 
 

School Location, Education and Health 
Research findings indicate that the physical location of schools, in particular the distance that 
students travel to school, significantly impact health outcomes. Long travel distances to school 
are a primary barrier and have the strongest influence on the students’ decision to walk or bike 
there.xxxii xxxiii Living within a half-mile of a school greatly increases the likelihood of walking or 
biking to that school across all racial groups.xxxiv Active commuting to school can provide a 
substantial portion of children’s physical activity and has been associated with increasing levels 
of independence, social interaction and communication.xxxv xxxvi xxxvii xxxviii xxxix However, the level 
of violence in the surrounding area where a school is located can make it difficult for students 
to travel to and from school safely, discouraging them from walking or bicycling to school 
regardless of the distance or the walkability of the neighborhood.xl 
 
Access to and duration in school are incredibly important, as there are well-documented 
associations between education and health.xli In 1999, the age-adjusted mortality rate of high 
school dropouts between the ages of 18-64 was more than twice as large as the mortality rate 
of those with some college education.xlii Better educated individuals have healthier behaviors; 
are less like to be hypertensive and suffer from diabetes; and are more likely to exercise and 
obtain preventative care. In addition, maternal education is strongly associated with infant and 
child health; four more years of schooling lowers the probability of reporting in fair or poor 
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health by 6 percentage points; and estimates suggest that a year of education increases earnings 
by about 10 percent.xliii  
 
Access to Parks and Health 
People who live closer to parks are more likely to use them for physical activity.xliv Having park 
space available increases the amount of exercise that residents get.xlv For example, a 1 percent 
increase in park space can increase physical activity in youth by 1.4 percent.xlvi Nationally, 
about 30 percent of physically active people report exercising in public parks.xlvii Access to 
parks and open space is also associated with higher levels of social interaction, which has 
positive impacts on mental health through higher social support and better social networks.  
 
Access to Public Transportation and Health 
 
Public transportation that is both convenient and fast, and transit oriented development 
(meaning walkable, mixed-use communities located around transit stations) can affect travel 
activity and provide large health benefits, including reduced traffic crashes and pollution 
emissions, xlviii increased physical fitness,xlix improved mental health,l improved basic access to 
medical care and healthy food and increased affordability which reduces financial stress to 
lower-income households.li In fact, Americans who use public transit spend a median of 19 
minutes daily walking to and from transit; twenty-nine percent achieve at least 30 minutes of 
physical activity a day solely by walking to and from transit.xlix 
 

PRIVATE GOODS & SERVICES (food retail & childcare centers) 
 

Access to healthy food retail and health 
Lack of access to healthy food is one of the barriers, particularly for low-income communities, 
to healthy eating. Diet-related disease is one of the top sources of preventable deaths among 
Americans, with the burden of overweight and obesity falling disproportionately on 
populations with the highest poverty rates.lii liii It is well known that nutritious eating and 
regular physical activity aid in the prevention of chronic medical conditions, especially diabetes, 
cardiovascular diseases and cancers, and can alleviate the effects of conditions such as 
obesity.liv  
 
The choices that people make about what they consume on a day-to-day basis are influenced 
by the food options available at different retail locations.lv For many low-income populations 
in urban areas, accessible and affordable nutritious food remains a significant unmet need. 
Such households often buy less expensive but more accessible food at fast food restaurants or 
highly processed food at corner stores. These types of foods are usually higher in calories but 
lower in nutritional value.lvi Eating at fast-food restaurants is associated with higher caloric 
intake, lower vegetable consumption, greater consumption of sweetened beverages and higher 
rates of obesity.lvii Research has shown that where there are high numbers of fast-food 
restaurants compared to grocery stores, there are also higher rates of diabetes, cardiovascular 
disease, and cancer.lvii 

 
Childcare centers and health 
Today, the majority of U.S. children live in families in which all parents work.lviii Access to 
childcare is essential for working parents to maintain employment and/or education. 
Accessible high-quality childcare provides children with valuable opportunities for cognitive, 
behavioral and educational development, and results in positive physical health outcomes.lix lx lxi 

lxii  
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From an extensive study done about land use in Seattle, they saw that the land uses that were most 
strongly linked to the percentage of household walking trips in the Seattle area were educational 
facilities, commercial office buildings, restaurants and taverns, parks, neighborhood scale retail 
establishments, civic uses, grocery stores.  They also found that the number of retail establishments 
(rather than total retail square footage) was found to be important in the decision to walk for non-
work purposes. For each quartile increase in the number of retail locations, walking for non-work 
trips increased 19 percent.lxiii 
 
Equity Impacts 
Inequities exist not only in access to goods and services within certain neighborhoods, but also in the 
ability to live in neighborhoods with health-promoting conditions – an ability which varies with 
household economic and social resources.xxiii Nearly one fifth of all Americans (approximately 52 
million people) live in poor neighborhoods (i.e., neighborhoods in which at least 20 percent of 
residents are poor).xxiii Between 1970 and 2000, poor families became more likely to live in 
neighborhoods with concentrated poverty and rich families became more likely to live in 
neighborhoods with concentrated wealth.lxiv This concentrated poverty impacts inequity – according 
to a recent study, the median wealth of white households is 20 times that of black households and 18 
times that of Hispanic households, a finding most recently impacted by plummeting home values.lxv 
Individuals in minority racial or ethnic groups are more likely to live in poor neighborhoods – nearly 
half of all blacks live in poor neighborhoods, compared with only one in ten whites.lxvi  
 
Historic trends of reduced public spending affect poor neighborhoods more than wealthy 
communities.lxvii The influence of socioeconomic segregation as well as racial or ethnic segregation 
influences neighborhood conditions in a variety of ways, from funding and quality of public schools 
to employment opportunities, housing quality, municipal services, and hazards such as pollution, 
noise and crime.xxiii A recent study in New York revealed that low-income non-white populations are 
at a disadvantage when trying to access daily goods and services. There was a stronger relationship 
for black populations than Latino populations but both populations have less access.lxviii For low-
income families, the costs of childcare can consume a major portion of income, leaving less money 
for food, housing and other necessities. Finally, children with low neighborhood amenities or those 
lacking neighborhood access to sidewalks or walking paths, parks or playgrounds, or recreation or 
community centers had 20 to 45 percent higher odds of obesity and overweight, compared with 
children who had access to these amenities.lxix 

METHODOLOGY 
	
Use GIS to map the distribution of daily goods and services in a particular region and households 
that can access them by biking or walking. Display the proportion of parcels that can access a 
minimum of four out of the eight public and private goods/services (50 percent) by noting the 
geographic areas with access below 50 percent access and those areas above 50 percent access.  This 
analysis should produce two different maps, one showing bike access and one pedestrian access, as 
well as a display of the geographic equity of distribution. 
	
RESOURCES	

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) has begun to develop methodology for 
mapping and quantifying neighborhood access to healthful resources. For more information, contact 
Vikrant Sood at vso@sandag.org.	
	
Richmond General Plan: Neighborhood Completeness Indexxxiv – Moore Iacofano Gostsman, Inc. 
(2007). Richmond general plan update- Issues & opportunities paper #8: Community health and 
wellness(Draft). p23 
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http://www.cityofrichmondgeneralplan.org/docManager/1000000640/Existing%20Condictions%2
0Report%20August%202007.pdf  
	
LIMITATIONS	
 
While geographic distance is just one dimension of accessibility, proximity to services does not 
necessarily promote increased walking and biking, reduced daily vehicle trips and miles traveled, 
increased, and increased interactions among neighbors and others on the street. While this metric 
demonstrates the geographic distribution of key public services within a neighborhood, two residents 
within the same neighborhood may have very different abilities to access goods and services, due to 
the size and topography of the neighborhood, available transportation options, affordability of goods 
and services, hours of operation, and language and cultural accessibility.lxx It is also important to note 
that accessibility is not a measure of the quality of goods/services available. 	
	
STANDARDS	
 

Richmond General Planxxiv: If a given parcel in the city is within 1⁄4 mile of at least 9 of the 18 
services listed, that parcel is considered to have good physical proximity to daily goods and services 
(service index of 0.5). A service index of 0.5 or higher relates to completeness of neighborhoods. 
Available at: 
http://www.cityofrichmondgeneralplan.org/docManager/1000000640/Existing%20Condictions%2
0Report%20August%202007.pdf 
 
SFDPH: Proportion with access to 8 out of 11 public goods and services and 9 out of 12 key retail 
services.  
Available at: http://www.thehdmt.org/objectives/view/62 
 
Ahwahnee Principles for Resource Efficient Communitieslxxi  
 Community Principle 1. All planning should be in the form of complete and integrated 

communities containing housing, shops, workplaces, schools, parks and civic facilities essential 
to the daily life of the residents.  

 Community Principle 2. Community size should be designed so that housing, jobs, daily needs, 
and other activities are within easy walking distance of each other.  

 Community Principle 7. The community should have a center focus that combines commercial, 
civic, cultural and recreational uses.  

 Community Principle 8. The community should contain an ample supply of specialized open 
space in the form of squares, greens and parks who frequent use is encouraged through 
placement and design. 

Available at: http://www.lgc.org/ahwahnee/principles.html 
 
California TOD Housing Program Guidelineslxxii. Transit-supportive land use 
This law establishes the priorities for distributing funding for TOD communities, and it gives points 
for housing that will be built near a transit stop and has access to 10 of the following uses:  

Bank, child care facility, community center, convenience store, hair care, hardware store, 
pocket park or playground, health club or outdoor recreation facility, laundry or dry cleaner, 
library, medical/dental office, pharmacy, place of worship, policy/fire station, restaurant, 
coffee shop, deli/bakery, school, senior care facility, shoe repair, grocery store, social service 
facility, theater. 
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METRIC: ACCESS TO GOODS, JOBS & SERVICES 
 
4. Proportion of households and proportion of jobs within 1/4 mile of local public transit 

(including both bus and rail) or 1/2 mile of a regional public transit, that has less than 15 
minute frequencies 

 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health Impacts 
 
The greatest pedestrian “capture rate” is when transit stops are within a 10 minute walk from home 
or office, have frequent headways, and are close to a dedicated transit right-of-way.lxxiii  
 
Accessibility of transit to both homes and workplaces provides the opportunity for a number of 
different health benefits. High per capita traffic fatality rates as well as the increase of diseases related 
to sedentary lifestyles both contribute to the poor health outcomes and high costs of care in the 
U.S..li Recent analysis by Todd Litman of the Victoria Transportation Policy Centerli of the health 
benefits of public transportation in the U.S. found that:  
 Current demographic and economic trends (aging population, rising fuel prices, increasing health 

and environmental concerns, and rising medical care costs) are increasing the value of public 
transportation health benefits; 

 Inadequate physical activity contributes to numerous health problems, causing an estimated 
200,000 annual deaths in the U.S., and significantly increasing medical costs. Among physically 
able adults, average annual medical expenditures are 32 percent lower for those who achieve 
physical activity targets ($1,019 per year) than for those who are sedentary ($1,349 per year); 

 Public transit reduces pollution emissions per passenger-mile, and transit-oriented development 
provides additional emission reductions by reducing per capita vehicle travel; 

 Traffic casualty rates tend to decline as public transit travel increases in an area. Residents of 
transit-oriented communities have only about a quarter the per capita traffic fatality rate as 
residents of sprawled, automobile-dependent communities; 

 Neighborhood design features that support transit, such as walkability and mixed land use, also 
support public health. Of people with safe places to walk within ten minutes of home, 43 percent 
achieve physical activity targets, compared with just 27 percent of less walkable area residents. 

 
Alternatively, the more time a person spends in a car, the less time that person has to engage in 
leisure time physical activity.lxxiv Each additional hour spent in a car per day is associated with a 6 
percent increase in the likelihood of obesity. Each additional hour walked per day is associated with a 
4.8 percent reduction in the likelihood of obesity.lxxv 
 
Frequency of public transit service is an important predictor of whether people use and rely on 
transit as an alternative to driving alone for daily trips. Shifts from driving to transit use can decrease 
vehicle miles traveled at a regional level - with potential health benefits including reductions in air 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions as well as injuries and deaths in motor vehicle collisions. At 
the local level, increases in transit use and decreases in personal vehicle trips can reduce local traffic 
volumes and benefit local air quality, reduce traffic related noise levels, and decrease traffic hazards to 
pedestrians and bicyclists. Shifts to transit from driving also support increases in physical activity 
through walking and biking trips to get to transit, and its related benefits to physical and mental 
health. Safe, quality public transportation systems also support social interaction and community 
cohesion.lxxvi 
 
Access to public transportation is currently low. Nearly 60 percent of the U.S. population lives in 
major metropolitan areas of over 1 million, but only 8.3 percent of households have access to major 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-133



	

	 39

subway service, and over 50 percent of Americans do not live within one-quarter mile of a transit 
stop.lxxvii A study in Seattle showed that for every quarter mile increase in distance from a transit stop 
to home, the odds of taking a transit trip decreased by 16 percent. A quarter mile increase in distance 
from transit to work reduced the likelihood of taking transit to work by 32 percent.lxxviii 
 
* For research regarding the health impacts of access to work and thus income see Metric #9- 
Percent of household income consumed by housing and transportation combined. 
 
Equity Impacts 

While public transit use has benefits such as increased physical activity, public transit infrastructure in 
most US cities is not as convenient as vehicle transport, and those who do not have the option to 
buy a car may have a disadvantage, particularly elderly people and families with young children. 
Residents in low-income communities are less likely to own a car and more likely to rely on public 
transportation,lxxix lxxx and therefore often have longer commutes. People of color are also more likely 
to use transit and carpooling to get work, increasing the likelihood of longer commute times.lxxxi 
Costs and inaccessibility to public transit are barriers to accessing one’s workplace and other 
resources. Other barriers include poor sidewalk quality, no sidewalks, lack of proper signage, and 
absence of bus shelters or benches.  As transportation expenditures continue to rise, the amount 
households have to spend on housing, food, health care, insurance, education, and other needs 
decreases. Prohibitive transportation costs can interfere with employment prospects, economic self-
sufficiency, and access to needed goods and services including health care and food. Providing 
affordable public transportation, particularly to transit dependent and low-income communities, is 
one way to address these inequities in access that negatively impact health.lxxxii 
 
Of special concern also are rural communities. Two-thirds of rural Americans – 60 million people – 
are almost wholly not served by public transportation.lxxxiii 
 
It is therefore critical to ensure that communities not only have access to transit in order to reach 
jobs and needed services, but also that this transit is affordable. When modeling accessibility, 
different modes of public transportation, such as local buses, commuter buses, light rail and 
commuter rail, need to be disaggregated. When aggregated, the resulting analysis may suggest 
communities have access to transit that is, in actuality, high-fare and unaffordable, and rail service 
expansion may come at the cost of affordable local bus service.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Enumerate both bus and rail public transit stops with less than 15 minute frequencies from local 
transit authorities; Estimate distance between stops and each household/job or intersection location. 
Using GIS network analysis so that true distance to transit is captured rather than “as the crow flies” 
will avoid underestimates of travel distance.  
 
MPOs should use their region-specific Travel Demand Models that include data on residents, jobs 
and transit for this performance metric and use the local transit authorities to gather information on 
transit frequency.  
 
RESOURCES 
 
Transit access and transit frequency methodologies:  
 Example of transit access methodology: SFDPH-HDMT Indicator ST.2.b Proportion of households 

with 1/4 mile access to local bus or rail link http://www.thehdmt.org/indicators/view/52  
 Examples of transit frequency methodologies:  
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MTC Appendix C: Regional Snapshot Analysis Detailed Methodology. 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/snapshot/Appx%20C-Detailed%20Methodology.pdf  
SFDPH-HDMT: Indicator ST.2.c Local transit service frequency, morning peak commute 
http://www.thehdmt.org/indicators/view/223  

 
OnTheMap is a tool by the U.S. Census's LEHD project that maps a number of different layers, 
including education, transportation and workforce categories: http://lehdmap.did.census.gov/ 
 
The National TOD Database is a GIS platform that includes every fixed-guideway transit system in 
the U.S. and demographic and land-use data for the half-mile radius around all stations: 
http://toddata.cnt.org/ 
 
LIMITATIONS 
 
Proximity does not necessarily equal accessibility. Lower income communities tend to rely more 
heavily on public transportation and modes of transportation used to access work are dependent 
upon numerous variables. Among many others, these may include cost, perceived and actual safety, 
lack of pedestrian facilities and signage, weather, pedestrian access and safety, traffic patterns, 
availability of bicycle lanes and racks, hours of operation, availability of parking, and availability of 
travel stipends/incentives provided by work or to low-income families.lxxxiv 
 
An additional concern is the aggregation of transit modes in some Travel Demand Models. 
Aggregating bus and train transit together assumes that low-income residents can afford to commute 
to jobs on high-cost transit like BART in San Francisco. As a result, when rail service increases, it is 
likely to show increased transit accessibility for low-income communities, and affordable bus services 
may be cut. 
 
STANDARDS 
 
We can look to transit-oriented design guidelines for some standards. While they do not directly 
address the metric of proportion of housing and jobs near transit, they can supply guidance. 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) in the Bay Area established corridor 
thresholds for amount of housing that would support different types of public transit in the MTC 
Resolution 3434 TOD policy for regional transit expansion projects.lxxxv 

BART  3,850 units 
Light Rail 3,300 units 
BRT  2,750 units 
Commuter Rail 2,200 units 

TOD Design Guidelines Matrixlxxxvi 
Average Jobs/Housing Mix 

Urban Core – 10 jobs per 1 dwelling unit 
Urban general - 5 jobs per 1 dwelling unit 

Mix of Uses (% residential, % non-residential) 
Urban Core - 20% residential and 80% non-residential 
Urban General – 50% residential and 50% non-residential 

Jobs/Acre 
Urban Core – 500 jobs/acre 
Urban General – 75-150 jobs/acre 

 
California TOD Housing Program Guidelines.lxxxvii Net density for housing:  
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Large city downtown: 60 units per acre 
Urban center  40 units per acre 
All other areas   25 units per acre
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METRIC: ACCESS TO GOODS, JOBS & SERVICES 
 
5. Proportion of daily trips less than 3 miles and less than 1 mile by mode 

(walking/biking/bus and rail transit/driving) 
 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Analysis of national data regarding daily travel found that half of all trips in metropolitan areas are 
three miles or less and 28 percent are one mile or less; in rural areas 30 percent of all trips are two 
miles or less.lxxxviii Yet a majority (65 percent) of one-mile trips in metropolitan areas are still made by 
automobile.lxxxix Research also demonstrates that proximity to public transit helps to determine travel 
choice.xlviii 
 
While neighborhoods characteristics shape travel mode choice,xc the “5-D factors”xci also promote 
transit ridership when they occur near rail transit stations. The "5 Ds" include:  

1) Net-Residential Density – "denser developments generate fewer vehicle-trips per dwelling 
unit than less dense developments";  

2) Job-Housing Diversity – "having residences and jobs in close proximity will reduce the 
vehicle-trips generated by each by allowing some trips to be made on foot or by bicycle";  

3) Walkable Design – "improving the walking/biking environment will result in more non-
auto trips and a reduction in auto travel" (with synergistic effects with density and 
diversity);  

4) Destinations – "households situated near the regional center of activity generate fewer 
auto trips and vehicle-miles of travel";  

5) Distance to Rail Mass Transit Station – "transit ridership rates among station-area 
residents increase exponentially as the distance to a rail station declines. Land use and 
transportation planning that does not incorporate the above factors contributes to 
increases in miles driven in motor vehicles, along with the associated hazards from air and 
water pollutants, noise, and vehicle collisions. Heavy volumes of local vehicle traffic also 
create traffic “hotspots” and contribute to unfair burdens of air pollution, noise, and stress 
for those living adjacent to busy streets and highways, and degrade the environment for 
walking, biking, and public transit.” 

 
* Further discussion of the health and equity aspects of access to public transit and different mode 
share can be found in Metrics #4, 6 & 7.  
 
Equity Impacts 
 
African Americans widely report low levels of leisure time physical activity.xcii xciii  While the benefits 
of physical activity have been discussed elsewhere in this document (see Metric #6) one outcome of 
low levels of physical activity is an increased rate of obesity. Racial differences in risk factors are 
established early; evidence from one study found that by age 4, 13 percent of Asians and 16 percent 
of whites were obese, compared to 21 percent of blacks, 22 percent of Hispanics and 31 percent of 
American Indians.xciv  In women in the U.S., body weight is inversely related to socioeconomic 
status.xcv Multiple studies have found that the lack of recreational facilities and concerns about 
personal safety can discourage exercise.xcvi xcvii  
 
Although the prevalence of obesity is higher for black than for white women, obesity is more 
strongly related to mortality for white than for black women.xcviii xcix  One study focused on assessing 
the challenges to maintaining a healthy weight found that transportation difficulties, physical settings 
offering little opportunity for physical activity, food insecurity and rural isolation were all factors 
contributing to obesity among rural, economically disadvantaged women.c 
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Another population suffering from high rates of obesity is adolescents. Approximately 50% of U.S. 
youth do not currently meet the public health recommendations for frequency and vigorousness of 
physical activity.ci cii ciii  
 
METHODOLOGY 
	
MPOs should use their region-specific Travel Demand Models to measure this metric.	

 
RESOURCES 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Planning Section. Transportation 2035 Plan For the San 
Francisco Bay Area Travel Forecasts. Data Summary, Table E22. Oakland, CA: MTC, December 
2008. p. 121-125. 
	
STANDARDS	
 
Every decade, Caltrans conducts a statewide travel survey.civ The update is in process now, but from 
the last survey, we can provide some benchmarks. In California, the proportion of total trips made to 
and from different sources is included in the following table. While not included here, the tables also 
report out the proportion of trips that drivers make to and from different sources, and the 
proportion of “person trips” taken to and from difference sources. This source also includes the 
breakdown by MPO region for all regions in the state. 
 

From To Percent 
Home Other 41% 
Other Other 15% 
Home Work 23% 
Home Shop 11% 
Work Other 10% 
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GENERAL TRANSPORTATION 
 
METRIC: GENERAL TRANSPORTATION 
 
6. Daily amount (in minutes) of work-trip and non-work trip related physical activity 
 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health impacts 
Walking to work helps people meet minimum requirements for physical activity. Americans using 
public transit spend a median of 19 minutes daily walking to and from transit; twenty-nine percent 
achieve at least 30 minutes of physical activity a day by walking to and from transit.xlix However, 
commuting to work makes up only 15 percent of the daily travel trips people take; forty-five percent 
of daily trips are for shopping/errands and 27 percent are social and recreational.cv Numerous health 
benefits could result if individuals walk or bike during all or a portion of these trips. The benefits of 
physical activity include a reduced risk of premature mortality and reduced risks of coronary heart 
disease, hypertension, selected cancers, obesity and diabetes.cvi cvii cviii cix cx cxi Regular participation in 
physical activity also reduces stress, depression and anxiety, improves mood, and enhances ability to 
perform daily tasks throughout the life span.cxii cxiii Additionally, walking and biking as forms of 
transportation do not contribute to noise or air pollution emissions. 
 
Even with all the known benefits of regular physical activity, in 2003 only 53 percent of Americans 
achieved 30 minutes of moderately vigorous activity at least 5 days a week and approximately 23 
percent of Americans had no leisure-time physical activity within the past month.cxiv Physically 
inactive people are twice as likely to develop coronary heart disease as regularly active people and 
heart disease is the leading cause of death among men and women in the United States.cxv Sedentary 
lifestyles and inactivity can also lead to overweight/obesity.cxvi Persons who are overweight or obese 
are at increased risk for high blood pressure, type 2 diabetes, coronary heart disease, stroke, 
gallbladder disease, osteoarthritis, sleep apnea, respiratory problems and some types of cancer. 
 
Equity impacts 
Residents in low-income communities are less likely to own a car and rely on public transportation to 
a greater extent.cxvii cxviii Nationally, people of color tend to have longer commutes than the white 
population, with a lower share of African-Americans, Asians and Hispanics enjoying commutes 
under 20 minutes and a higher share of people of color having “extreme commutes” over 60 
minutes.cxix People of color are also more likely to use transit and carpooling to get work, increasing 
the likelihood of longer commute times.cxx VMT and commute times correlate with obesity and have 
an inverse relationship to amount of physical activity.cxxi cxxii A study of adults in Chicago found that 
“people of lower socioeconomic status tend to walk more frequently, but also tend to live in 
neighborhoods that discourage walking.”cxxiii Costs and inaccessibility to public transit are barriers to 
accessing one’s workplace and other resources.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Because traveling between the home and work and running errands are daily events for most people, 
and because many adults in this country do not meet the minimum requirement for daily exercise, we 
support a performance metric related to the amount of physical activity people obtain during their 
daily travel trips.  
 
MPOs could consider using an activity-based model to calculate the amount of physical activity from 
daily work and non-work trips. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission in the Bay Area is 
developing such a process, although it is not complete yet. More information about the MTC’s 
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Activity-based model development is available at: 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/maps_and_data/datamart/abm/. 	
 
We suggest MPOs using either the American Community Survey (ACS) or the National Household 
Transit Survey (NHTS) (in conjunction with regional transportation surveys, if available) to calculate 
this metric.	
 Using the time distribution by mode, the ACS gives the number of persons spending a threshold 

number of minutes it takes to get to work. Using a standard threshold (e.g., 15 minute or more), 
calculate the amount of physical activity for walking and bicycling, when available. The ACS is 
collected every 3 years on the city level.  

 If using the NHTS, disaggregate work and non-work trips. Calculate daily duration of walking 
and cycling trips per capita by dividing the daily minute totals by mode by the number of 
persons, yielding average trip times. Both the 2001 and 2009 NHTS data contain information 
regarding bike and pedestrian travel modes by work and non-work trips. The NHTS is available 
at the state- and Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)-level and conducted every 5-7 years. 
Additional add-on samples, along with random national samples collected in the add-on area, are 
available for purchase and compiled into a cleaned geocoded database for ready application to 
local planning and forecasting.  

	
LIMITATIONS	
 
Few MPOs currently have created the capability to capture this indicator using an activity-based 
model.  
 
ACS Limitations: The ACS only captures trips taken to work (and not all daily travel trips). If 
commute trips involve more than one mode, respondents are asked to report the mode used for 
most of the trip distance. Also, bicycling is included with motorcycling as a mode, so the ACS cannot 
give an accurate estimate of physical activity from biking.	
	
NHTS Limitations: Because the NHTS is a national probability sample, the data is not very reliable at 
the city level. It is possible to purchase add-on data for specific metropolitan regions, which would 
add statistical reliability to the sample. 	
 
RESOURCES	
	
 Journal articles using the NHTS for transportation decision-making: 

http://nhts.ornl.gov/2009/pub/Compendium.pdf 
 Example calculation of bike/pedestrian physical activity using NHTS: Pucher J, Buehler R, 

Merom D & Bauman A (2011). Walking and Cycling in the United States, 2001-2009: Evidence 
From the National Household Travel Surveys. American Journal of Public Health, 101, in press 
[Epub ahead of print]. 

 Example calculation of transit-associated walking times using the NHTS: Besser LM & 
Dannenberg AL. (2005). Walking to public transit: Steps to help meet physical activity 
recommendations. American Journal of Preventative Medicine, 29(4): 273–280. 

 For more information regarding CDPH methodology (replicating the London Woodcock Active 
Transportation modeling), contact Neil Maizlish, PhD, MPH.  California Department of Public 
Health at Neil.Maizlish@cdph.ca.gov 

	
STANDARDS	
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The Surgeon General recommends that adults engage in moderate-intensity physical activity five 
times per week for at least 30 minutes each time, or in vigorous-intensity physical activity three times 
per week for at least 20 minutes each time, in order to achieve adequate levels of physical activity.cxxiv 
 
Healthy People 2020cxxv 
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS) Healthy People 2020 provides 
science-based, 10-year national objectives for improving the health of all Americans. By 2020, the 
following should be achieved: 

Physical Activity 
 Objective PA-2: Increase the proportion of adults who meet current Federal physical activity 

guidelines  
 for aerobic physical activity of moderate intensity; 

 Objective PA-13: Increase the proportion of trips made by walking; 
 Objective PA-14: Increase the proportion of trips made by bicycling. 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-141



	

	 47

METRIC: GENERAL TRANSPORTATION 
 
7. Work and non-work trip mode share (including biking, walking, transit (bus and train), 

carpooling and SOV) – Both at peak times and all day 
 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health Impacts 
Commute travel between the home and the workplace, as well as non-work related trips, is a good 
indicator of environmental impacts, physical activity, obesity, social cohesion, and mental health. The 
extent of these impacts depends on transit mode. Vehicle miles traveled are directly proportional to 
air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.xlviii Air pollutants, including ozone and particulate 
matter, are causal factors for cardiovascular mortality and respiratory disease and other illness.cxxvi 
Greenhouse gases contribute to climate change, which may increase the following: heat-related illness 
and death, health effects related to extreme weather events, health effects related to air pollution, 
water-borne and food-borne diseases, and vector-borne and rodent-borne disease.cxxvii The more time 
a person spends in a car, the less time a person has to engage in leisure time physical activity.cxxviii 
Transportation choices impact obesity. Each additional hour spent in a car per day is associated with 
a 6 percent increase in the likelihood of obesity. Each additional hour walked per day is associated 
with a 4.8 percent reduction in the likelihood of obesity.cxxix	
	
Driving to work is a significant cause of stress for many people, so reduced commuting time could 
lead to decreased stress levels.cxxx Highway congestion has been associated with elevated blood 
pressure among car or bus drivers.cxxxi Some studies have looked specifically at “commute 
impedance,” such as traffic jams, and road construction. Researchers have concluded that traffic 
impedance is associated with higher blood pressure, more self-reported “tense” and “nervous” 
feelings, more self-reported colds and flu, and more days at the hospital.cxxxii 
 
Long commutes can distance an individual from his/her community and decrease social connectivity. 
Amount of time spent commuting impacts time for family and social activity.cxxxiii Social connectivity 
helps manage stress, and is connected with longer lifespan and access to emotional and physical 
resources.cxxxiv cxxxv Drivers in the Southern California region have especially long work trip travel 
times. For example, Los Angeles and Riverside were ranked by the U.S. Census as having the fourth 
and fifth highest percentages of people with “extreme” commutes of longer than 90 minutes per day 
(5 percent and 3 percent, respectively),cxxxvi and 20 percent of those living in the larger Los Angeles 
region commute more than 45 minutes each way to work.cxxxvii 
 
It is important to note that building or expanding freeways, thereby adding lane miles, has not 
proven to be a long-term solution to congestion. It can, in fact, exacerbate the problem by inducing 
travel.cxxxviii cxxxix cxl cxli cxlii 	
 
The health impacts of biking and walking as modes of transportation are discussed above in Metric 
#6. 

Equity impacts 
The different modes of transportation used to access work, as well as other goods and services, are 
influenced by a number of factors including cost, distance, accessibility, perceived and actual safety, 
weather, pedestrian safety, traffic patterns, availability of bicycle lanes, hours of operation, availability 
of parking, and availability of travel reimbursement or incentives provided by work or to low-income 
families.cxliii Lower income, transit-dependent households who work in industries that do not have 
regular 9 to 5 working hours are much more vulnerable to reductions in off-peak transit service. Jobs 
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in the health care, retail, food and personal service, and hospitality industries, for example, have 
fewer educational requirements but also require odd hour commutes. These industries also tend to 
have less flexible working hours, making transit-dependent lower income households are more 
vulnerable to travel delays.  

Residents in low-income communities are less likely to own a car and rely on public transportation to 
a greater extent.lxxix People of color are more likely to use transit and carpooling to get work, 
increasing the likelihood of longer commute times.cxliv Costs and inaccessibility to public transit are 
barriers to accessing one’s workplace and other resources. Commute distance can be an indicator of 
travel costs: longer commutes are generally associated with higher costs of gas, vehicle wear and tear, 
and/or public transit fares. Low-income populations spend a higher proportion of their income on 
travel costs associated with commuting, and thus bear this cost burden to a greater degree. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
MPOs should use regional transportation surveys or region-specific travel demand models to analyze 
mode share. If MPOs do not have modeling capabilities, the National Household Travel Survey 
(NHTS) collects data on daily trips by mode.  
 
RESOURCES 

Monitoring & Forecasting: Forecasting pedestrian and bicycle travel demands using travel demand 
model and mode share/trip length data: http://www.bicyclinginfo.org/library/details.cfm?id=4461  
Forecasting: An M & Chen M. (2007). Estimating Nonmotorized Travel Demand. Transportation 
Research Record, 2002: 18-25. 

 
LIMITATIONS 
 
As mentioned above, because the NHTS is a national probability sample and the data is not very 
reliable at the city level. It is possible to purchase add-on data for specific metropolitan regions, 
which would add statistical reliability to the sample.  
 
STANDARDS 
 
Caltrans conducts a statewide travel survey once a decade. They are in the process of conducting the 
survey now, but using data from the 2000-2001 CA Statewide Travel Survey, we can see the weekday 
mode share split for the entire state.cxlv 

   All weekday trips Commuter trips 24 hour  Commuter trips 
7-9 am 
SOV trips  69%   83%    85% 
Driving with passengers 19%   10%     8% 
Public transportation 2%   3.4%    3.8% 
School bus  2%   N/A    N/A  
Bike   0.7%   0.7%    0.6% 
Walk   7%   2.6%    2.4%   
 
In 1992 when the city of San Diego was rolling out its TOD Design Guidelines, they targeted an 
“ambitious” 40 percent non-auto mode split goal.cxlvi 
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FUTURE GROWTH 
 
METRIC:  FUTURE GROWTH 
 
8. Growth of population, housing, and jobs in transit priority areas 

a. Share of housing growth in transit priority areas, targeting measures of how many 
large (3-4) bedroom, senior housing, and low-income units will be built 

b. Proportion of projected population growth located in transit priority areas 
c. Proportion of projected jobs in transit priority transit areas 

 

EVIDENCE BASE 

Health impacts 

Transit-oriented development (TOD) is effective for regional reducing vehicle use and associated air 
pollutant emissions (including greenhouse gas) and noise, and for improving traffic safety, access to 
goods and services, and access to schools and jobs. Provided that local air quality and traffic collision 
impacts near TOD sites are mitigated, this metric is positively associated with health. 
 Transit-oriented development can increase physical activity.cxlvii In San Francisco, transit 

neighborhoods had 120 percent more trips by walking or biking to work than did auto-orientated 
neighborhoods. Mode share for work trips by pedestrians was between 1.2 and 10.6 percent 
higher for the transit neighborhoods. In Los Angeles mode share for walking to work was 1.7 to 
24.6 percent higher in the transit neighborhoods.cxlviii 

 A dense mix of uses, well served by mass transportation systems, can ensure access to essential 
goods and services while reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT), thereby reducing environmental 
and health costs associated with personal vehicle trips.cxlix 

 
Transit-oriented development is generally positive for health at the regional level but local health 
impacts may not always be positive. Due to decreasing amounts of urban land available for infill, 
many of these developments are now placed close to freeways and their associated air pollution and 
noise. Additionally, access to public transit stops can increase local traffic, leading to an increase in 
risk for pedestrian and bicycle injury.  
 Transit-oriented development areas can be associated with increased vehicles on a local level, 

even as it reduces vehicle miles traveled overall. Consequently, high VMT per capita leads to 
higher accident and injury rates associated with vehicle-vehicle, vehicle-pedestrian, and vehicle-
bicycle collisions.cl In addition, there are typically more pedestrians in dense TOD areas, which 
leads to greater risk of pedestrian collisions. cli  

 While transit-oriented development is often associated with reduced vehicle trips and VMT 
regionally, it can be associated with greater air pollution locally.clii  

Equity impacts 

Increasing the share of growth in transit accessible areas can have positive or negative outcomes for 
low-income people and people of color, depending on the other policies in place.  
Positive equity impacts include: 
 Decreased transportation costs. Building more affordable housing near transit allows more 

people to take advantage of the transportation cost savings provided by these locations.cliii  
 Increased economic opportunity. As more jobs are accessible by transit, low-income workers 

(who may already be living in transit-rich neighborhoods) may be able to take transit to those 
jobs. Nationally, the number of households earning $35,000 and under is 10 percentage points 
higher in neighborhoods around transit than it is in the transit zones’ host regions.cliv 
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Negative impacts are also possible if proactive policies and planning measures are not in place:  
 Because many transit areas have a higher share of low-income households, negative public health 

impacts (e.g., pedestrian injuries) could have a disproportionate affect on those families. 
 In addition, there are significant current and historical environmental injustices related to low-

income communities and communities of color having disproportionate exposures to hazardous 
air quality associated with freeways, which may be perpetuated by increasing growth in places 
with these characteristics.clv 

 The demand for housing near transit is equally strong amongst all income groups.clvi New 
development, including transit-oriented development, can lead to a risk of displacement for 
existing low-income populations. This can be mitigated by providing affordable housing in TOD 
areasclvii and by stabilizing rent prices for local small businesses. 

 
METHODOLOGY 

Through the SB375 Sustainable Communities Strategy process, MPOs should use their region-
specific analysis of housing, population and workforce growth in proposed transit priority areas. 
	
RESOURCES	
	
 Brookings Institute Report: State of Metropolitan America – On the front lines of demographic 

transition  
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/Programs/Metro/state_of_metro_america/metro_a
merica_report.pdf 
This report uses the Census Bureau’s Population Estimates Program. Using data from the last 
decennial census, more recent national surveys, and administrative records at all levels of 
government, the Population Estimates Program produces annual estimates of population, and its 
“components of change” (natural increase, domestic migration, and immigration), for all 
incorporated municipalities, counties, and states nationwide. The program also estimates state and 
county populations by age and race/ethnicity annually. 
http://www.census.gov/popest/topics/schedule.html 

 ABAG (The Association of Bay Area Governments) is responsible for making long-term 
forecasts or population, housing, and employment for the nine-county Bay Area. These forecasts 
assist local governments in planning for our changing environment. ABAG produces updated 
forecasts every 2 years and publishes them as Projections. In recent updates, the Projections 
forecasts have presented a realistic assessment of growth in the region, while recognizing trends in 
markets and demographics, while also recognizing local policies that promote more compact 
infill- and transit-oriented development. http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/currentfcst/  

	
STANDARDS	
	
See standards suggested for Metric #4.	
 
Frank & Pivo’s 1995 study on the impact of smart growth on modal shiftclviii may offer useful 
benchmarks: 
 Nearly all travel is done by car until residential density reached 13 persons per acre;  
 Employment density levels greater than 75 employees per acre is necessary before there is a 

substantial increase in transit and pedestrian travel for work trips.  
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ECONOMIC 
 
METRIC:  ECONOMIC 
 
9. a) Percent of household income consumed by housing and transportation combined; b) 

Percent of income going towards housing costs; c) Percent of income going towards 
transportation costs 

 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health Impacts 
Income is one of the strongest and most consistent predictors of health in the public health research 
literature.clix clx As transportation and housing costs rise, the less money households have to spend on 
medical resources (health care and health insurance), healthy food, schooling costs, leisure activities 
and exercise.clxi  
Prevalence of obesity and Type 2 diabetes is higher among groups with the lowest levels of income 
and education, living in deprived areas.clxii Additionally, individuals with less income are more likely 
to report experiencing traumatic life events as well as the harmful psychosocial effects of 
neighborhood violence or disorder, residential crowding, and struggles to meet daily challenges with 
inadequate resources.clxiii	clxiv	clxv	clxvi	
  
Equity Impacts 
The distribution of income has become increasingly concentrated among a smaller segment of people 
in the United States over the past decades, and the gap between the highest and lowest-earning 20 
percent continues to grow.clxvii Racial/ethnic inequities in income are particularly striking. In 2004, for 
example, the median household income was approximately $30,000 among blacks and nearly $50,000 
among whites.clxviii 
 
While public officials, renters, homeowners and bankers often use 30 percent of a household’s 
income as the benchmark of affordability, this measure omits transportation costs, which can vary 
significantly by neighborhood, city and region. In order to obtain affordable housing, people often 
live far away from work, believing they’ll save money on housing costs. However, the time and 
money spent on long commutes can place further stress on tight budgets.clxix In the Los Angeles 
metro area, 46 percent of communities would be considered affordable using the standard measure 
of 30 percent of income. However, this statistic drops to only 29 percent when both housing and 
transportation costs are considered.clxx Low-income households living in the city cores of the Bay Area 
and/or near transit tend to have a much lower housing and transportation costs than households 
living in outer areas.clxxi In neighborhoods highly susceptible to gentrification, housing and 
transportation costs that are disproportionately high indicate that residents are unlikely to be able to 
stay in the absence of supportive housing policies and may be more likely to be displaced.clxxi 
 
The lack of affordable housing constrains choices about where families and individuals live, often 
relegating lower-income families to the periphery and/or to substandard housing in unsafe, 
overcrowded neighborhoods with higher rates of poverty and fewer resources like parks, bike paths, 
recreation centers and other health promoting activities.clxxii This type of housing instability also has 
health impacts. One study found that children living in areas with higher rates of unaffordable 
housing tend to have worse health, more behavioral problems and lower school performance.clxxiii 
 
METHODOLOGY 
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The Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), in collaboration with the Center for Transit-
Oriented Development, has devised a methodology to estimate how much households of different 
income levels pay for both housing and transportation (H+T).clxxiv The CNT’s Housing + 
Transportation Affordability Index covers most regions in California. We recommend that MPOs 
use the CNT’s methodology in order to measure these affordability metrics.  
	
RESOURCES	
	
CNT H+T Affordability Index: http://www.htaindex.org/index.php. 
	
LIMITATIONS	
	
While a majority of California has been analyzed by CNT's H+T Affordability Index, there are some 
rural areas that have not been captured. Also, data instability at the block group level make estimates 
at that level of specificity unreliable. Therefore we recommend that MPOs use the H+T 
methodology and their region-specific data, when available.  
	
STANDARDS	
 
Housing: Federal standards for housing affordability suggests no one should spend more than 30 
percent of household income on housing (rent and utilities). Households that spend more than 50 
percent of their income on their homes are classified by the National Low Income Housing Coalition 
as severely cost-burdened.clxix  
Transportation: CNT has found 18 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) to be an attainable 
standard for transportation affordability and have set 15 percent as a goal.clxxv 
Housing & Transportation: Combining the 15 percent level with the 30 percent housing affordability 
standard, CNT recommends that 45 percent of AMI be established as the affordability target for 
combined housing and transportation costs in the U.S.clxxv 
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ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 
 
METRIC:  ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 
 
c. For all daily trips, per capita miles traveled by mode (walking, biking, transit, vehicle) 
 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Transit mode share is an indicator of how many people are driving, driving alone, taking public 
transit, or using active transportation such as biking or walking. 

Health impacts 

There are a variety of negative health outcomes associated with increased amounts of driving. These 
include increased stress and musculoskeletal injuries as well as health outcomes associated with noise 
and air emissions, and a decrease in physical activity and social cohesion.  
 For example, less driving means more time for physical activity and therefore reduced obesity 

rates. In a landmark study, each additional hour spent in a car was shown to be associated with a 
6 percent increase in the likelihood of obesity, and each additional hour walked was associated 
with a 4.8 percent reduction in obesity.clxxvi clxxvii VMT and commute times correlate with obesity 
and have an inverse relationship to amount of physical activity.clxxviii clxxix 

 Also, time spent driving puts drivers at risk for musculoskeletal pain. People who drive more 
have higher odds of shoulder pain compared to those who spend less time driving. People who 
drive 9,000 – 18,000 annual miles are 75 percent more likely to have neck and back pain than 
those who travel 3,000 miles annually.clxxx 

 Vehicle trips are a significant cause of stress for many people.clxxxi   
 Higher VMT impacts time for family and social activity.clxxxii Social connectivity helps manage 

stress, and is connected with longer lifespan and access to emotional and physical resources.clxxxiii 
clxxxiv 

 Building or expanding freeways in an effort to reduce time spent driving, and thereby adding lane 
miles, has not proven to be a long-term solution to congestion and can, in fact, exacerbate the 
problem by inducing travel.clxxxv clxxxvi clxxxvii clxxxviii clxxxix Transportation Demand Management 
strategies lead to better health outcomes than road expansions. 

 Higher traffic volume increases the risk of pedestrian, cyclist and motorist injury and death, with 
pedestrians, cyclists, and motorized two-wheeled vehicle users bearing a disproportionate share 
of road injury burden.xlviii cxc  

 The Environmental Protection Agency’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Inventory for the 
U.S. showed that in the 1990s GHGs from mobile sources increased 18 percent, primarily from 
VMT.cxci California has less coal in it’s electricity mix, so the transportation sector is the largest 
source of emissions; thus transportation was responsible for 38 percent of California’s GHG 
emissions in 2004.cxcii 

 
There are positive as well as negative health outcomes associated with use of alternative modes of 
transportation: 
 Americans who use public transit get more exercise.  

o Public transit users spend a median of 19 minutes daily walking to and from transit; of these 
individuals, 29 percent achieve at least 30 minutes of physical activity a day by walking to and 
from transit.xlix cxciii  

o In fact, 16 percent of all recorded walking trips are part of transit trips, and these tend to be 
longer than average walking trips, according to an analysis of U.S. travel survey data.cxciv  

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-148



	

	 54

o When comparing train commuters to car commuters, train commuters averaged 30 percent 
more walking, more frequently reported walking for 10 minutes or more, and were 4 times 
more likely to achieve 10,000 daily steps recommended for fitness and health.cxcv  

o Transit users average 1.05 daily miles of walking a day – ten times more than the 175 yards 
of walking averaged by non-transit users.cxcvi  

o This level of physical activity enables people to reach the Centers for Disease Control’s 
recommended amount of daily physical activity simply by taking public transit.cxcvii Meeting 
recommended levels of physical activity lowers risks for obesity, cardiovascular disease, 
diabetes, cancers, depression, and can increase strength for bone health.cxcviii Higher use of 
public transit has been shown to be beneficial for air quality and decreases greenhouse 
gases.cxcix  

 More active transport increases the amount of physical activity people get. Walking and biking 
have direct health benefits, for example lower rates of premature mortality, heart disease, 
diabetes, high blood pressure, colon cancer, depression and anxiety, obesity, osteoporosis, and 
psychological well-being.cc  

 Using public transportation also offers more opportunities for decreasing isolation by 
encouraging casual contact from unplanned social interactions. Mortality rates of socially isolated 
people are two or more times the rates of people with more social support.cci  

 Increased use of car sharing has been shown to reduce vehicle travel by 47 percent and increased 
use of public transit, walking and cycling.ccii 

 There are increased rates of crime near subway stations, however this increased risk as well as 
perception of safety can potentially be mitigated.cciii  

 Active transport is associated with increased exposure to pedestrian or bicycle injury, but with 
well-designed communities, this risk can be mitigated.  

Equity impacts 
Lower income residents are less likely to own automobiles – about 26 percent of low-income 
households do not own a car compared to 4 percent of other households. Thus, lower-income 
residents are more likely to use public transportation; 5 percent of lower-income households use 
public transit vs. 2 percent of other households. Also, lower-income residents are more likely to walk; 
5 percent of lower-income households report walking to work and work-related trips vs. 3 percent 
for other households.cciv Those walking and biking and taking transit can gain all of the health 
benefits associated with those modes. 
 
Low-income households also spend a higher percentage of their income on transportation costs than 
high income households.ccv Car ownership can be estimated to cost a household about $5,000 
annually, including the costs of gas and insurance. Households that take more transit, or walk and 
bike, spend less than this on transportation. 
 

METHODOLOGY 
 
MPO-specific Travel Demand Models include information on per capita miles traveled by mode. 
 
RESOURCES 
 
For an example of an MPO data set and forecast of number of trips by mode by trip length, see the 
Bay Area’s Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)’s Change in Motion analysis, available 
at  http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/tech_data_summary_report.pdf (pg 110). This 
analysis gives some level of background methodology in the text portion and tables defining their 
performance measures for the 2009 Regional Transportation Plan: Vision 2035. Table D4 beginning 
on page 81 is also of interest for this metric. 
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STANDARDS 
 
Walking & biking 

The Surgeon General recommends that adults engage in moderate-intensity physical activity five 
times per week for at least 30 minutes each time, or in vigorous-intensity physical activity three times 
per week for at least 20 minutes each time, in order to achieve adequate levels of physical activity.ccvi 

Averages across California and in different regions are supplied here as a level at which to compare 
each region’s performance. 
 CA: 0.8% of people biked to work (in SF county 1.7%, in LA county 0.6%, in Placer County 

0.4%) 
 CA: 2.7% of people walked to work (in SF county 7%, in SF county 2.8%, in Placer County 

1.5%)ccvii 
 Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Low-income households in the Bay Area have an 

average of 11 minutes per day of physical activity due to active transport currently. Non low-
income households in Bay area haveare 9 minutes per day currently. 

 
Public transit 
 In the 2005 – 2007 American Community Survey of the U.S. Census: 5% of Californians took 

public transit.ccviii 
 In 2008 in the U.S., transit participation grew between 3% – 16%. In California overall, there was 

a 6% increase in transit ridership in 2008, and a corresponding 5% decrease in VMT. A report 
about the impact of high gas prices on transit ridership suggests a “high but realistic” goal of 
increasing public transit ridership by 10%.ccix 

 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)  
 According to Caltrans Data Branch, in 2005, the average VMT per capita in California counties 

was 5,053.ccx  
 Rural counties had much higher VMT; in the 10 counties with highest VMT per capita had an 

average population of just under 23,000 people. In the 10 counties with lowest VMT per capita 
included Los Angeles, Orange, Santa Clara, Sacramento, and San Francisco.  

o Bay Area:      5,407 per capita per month 
o Solano:       over 8,000  
o San Francisco:      1,752  
o Average for Los Angeles, Riverside, Orange:  4,858  
o Los Angeles:      4,034 
o Riverside:      5,861 
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METRIC: ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 
 
d. Working with a local public health department, university and/or air quality 

management district: Estimate pre-mature mortality attributed to traffic-related ambient 
PM 2.5, and estimate asthma incidence and asthma exacerbations attributed to traffic 
related NO2. 

 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health Impacts 
Epidemiologic studies have consistently found that proximity to high traffic density or flow results in 
reduced lung function and increased asthma hospitalizations, asthma symptoms, bronchitis 
symptoms, and medical visits.ccxi Children appear to be the most sensitive to adverse effects. 
California freeway studies show exposure levels approach background levels after a distance of 500 
feet from a freeway.ccxii Specific epidemiologic research findings include: 
 Reduced lung function in children associated with traffic density, especially trucks, within 1,000 

feet and the association was strongest within 300 feet.ccxiii 
 Increased asthma hospitalizations associated with living within 650 feet of heavy traffic and 

heavy truck volume.ccxiv 
 Increased asthma symptoms with proximity to roadways, with the greatest risk within 300 

feet.ccxv 
 Asthma and bronchitis symptoms in children associated with high traffic in a San Francisco Bay 

Area community with good overall regional air quality.ccxvi 
 Increased medical visits in children living within 550 feet of heavy traffic in San Diego.ccxvii 
 In a prospective study of 3399 participants in Germany, living within 150m of major roads is 

associated with an increased risk of coronary heart disease over time even after adjusting for 
individual risk factors and background air pollution.ccxviii 

 
Living in close proximity to busy roadways 
 
Children living in close proximity to busy roadways have been found to suffer from increased 
respiratory disease symptoms and asthma, and reduced lung function.ccxix ccxx ccxxi ccxxii ccxxiii ccxxiv ccxxv 
ccxxvi ccxxvii ccxxviii Studies also show higher rates of cardiovascular and respiratory disease among adults 
living near freeways, particularly for those living within 75 - 650 feet of heavy traffic and heavy truck 
volume.ccxxix ccxxx ccxxxi ccxxxii ccxxxiii Long-term exposure to traffic-related air pollution is associated with 
an increased risk of lung cancer,ccxxxiv and diabetics exposed to air pollution have an increased risk for 
heart disease.ccxxxv ccxxxvi Additionally, living in areas with high levels of air pollution is a disincentive 
to exercise,ccxxxvii and exercise reduces risks for heart disease, diabetes, osteoporosis, and stress-related 
anxiety and depression.ccxxxviii CARB recommends not locating sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a 
highway that has traffic in excess of 100,000 vehicles per day.ccxxxix  

PM 2.5 and health outcomes 

Motor vehicle emissions, power plants, and refineries are the predominant sources of fine particulate 
air pollution (PM2.5). Several large-scale studies demonstrate that increased exposure to PM2.5 is 
associated with detrimental cardiovascular outcomes, including increased risk of death from ischemic 
heart disease, higher blood pressure, and coronary artery calcification.ccxl ccxli ccxlii  

Research in some locations based on measurements of fine particulate matter (PM 2.5) has found 
that a significant share of spatial intra-urban air pollution variation in ambient levels of PM 2.5

 
is due 

to local traffic sources,ccxliii and that traffic density explains variation in local and regional PM 2.5 
concentrations.ccxliv ccxlv Individual epidemiological studies have linked roadway proximity or vehicle 
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emissions to impairments of lung function; ccxlvi asthma symptoms;ccxlvii ccxlviii ccxlix medical visits for 
asthma;ccl asthma prevalence and incidence; ccli cclii ccliii ccliv cclv and ischemic heart disease.cclvi cclvii 

Nitrogen Dioxide and health outcomes 
 
While traffic pollution comprises a diverse mix of chemicals, NO2 is a good proxy measure for 
cumulative exposure. The Health Effects Institute states that a good surrogate for traffic should have 
the following attributes: (1) traffic should be its major source; (2) emissions vary with motor vehicle 
type; (3) it can be measured reasonably accurately at low concentrations, and is inexpensive; and (4) it 
does not have independent health effects.cclviii NO2 can feasibly be measured at a large number of 
locations, and it has been widely used as a proxy for the mixture of traffic-related pollutants that vary 
markedly depending on distance from roadways, season, wind speed, and wind direction.cclix cclx cclxi  
 
Research from the Los Angeles region shows that ambient NO2 within 150 meters was associated 
with 2.18 times the risk of new-onset asthma in children.cclxii Further research shows that there is an 8 
percent increased risk of asthma diagnosis with early life exposure to NO2 (150 meters from highway 
and 50 meters from major road) and a 12 percent increased risk of asthma diagnosis with early life 
exposure to NO2.cclxiii 

Equity impacts 

Poorer residents and people of color are more likely to live near roadway sources of air pollution. In 
California, the proportion of children of color living in high traffic density blocks is inversely related 
to median family income, and children of color are three times more likely to live in high-traffic areas 
than white children.cclxiv Thus, poorer children of color are more likely to be disproportionately 
exposed to respiratory-disease causing emissions. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Regarding premature mortality related to PM2.5:  Find the population weighted average 
transportation-attributable PM2.5 concentration and NO2 (either by measurement or estimate by 
modeling e.g., CAL3QHCR or AERMOD Dispersion model using local traffic volumes, vehicle 
emissions models, topography, meteorology). Estimate parcel level population as share of total area 
residential building volume. To find premature mortality, asthma incidence and asthma 
exacerbations, apply the Exposure-Response Function (ERF) to population exposure. Use California 
ARB consensus on PM2.5-Mortailty ERF. 
 
Regarding asthma incidence and exacerbations related to NO2: contact Human Impact Partners for 
further assistance and information.  Kim Gilhuly, kim@humanimpact.org.  
 
MEASUREMENT RESOURCES/EXAMPLES 
 
 SFDPH: Air Quality Measurement and Modeling: 

http://www.sfphes.org/HIA_Tools_Air_Quality.htm  
 Bhatia, R & Rivard, T. (2008). Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from 

Intra-urban Roadways: Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review. 
http://www.sfphes.org/publications/Mitigating_Roadway_AQLU_Conflicts.pdf   

 BAAQMD 2010:  Estimation of health effects as related to PM2.5. 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning and Research/Plans/2010 Clean Air 
Plan/Resource and Tec/Multi-Pollutant Evaluation Method Technical Document-April 
2010.ashx    
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 CARB 2009: Methodology for Estimating Premature Deaths Associated with Long-term 
Exposure to Fine Airborne Particulate Matter in California. 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/health/pm-mort/pm-mort_final.pdf  

 Human Impact Partners Health Impact Assessments using air modeling and health prediction 
methodology (both available at http://www.humanimpact.org/past-projects): 
-   Pittsburg Railroad Ave. Specific Plan Health Impact Assessment 
-   San Pablo Avenue Corridor 

 SFDPH Road Pricing HIA. http://www.sfphes.org/HIA_Road_Pricing.htm  
 Resource for NO2 and asthma incidence/exacerbations:  Chen, Lisa C. (2011). A Method to 

estimate the cumulative impact of traffic-related pollution on childhood asthma: A meta-analysis. 
(Master's thesis) Berkeley: University of California, School of Public Health.  
For a copy of this paper, please contact Kim Gilhuly, kim@humanimpact.org 

 
STANDARDS 
 

Healthy People 2020cclxv 
Respiratory Disease Objectives 
Reduce asthma deaths 

 RD 1.1 Reduce asthma deaths in children under age 5 years 
o Baseline: There were 3.4 asthma deaths per million children under age 5 years in 

2007 
o Target:  None listed; assuming target of 0 deaths for children 

 RD 1.2 Reduce asthma deaths in people age 5 - 64 years 
o Baseline: There were 11 asthma deaths per million in people age 5 - 64 years in 

2007 
o Target: 6 deaths per million in children and adults age 5 - 64 years 

 RD 1.3 Reduce asthma deaths in adults age 65 and over 
o Baseline: There were 43 asthma deaths per million in adults over age 65 years in 

2007 
o Target: 23 deaths per million in adults over age 65 years 

 
Reduce hospitalizations for asthma 

 RD 2.1 Reduce asthma hospitalizations in children under age 5 years 
o Baseline: There were 41 asthma hospitalizations per 10,000 children under age 5 

years in 2007 
o Target: 18 asthma hospitalizations per 10,000 children under age 5 years 

 RD 2.2 Reduce asthma hospitalizations in children and adults age 5 - 64 years 
o Baseline: There were 11 asthma hospitalizations per 10,000 in children and adults 

age 5 - 64 years in 2007 
o Target: 9 deaths per 10,000 in children and adults age 5 - 64 years 

 RD 2.3 Reduce asthma hospitalizations in adults age 65 and over 
o Baseline: There were 25 asthma hospitalizations per 10,000 adults over age 65 

years in 2007 
o Target: 20 hospitalizations per 10,000 adults over age 65 years 

 
Reduce hospital emergency department visits for asthma 

 RD 3.1 Reduce asthma hospitalizations in children under age 5 years 
o Baseline: There were 133 asthma hospitalizations per 10,000 children under age 5 

years in 2007 
o Target: 96 emergency department visits per 10,000 in children under age 5 years 
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 RD 3.2 Reduce asthma hospitalizations in children and adults age 5 - 64 years 
o Baseline: There were 56 asthma hospitalizations per 10,000 children and adults 

age 5 – 64 years in 2007 
o Target: 49 emergency department visits per 10,000 in children and adults age 5 – 

64 years 
 RD 3.3 Reduce asthma emergency department visits per in adults age 65 and over 

o Baseline: There were 21 asthma emergency department visits per 10,000 adults 
over age 65 years in 2007 

o Target: 13 emergency department visits per 10,000 in adults over age 65 years 
 
 
 
California and Federal Air Quality Standards are provided in the following table: 
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Source: CARB. 2007. California Ambient Air Quality Standards. California Air Resources Board. Available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf.  
 
 
 
 
The California Air Resource Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspectiveccxii provides the following recommends for locating sensitive receivers near sources of air 
pollution: 
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CARB 2005 Guidance on Preventing Air Quality—Land Use Conflicts 

Source of Air Pollution Air Resource’s Board Recommendations  

Freeways and High-
Traffic Roads 

Avoid siting sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 
100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day. 

Distribution Centers 

Avoid siting sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that 
accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating TRUs 
per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 300 hours per week). 

Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid locating 
residences and other sensitive land uses near entry and exit points. 

Rail Yards 

Avoid siting sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance rail 
yard.  

Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and mitigation 
approaches. 

Ports 

Consider limitations on the siting of sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports 
in the most heavily impacted zones.  

Consult with local air districts for the latest available data on health risks associated with 
port emissions. 

Refineries 
Avoid siting sensitive land uses immediately downwind of petroleum refineries. 

Work with local air districts to determine an appropriate separation. 

Chrome Platers Avoid siting sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater. 

Dry Cleaners Using 
Perchloro-ethylene 

Avoid siting sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation. For large 
operations with two or more machines, provide 500 feet. 

Do not site sensitive land uses in the same building with perc dry cleaning operations. 

Gasoline Dispensing 
Facilities 

Avoid siting sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a facility 
with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater). A 50 foot separation is 
recommended for typical gas stations. 
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METRIC: ENVIRONMENTAL POLLUTION 
 
e. Proposed housing near busy roadways will require: 

a. Assessment by local air district or public health department of the need for 
environmental/health impact analysis when housing is proposed near (within 1,000 
feet) busy roadways (over 100,000 Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)) or other 
significant pollution sources (e.g., rail yards, port terminals, refineries, power plants, 
etc); and  

b. Best practice mitigation requirements by local governments when the above 
assessment determines that environmental quality is below standard for such 
proposed housing, and if such housing is determined to be safe by local air districts 
and public health departments with identified mitigation. 

 
For MPOs representing highly urban regions, we suggest an alternate metric due to the ongoing 
concern about the lack of developable land, the need for housing, and equity concerns about placing 
low-income residents near polluting emissions of cars and trucks. 
 
Alternate Metric 12:  Working with a local public health department, university and/or air 
quality management district: 

c. Estimate the number of sensitive sites (homes, schools, daycares, parks, etc.) within 
1,000 feet of freeways and other major pollution sources, based on standards such as 
BAAQMD’s listed below (“Standards”).    

d. Estimate proportion of affordable housing units vs. market rate units within above 
identified areas. 

 
EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health and Equity Impacts 
 
See Metric # 11 for health and equity evidence. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
	
1) The MPO should engage the local air district or public health department to assess need for 
environmental/health impact analysis according to protocol similar to the Bay Area’s CEQA 
guidelines for all development located within 1,000 feet of busy roadways (see Resources below for 
link to detailed methodology)  
2) The MPO should document whether local general plans and other policies require mitigations for 
housing proposed in areas with poor air quality.	
 
This metric has raised some concerns about the potential conflict between the health dangers of 
placing homes and other sensitive uses near busy roadways and the need and desire in urban areas of 
California to create infill development that is often near freeways, in particular affordable housing 
options. Because there has been an ongoing statewide conversation regarding this issue, an effort was 
made to solicit input about which indicator would be best. Many organizations and agencies that 
have been most involved in the statewide discussion participated in the decision on this health and 
equity metric. Those organizations and agencies were: the American Lung Association of California, 
the California Department of Public Health, the Natural Resources Defense Agency, ClimatePlan, 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, the Sacramento Air Quality Management District, 
Housing California, the Sacramento Council of Governments, the San Diego Association of 
Governments, the Los Angeles County Public Health Department, Human Impact Partners, the 
Environmental Health Coalition, the Coalition for Clean Air, Reconnecting America, Prevention 
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Institute, Public Health Law and Policy, the San Mateo County Health Systems, the Central Valley 
Air Quality Coalition, and East Yard Coalition for Environmental Justice. 
 
Methodology for Alternate Metric 12 also exists.  The San Francisco Department of Public Health 
has worked closely with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District to conduct hot spot analysis 
in the City and County of San Francisco to guide healthy development.  
 
RESOURCES 
 
 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. CEQA Guidelines. Tools and Methodology. 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/CEQA-GUIDELINES/Tools-
and-Methodology.aspx  

 Example mitigation recommendations: SFDPH HDMT (see "Policies/Design Strategies") 
http://www.thehdmt.org/objectives/view/55	

 San Francisco’s Air Quality Ordinance and Frequently Asked Questions: 
http://www.sfphes.org/Policy_Air_Quality.htm 	

 Lepe, C. 2008. Addressing air quality related health impacts associated with siting residential 
development near high traffic roadways in California and the city of San Jose. Master’s Thesis, 
Dept. of Urban Planning. San Jose State University.  For a copy of this resource email Kim 
Gilhuly at kim@humanimpact.org. 	

 San Francisco Department of Public Health Environmental Health: Air Quality: Assessment. 
Planning, Policy Development, and Regulation.  Article 38 addition to San Francisco Health 
Code.  Available at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/Air/default.asp 	

	
STANDARDS	
 
The Natural Resources Defense Council has compiled the following list of policies and thresholds 
for action regarding siting of housing near busy roadways. 
Geographic Scope, 
Agency, and Start 
Date 

Recommended 
Distance 

Threshold or Trigger Process 

Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, 
2011 

1,000 ft of permitted 
source, a highway, or 
roadway w/ >10,000 
AADT 

0.3 ug/m3 PM2.5; 10 
additional cases of 
cancer/million; >1.0 
non-cancer Hazard 
Index, chronic or acute. 

CEQA requirements for 
screening relative to 
thresholds; Health 
Impact Assessment 
required if over 
thresholds + mitigation 

San Francisco, Dept. of 
Public Health, 2008 

150m of a road >100,000 
AADT; 100m of road 
>50,000 AADT; 50 m of 
road >10,000 AADT 

0.2 ug/ m3 average 
annual exposure from 
roadway vehicles within 
150m buffer of sensitive 
receptor 

Health Effects Analysis 
and Hierarchy of 
Mitigations 

Sacramento Air Quality 
Management District, 
2011 

500 ft of roads with 
100,000 AADT, urban or 
50,000 AADT, rural 

Increased individual 
cancer risk of 
276/million 

Site-specific Health Risk 
Assessment. Estimate 
cancer risk at 6 model 
receptors 50, 100, 200, 
300, 400, and 500 ft 
from source roadway. 
Report cancer risk 
publicly. 

South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, 
2005 

“close proximity” CEQA thresholds 
published in 2011: P10 - 
110 lbs/day; PM2.5 – 55 

Consider mitigations 
such as separating source 
and receptor, decreasing 
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lbs/day; max increase in 
cancer risk 10/million; 
hazard index > 1.0 

source emissions, siting, 
permitting and zoning 
policies, and capping 
cumulative impacts of 
various pollution 
sources. 

Los Angeles County 
DRAFT General Plan 
2035 

“Discourage” 
development within 500 
ft of freeway 

N/A “Encourage mitigation” 
for sites within 1500 ft 
of freeway 

Los Angeles City “Green 
Zones” under 
consideration by the 
Council for some EJ 
neighborhoods, 2011 

Select environmental 
justice neighborhoods in 
LA City 

San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District (county) 

None Does the proposed 
project affect a sensitive 
receptor (not defined as a 
residence) as determined 
by the environmental 
analyst? If so, use AAQS 
as guideline. 24 hr 
standard 35 ug/m3., 
annual arithmetic 
mean12 ug/m3 

Prepare an EIR 

CARB Statewide, 2005 500 ft of roadway California and National 
Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for PM2.5; 24 
hr standard 35 ug/m3., 
annual arithmetic 
mean12 ug/m3 
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EQUITY 
 
METRIC:  EQUITY 
 
f. Measure and stratify all indicators by race/ethnicity; income; geography (neighborhood, 

census block or tract, or Community of Concern); age; disability. 
 

EVIDENCE BASE 
 
Health Impacts 
Neighborhoods are shaped by specific policies that guide development and, consequently, individual 
well-being.cclxvi A growing body of research demonstrates a strong relationship between health and 
the environments in which people live. The disproportionately high rates of heart disease, asthma, 
diabetes, and other chronic diseases among residents living in high-poverty neighborhoods – often 
disproportionately residents of colorcclxvii – can be linked to many aspects of the built environment, 
including access to healthy foods and physical activity, quality affordable housing, and transportation 
options. Such cumulative inequities can have dire health outcomes. For example, African American 
children growing up in high-poverty urban neighborhoods (such as Harlem or Chicago’s South Side) 
are more likely to die or become disabled far before reaching old age; in these neighborhoods, one-
third of African American girls and two-thirds of boys who reach their fifteenth birthdays do not live 
to celebrate their sixty-fifth.cclxviii cclxix In comparison, only 10 percent of girls and about 25 percent of 
boys nationwide fail to live to age sixty-five.cclxx  
 
Alameda County is an example of an area of California with large differences in placed-based health 
outcomes. A recent report by the Alameda Department of Public Health highlighted the ways 
inequities clustered in certain neighborhoods over time.cclxxi Through their research they found:  
 Compared with a White child in the Oakland Hills, an African American born in West Oakland 

is 1.5 times more likely to be born premature or low birth weight and seven times more likely to 
be born into poverty.  

 As a toddler, this child is 2.5 times more likely to be behind in vaccinations. By fourth grade, this 
child is four times less likely to read at grade level and is likely to live in a neighborhood with 
twice the concentration of liquor stores and more fast food outlets.  

 As an adult, he or she will be five times more likely to be hospitalized for diabetes, twice as likely 
to be hospitalized for and to die of heart disease, and twice as likely to die of cancer. This person 
can also expect to die almost 15 years earlier than a White person born in the Oakland Hills. 

 West Oakland residents also breathe air that contains three times more diesel particles than in 
the rest of the Bay area. 

 Alameda County households earning less than $20,000 per year spend over half of their income 
on transportation. 

 
The United States spends more than any other nation in the world on health care.cclxxii Yet despite 
consistent increases in spending, health disparities among different demographic groups persist. 
David Satcher, former Surgeon General of the United States, stated that “Although critical to 
eliminating disparities, access [to health care] only accounts for 15 to 20 percent of the variation in 
morbidity and mortality that we see in different populations in this country.”cclxxiii In order to address 
the root causes that account for the other 80 to 85 percent of poor health, we must look beyond 
health care and health insurance and towards the policies that affect where we live, how we get to 
work, what we eat and the air we breath.  
 
Because each of the proposed Health & Equity metrics has the potential to affect various 
populations differently, and often disproportionate burdens accumulate in low-income populations 
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and populations of color, we recommend that disparities be specifically measured. We advocate that 
social equity be integrated into each performance metric, and we have built equity considerations into 
each of the recommended metrics within this analysis. We recommend stratification by 
demographics (e.g., race/ethnicity, income, age, and/or other indicators of vulnerability to health 
risks) as well as place-based (i.e., neighborhood) stratification within all performance metrics.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Not only is it important to understand the equity dimensions of each metric, but also the cumulative 
impact across all the metrics. Through the Strategic Growth Council, California Department of 
Public Health has developed indicators of Healthy Communities. As part of that process CDPH has 
proposed three different composite scores that are used to demonstrate levels of equity with regard 
to race/ethnicity, income and place. Depending on data availability, each equity score can be applied 
city-, county-, or region-wide by drawing on information from census tracts and individuals. We 
suggest that MPOs use a similar analysis in order to stratify the proposed metrics by these equity 
dimensions and identify communities with high or low levels of equity.  

LIMITATIONS 

Not all data is available at the stratified level. We recommend that future data be collected so that it 
can be stratified to assess equity issues. 

RESOURCES 

For more information regarding CDPH methodology, contact Neil Maizlish, PhD, MPH. California 
Department of Public Health at Neil.Maizlish@cdph.ca.gov. 
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HOW TO USE THE HEALTH AND EQUITY METRICS 
 
These metrics can be used in a variety of ways to elevate the consideration of the health 
and equity impacts in the RTP/SCS processes going on around the state. 
 
When can I use Health and Equity Metrics? 
 
There are a variety of places in the SCS decision making process where you can request 
that health and equity be considered through the use of these metrics. Throughout their 
planning processes, MPOs invite stakeholder input: 

 Visioning for the RTP/SCS. MPOs typically have a period of time in which 
they reach out to the public in a structured way to get input on what the 
RTP/SCS should look like. Use the health and equity metrics as a comment 
about how the RTP/SCS should consider these important outcomes. 

 Performance Measures. MPOs develop a set of performance measures and 
then score alternative scenarios for their RTP/SCS, including transportation 
projects that they might fund over the next 25 years, against these measures. 
Suggest that MPOs incorporate the health and equity metrics as performance 
measures. 

 Baseline analysis. The RTP/SCSs include an analysis of Existing Conditions. 
Including health and equity metrics in the Existing Conditions analysis is 
important because the RTP/SCSs gets updated every three years, and thus so 
does the Existing Conditions analysis. Evaluating the metrics regularly would 
serve as a way to show how each metric had changed based on the 
transportation projects that had been implemented. 

 Release of the RTP/SCS. When the RTP/SCS is released publicly, the MPO 
will seek stakeholder and community feedback. At this time, you can evaluate 
what has been included and what still needs to be included, with regard to 
health and equity. 

 Environmental Impact Review. When the RTP/SCS is ready, the MPO will 
conduct an environmental impact review of it. This is another public process 
with several different points for suggesting different ways to analyze prospective 
changes due to the proposals included in the RTP/SCS. The health and equity 
metrics can be evaluated as part of the environmental review process. 

 Local planning processes. There may be ways through County 
Transportation Commissions or city planning agencies to also suggest the use of 
the health and equity metrics in evaluating individual projects. Sometimes these 
bodies make the decisions around dispersion of funds, and also require 
environmental impact analyses and community participation in planning. 

 
How can I interact with MPOs? 
 
There are many ways to interact with MPOs or other planning bodies. Every region is 
different, and thus the openness to public input varys. MPOs are required to accept 
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stakeholder input and tend to be open to doing so.  They may do so through a variety of 
means, including: 

 Community engagement workshops. The creation and vetting of the 
RTP/SCS is a long process that has many points along the way where MPOs 
are required to solicit stakeholder engagement. For example, in the Southern 
California Association of Governments’ RTP/SCS planning process, they are 
holding 18 community meetings in the different counties of the region to vet 
alternative scenarios. Go to a community engagement workshop and speak up 
about health and equity using these metrics. 

 Subcommittee meetings. Many MPOs divide the work into separate 
committees, so researching the different subcommittees and attending their 
meetings is another way to suggest use of these metrics.  

 One on one meetings with MPO staff. Finding the staff person responsible 
for the RTP/SCS and meeting with them about the incorporating the health 
and equity metrics is a powerful way to suggest use of the metrics as well as hear 
back about what is possible for the MPO. 

 Meetings with MPO Board members and other decision-makers. MPO 
staff is very important and can shape suggestions to the Board members and 
subcommittees. However, ultimately the Board of the MPO will be making the 
final decisions, so reaching out to them is important as well. Boards have 
representatives from different districts and different agencies, so strategically 
planning with coalition members about how to reach them all is important. 

 Comment letters. Sending in comment letters before key decisions is an 
effective way to advocate for inclusion of the metrics. MPOs are required, at 
different times, to respond to public comment. 

 Media. A strategic way to reach decision-makers and staff is by placing stories 
in local or statewide media. It is not always the right strategy, as sometimes your 
message may not be conveyed clearly by a reporter.  

 
 
Who can help if I have questions? 
 
There are organizations that are engaged statewide in these discussions with MPOs, and 
are also connected to local public health agencies and groups in each region. These 
include: 

 Climate Plan: http://www.climateplan.org/  
 American Lung Association of California: 

http://www.lungusa.org/associations/states/california/ 
 Prevention Institute: http://www.preventioninstitute.org/ 
 Public Health Law and Policy: http://www.phlpnet.org/ 
 Natural Resources Defense Council: http://www.nrdc.org/ 
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Appendix: Metrics recommended for future study 
	

Metric Reason for exclusion and research 
recommendation

Population exposed to ambient 
noise >55dB (WHO community 
standard) 

Methodology exists to model noise exposure on a local level, 
however, it is resource intensiveness led to its exclusion, . 
MPOs should work with health experts and others to 
develop an efficient way to do this, as well as consider 
regional level noise 

Basic pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure 

If MPOs don’t measure this, they cannot plan for it. For this 
reason, we suggest that MPOs research best and most 
efficient practices for assessing pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure quality.  It was excluded in the final version 
due to current resource constraints and lack of an agreed-
upon methodology, however models exist, such as the 
Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index and the Bicycle 
Environmental Quality Index from SFDPH.  

Participation in RTP planning 
process throughout all stages. 

Have full participation in RTP planning processes. Potential 
ways of measuring this could include public documentation 
of notes from meetings including attendance (number and 
what groups/individuals attend); advocates’ scoresheets on 
participation in planning.  This was excluded as partners 
recognized that this was not a “metric” but rather something 
that would be requested and monitored, but not written into 
RTP/SCS. 

Pollutants generated by travel 
(CO, NOx, PM2.5, PM10, Sox, 
VOC, ozone, diesel emissions) 

Collecting pollutants is important.  We recognize that 1. This 
information can be extrapolated from VMT per household 
and 2. MPOs do not collect this data sub-regionally. Thus it 
was excluded recognizing the methodological limitations 
currently.  However, we recommend that MPOs partner 
with academics and other groups to investigate measuring 
methodologies that exist but might be time-consuming at 
this point, such as air quality modeling based on traffic 
counts for sub-regional prediction of pollutants. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 31 – Human Impact Partners 

31-1. Thank you for supporting the vision of the MTP/SCS, and suggesting improvements for 
health and equity priorities. Responses to individual suggestions are provided in the 
following responses. 
 

31-2. Thank you for providing a copy of your organization’s report. 
 

31-3. These introductory comments summarize the comments that are provided in more detail 
throughout the letter. Responses to the more detailed comments are provided below. 
 

31-4. These introductory comments are noted. Please see responses 31-66 through 31-77 for 
responses to HIP Attachments, “Appendices A-C” provided with the HIP comment letter. 
 

31-5. We appreciate your positive comments on the work SACOG has done to date on health 
and equity, and the effort you made in analyzing our MTP/SCS. SACOG is committed to 
continuing to improve how we look at health and equity performance indicators in future 
updates to the MTP/SCS. For more information, please see Master Response B: Health 
and Master Response D: Equity. 
 

31-6. Thank you for the positive feedback and SACOG appreciates your participation in this 
process. 
 

31-7. Thank you for recognizing this aspect of the MTP/SCS. 
 

31-8. Thank you for supporting the housing mix of the MTP/SCS. 
 

31-9. Thank you for your recommendation. The use of the distance of 500 feet is consistent 
with recommendations of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). In addition, Senate Bill No. 
352 (Stats. 2003, ch. 668) (SB 352) (Ed. Code § 17213; Pub. Resources Code § 21151.8), 
which expands on previous requirements for the review of TAC sources near school sites, 
also uses the distance of 500 feet for reviewing potential health risks. Please also see 
Master Response B: Health. 
 

31-10. SACOG has found no evidence that compact development heightens the risk of crime. 
Quality design, a Blueprint Principle, helps to increase the attractiveness of compact 
developments and can help to reduce this perception. SACOG will continue to support 
the Blueprint Principles and local jurisdiction implementation of them. 
 

31-11. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

31-12. SACOG appreciates this concern; however, a certain amount of growth in Developing 
Communities is necessary to accommodate the growth projections. Additionally, SACOG 
has no authority to require or prohibit growth of any kind. We work with local 
jurisdictions to create the land use forecast, which is based on local plans and the most 
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likely places for growth based on market trends and regulatory factors. Local 
governments set their priorities for land use and transportation phasing. SACOG does 
encourage local governments to minimize the urban footprint; please see Policy 6 and 
Strategies 6.1 and 6.2.  
 
SACOG does prioritize transportation infrastructure within the MTP/SCS to the extent 
that it forecasts development patterns and transportation investments for the time periods 
of 2008-2020 and 2020-2035. This entails identifying transportation infrastructure for 
2020 completion, 2035 completion, or post-2035 completion based on the amount and 
location of growth occurring over the time period, and the revenues available to fund the 
infrastructure. Appendix A-1 contains the full project list and identifies completion 
periods as 2020, 2035, post-2035, or ongoing.     
 

31-13. Thank you. This comment is noted, more detailed information on the jobs-housing fit 
research can be found in Master Response D: Equity. 
 

31-14. Thank you for your suggestions. SACOG will consider the requested new metrics in 
future MTP/SCS documents, and discuss these metrics with its planning partners. Please 
also see Master Response B: Health. 
 

31-15. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
 

31-16. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response A: 
Transit. 
 

31-17. Thank you for acknowledging SACOG’s efforts in preserving funding for bicycle and 
pedestrian investments.  
 

31-18. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. 
 

31-19. The full project list can be found in Appendix-A1, it includes projects that are indicated 
as “Project Analysis /1/”. Projects listed as “Project Analysis /1/” in the Draft MTP/SCS 
Status column (in the far right column of the project list table) have been removed from 
the financially constrained MTP/SCS to accommodate the smaller budget and lower 
population growth.  
 
On Appendix-A1 cover page, and as a header on each page, “Project Analysis /1/” status 
is defined as projects that are anticipated to begin early stages of development that may 
include project design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW 
acquisition by 2035. These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but 
under the financial constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction 
phase is not covered. If/when additional revenues for these projects become available; 
these projects will be reviewed for potential amendment into the MTP/SCS to reflect full 
construction costs. 
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31-20. Maintenance and Rehabilitation projects frequently include Bicycle and Pedestrian 
components. Also, as transit uses the roadways in the region, effective road maintenance 
is essential for an effective transit system. A number of road capital projects include 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit components. It is problematic to isolate exactly how much 
of any particular project (particularly late year projects with general cost estimates) will 
go towards non-auto users. Costs vary depending on the types of treatments, right-of-way 
issues, and existing facilities.  
 
SACOG's regional funding programs include complete streets as part of the criteria for 
funding rehabilitation projects. Measure A in Sacramento County requires consideration 
of bicyclists and pedestrians in all transportation projects, including maintenance and 
rehabilitation funding from sales tax revenues.  

 
31-21. Thank you for your suggestions. SACOG will consider the requested new metrics in 

future MTP/SCS documents, and discuss these metrics with its planning partners. Please 
also see Master Response B: Health. 
 

31-22. Thank you for your suggestions. SACOG will consider the requested new metrics in 
future MTP/SCS documents, and discuss these metrics with its planning partners. Please 
also see Master Response B: Health.  
 

31-23. SACOG utilized a small Blueprint Planning Grant to assess various measures of 
walkability, with the idea of identifying key data elements which could be used for 
supporting pedestrian (or bike) level of service. The results are available at 
http://www.sacog.org/publications/list.cfm. Additionally, SACOG maintains a Complete 
Streets Toolkit, which provides a clearinghouse of information, best practices, and other 
tools for improving access on roadways for all users. SACOG is currently seeking 
funding from the Strategic Growth Council to assess a variety of tools for measuring 
bicycle and pedestrian outcomes and update and expand the Toolkit. For more 
information on the Complete Streets Toolkit go to http://www.sacog.org/complete-
streets/toolkit/start.html, or contact Lacey Symons-Holtzen at lysymons-
holtzen@sacog.org. 
 

31-24. Thank you for acknowledging the positive performance of the MTP/SCS on this topic. 
 

31-25. Because of its correlation with GHG production as well as with other transportation 
outcomes like congestion and collisions, VMT is and has been reported for the last 
several MTPs produced by SACOG. In part because the mileage of travel by non-private 
vehicle modes (transit, bike, walk) is not directly correlated to these other outcomes, the 
number of trips, stated either as total person trips, per capita rates, or mode shares have 
been reported rather than mileage traveled by these modes. Additionally, SACOG has no 
current source for validating total mileage traveled by biking or walking (VMT is 
validated to data from the Highway Performance Monitoring System). SACOG will 
consider reporting of mileage by mode estimates in future MTP/SCS documents, and 
discuss the desirability of doing this with its planning partners. 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-181



 

31-26. Please see Master Response B: Health. 
 

31-27. There is an emphasis on commute travel in the MTP/SCS performance measures, simply 
because commute travel generates nearly one-half of all household-generated VMT, and 
most of the roadway congestion is experienced by commuters. However, the MTP/SCS 
also reports total travel and non-commute travel performance measures throughout 
Chapters 5A, 5B, and 5C. 

 
31-28. The comment is correct that the “walk” portion of a walk-to-transit trip is counted as 

transit, and not as walk. The same is true of the walk portion of a drive trip from a 
parking space to the final destination—the trip is defined as all of the travel between two 
activities (e.g. between “home” and “work”). SACOG will consider reporting of mode of 
sub-segments of trips in future MTP/SCS documents, and discuss the desirability of 
doing this with its planning partners. 
 

31-29. Thank you for supporting this approach of the MTP/SCS. 
 
31-30. Thank you for supporting this approach of the MTP/SCS. 
 
31-31. SACOG in general has moved away from trip length and toward tour length. A tour is a 

sequence of trips beginning and ending at home, for household-generated travel. So, a 
tour with three trips may include a 5-mile trip from home to school to drop off a child, a 
1-mile trip from the school location to work, and a 6-mile trip returning home in the 
afternoon. In general, people make decisions about mode of travel not based on the length 
of any given trip in a tour, but the length and complexity of the tour itself. So, while it 
may be possible to walk the one mile from the child’s school location to work, it may be 
impractical to do so. SACOG will consider reporting of distribution of tour lengths in 
future MTP/SCS documents, and discuss the desirability of doing this with its planning 
partners. 

 
31-32. Thank you for supporting this aspect of the MTP/SCS. 

 
31-33. SACOG is working to develop an initial analysis of housing plus transportation cost. For 

additional information, please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

31-34. Regarding the map suggestion, SACOG will post high-resolution versions of the 
MTP/SCS maps on its website after Board adoption of the MTP/SCS. Regarding the 
performance measure suggestion, the portion of households and jobs within ½-mile of 
15-minute service is reported in Chapter 3 of the MTP/SCS—it is reported as the “Transit 
Priority Area” tabulations. SACOG will consider reporting of distribution of jobs and 
households by different distances (e.g. ¼-mile) to 15-minute service in future MTP/SCS 
documents, and discuss the desirability of doing this with its planning partners.  

 
31-35. Please see Master Response A: Transit. 
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31-47. Thank you for your suggestion. The use of the distance of 500 feet is consistent with the 
recommendations of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). In addition, Senate Bill No. 
352 (Stats. 2003, ch 668) (SB 352) (Ed. Code § 17213; Pub. Resources Code § 21151.8), 
which expands on previous requirements for the review of TAC sources near school sites, 
also uses the distance of 500 feet for reviewing potential health risks. SACOG cannot 
currently estimate or forecast the proportion of affordable housing units versus market-
rate units for subareas in the region. Please also see Master Response B: Health.  
 

31-48. Thank you for the suggestion, please see the response 31-47 above.  
 

31-49. The statement referred to in Chapter 7 – Environmental Sustainability is part of a 
paragraph that acknowledges that despite the high cost of public transportation, there are 
numerous benefits that are derived from these investments. Additionally, employment 
benefits of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure were included in Chapter 9 – Economic 
Vitality. SACOG will consider conducting more in-depth cost benefit analyses for all 
modes in future MTP/SCS documents, and discuss the desirability of doing this with its 
planning partners.  
 

31-50. These introductory comments are noted. 
 
31-51. Thank you for these suggestions. We have complied with federal and state requirements 

in analyzing the plan impact on EJ and non-EJ areas. However, SACOG has a history of 
trying to better understand the impacts of the MTP and is committed to improving in 
future MTP/SCS. Within budget constraints, we expect to continue working with health 
and other organizations to expand our ability to analyze and address plan impacts, and 
hope that groups will work with us on developing new tools.  

 
31-52. Please see response to comment 31-47 above. 

 
31-53. Thank you. This comment is noted. 

 
31-54. Thank you for supporting this approach. This comment is noted. 

 
31-55. Thank you for the suggestion to look towards how other regions deal with goods 

movement. SACOG frequently researches many outside organizations, including other 
MPOs for ideas in many topic areas, including goods movement. 

 
31-56. Please see Master Response B: Health. 

 
31-57. Thank you. We look forward to your continued participation on the HUD grant work. 

 
31-58. Thank you for this feedback. This comment is noted. 

 
31-59. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
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31-60. Thank you for this feedback. This comment is noted. 
 

31-61. Thank you. This comment is noted. 
 

31-62. Thank you and we agree. This comment is noted. 
 

31-63. SACOG agrees that in preparing future MTP/SCS documents it would be beneficial to 
have this type of data. SACOG tracks total collisions, and bike- or pedestrian- involved 
collisions, as part of the agency’s regional monitoring program. Collision data for the 
monitoring program comes from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Record System 
(SWITRS), which has its limitations, as well as county-level reports and individual 
accident records.  However, as all of this data comes in a tabular format, mapping it 
accurately on a regional level is problematic. SACOG will consider looking into ways to 
better display collision information through maps or other graphics in future MTP/SCS 
updates.   
 

31-64. Please see Master Response C: Safety 
 

31-65. You are welcome. Thank you again for taking the time to comment on the MTP/SCS. 
 

31-66. Thank you for including your attachment, “Appendix A,” comparing your report to the 
draft MTP/SCS. This is valuable information. 
 

31-67. Thank you for noting the strategies HIP feels are strengths relating to environmental 
sustainability. The comments provided did not require changes to existing policies or 
strategies.  
 

31-68. Thank you for noting the complimentary strategies. The comments provided did not 
require changes to existing policies or strategies. Responses below are bulleted and 
correspond with the policy or strategy addressed in the comments.  
 

 
 Strategy 1.5, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.7, 2.9, 2.10, 3.7, 4.1, 4.3, 5.2, 8.4, 9.4, 10.2: Please 

see Master Response B: Health and Master Response D: Equity. 
 

 Strategy 4.5: During 2012, SACOG will be working with our member 
jurisdictions’ housing agencies to identify common issues in local analyses of 
impediments to fair housing and look for opportunities where regional 
coordination, information-sharing and policy development can respond to these 
issues. 

 
 Strategy 5.1: SACOG cannot forecast where environmental justice communities 

will be located in the future; therefore, we cannot determine if future lands needed 
to meet goods movement needs disproportionately impact these communities.  
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 Strategy 5.3: SACOG agrees goods movement needs for the agriculture industry 
should consider various farm sizes; however the data needed to complete such 
studies do not exist. On-going data collection through the RUCS project will 
hopefully help this effort. 

 
 Strategies 6.5, 7.1, 7.4: With regard to HIA, SACOG will investigate the potential 

application of this tool for RUCS. With regard to natural resource tools and data 
development, SACOG is pursing funding to build such a dataset of the region’s 
natural resources.  

 
 Strategy 7.6: Thank you for this suggestion. We will explore this possibility in the 

event that we need to find partners on the topic of farm-to-market access.  
 
 Policy 9: SACOG agrees with this approach and beyond that, tries to identify and 

communicate to policymakers, stakeholders, and the public, any tradeoffs that 
may result from the implementation of any projects or programs.  

 
 Strategy 9.1: Input on the development of the SRTS pilot programs will be 

solicited from stakeholders, interested parties, and the SACOG board. If you 
would like to be informed of future work on this program, please contact Lacey 
Symons-Holtzen at lsymons-holtzen@sacog.org.   

 
31-69. To clarify the intent of this policy, SACOG has amended it to read:  

Continue to pursue regulatory reform at the state and national levels to remove 
barriers to greenfield environmentally sensitive development, when appropriate, 
at the edges of existing urbanization. 

 
31-70. Thank you for identifying finance policy strengths from the perspective of HIP.  

 
31-71. Thank you for suggesting complimentary strategies. The comments provided did not 

require changes to existing policies or strategies. Responses below are bulleted and 
correspond with the policy or strategy addressed in the comments.  
 

 Strategy 11.2:  It is not the intent of this strategy to bypass protections for public 
health and equity and SACOG does not see that as a potential outcome. In 
addition, please see Master Response B: Health 

 
 Strategy 11.3:  SACOG RFPs are evaluated based on quality, experience and cost. 

Local hire and minority-owned business considerations are then factored into the 
selection process.  

 
 Strategy 14.6: Please see Master Response B: Health. 
 
 Strategy 15.1- SACOG pools funds whenever possible to increase flexibility for 

local jurisdictions seeking funding to implement projects. This is accomplished by 
awarding certain projects various funds based on the project’s purpose and 
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various components. The original intent of the funds, whether designated for 
environmental justice activities or improving air quality must be considered when 
determining which projects best fit the fund type. SACOG does not, nor does the 
agency have the authority to, ignore a funding source’s federal or state designated 
purpose in order to fund unrelated projects.  
 

 Strategy 16.2:  SACOG agrees that these concerns should be considered in 
transportation pricing studies.  

 
31-72. Thank you for noting the system maintenance and operation policy and strategy strengths 

from the perspective of HIP. 
 

31-73. Thank you for suggesting complimentary strategies. The comments provided did not 
require changes to existing policies or strategies. Responses below are bulleted and 
correspond with the policy or strategy addressed in the comments. 
 

 Strategy 17.2: SACOG RFPs are evaluated based on quality, experience and cost. 
Local hire and minority-owned business considerations are then factored into the 
selection process.  

 
 Strategy 18.3:  SACOG participates as a stakeholder in CSMP projects, which are 

initiated, scoped, and managed by Caltrans. SACOG will continue to provide 
access to all its modeling tools and data for use in evaluation of transit, biking, 
and walking travel modes for these projects. 

 
 Strategy 20.3: Please see Master Response C: Safety 

 
 Strategy 20.5: Transit fares are set by individual transit agency boards of 

directors. All transit agencies in the region include a discounted fare for students, 
seniors, and persons with disabilities. As part of the implementation of Connect 
Card, SACOG will prepare a Title VI study. This study will analyze the impact of 
Connect Card on environmental justice communities by looking at before and 
after data from on-board transit surveys. 
 

 Strategy 24.5: Please see Master Response B: Health 
 

 Strategy 25.1: Please see Master Response B: Health 
 

 Strategy 25.2: The goods movement advisory group is open to members of the 
public and others upon request. The group meets as needed and may become more 
active as SACOG pursues funding to expand its goods movement planning work. 
SACOG will welcome new members as the group’s activities increase. Please 
contact Robert McCrary at rmccrary@sacog.org for more information. 
 

 Strategy 25.3: Please see Master Response B: Health 
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 Strategy 25.4, 26.1: Please see Master Response B: Health 
 

31-74. Thank you for noting the system expansion policy and strategy strengths from the 
perspective of HIP. 
 

31-75. Thank you for suggesting complimentary strategies. The comments provided did not 
require changes to existing policies or strategies. Responses below are bulleted and 
correspond with the policy or strategy addressed in the comments. 

 
 Strategy 27.3: Strategy 27.3 was included under policy 27 because the inter-city 

rail services in the SACOG region are critical to supporting the Blueprint 
principles and growth pattern, which are compact as opposed to sprawling.  
 

 Strategy 28.3: Housing and transportation costs as a percentage of income are not 
considered in this strategy. However, SACOG does plan to prepare housing cost 
data and utilize integrated land use and transportation modeling to forecast 
changes in cost and income in the next update of the MTP/SCS. 

 
 Strategy 28.4, 28.6:  The type of process suggested by HIP is inherent to the land 

use and transportation modeling process of SACOG’s MTP/SCS, although 
SACOG measures ½-mile access to align with the objectives of SB 375 and travel 
behavior research. 

 
 Strategy 28.10:  SACOG believes the concerns expressed in this comment are 

addressed by the strategy as it is currently stated.  
 

 Strategy 29.1: Thank you. SACOG will consider the requested new metrics in 
future MTP/SCS documents, and discuss these metrics with its planning partners. 

 
 Strategy 30.1, 30.3: Please see Master Response B: Health. Regarding inclusion 

of “induced travel” effects in the analysis of the MTP/SCS, SACOG has 
evaluated SACSIM for sensitivity to short-term, “traveler response”-induced 
travel effects, and found it to be reasonably sensitive. These effects include 
behavioral responses to increases roadway capacity like changing modes, making 
longer trips, making more trips, or changing the time of trips. The longer term 
“land use”-induced travel effects (e.g., changes to growth patterns in response to 
increases in road capacity) are captured in the basic growth allocation process 
SACOG uses to get to the long-term forecast of growth, and were not tested 
separately. See pp.11-20 to 11-23 for more discussion of this subject: 
http://www.sacog.org/2035/files/Draft-mtpscs/appendices/C-
4%20Travel%20Model%20Technical%20Documentation.pdf 

 
 Strategy 30.5: Please see Master Response B: Health 
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31-76. This comment was labeled a concern; however, the comment is that Strategy 28.9 is 
exemplary from a health lens. SACOG believes this comment was incorrectly categorized 
as a concern and thanks you for your support of this strategy.  
 

31-77. Thank you for providing this background material in your attachment, “Appendix C”. 
This information attachment was provided for reference and no response is required.  
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Complete Streets Coalition of Sacramento 
Statement of Goals 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) on the 
Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 

 

January 9, 2012 
 

1. 20% Target for walk and bike trips:  The Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
estimates that with the current project list, 12.1% of all non‐commute trips will be by 
walking or bicycling.  We can do better.  The plan should set a target of 20% of all trips 
by walking and bicycling. 
 

2. Set a timetable Complete Streets by 2024: The Draft MTP has no target for achieving 
Complete Streets in the Region.  We think the Plan should achieve Complete Streets 
throughout the Region including a continuous bicycle/pedestrian network by 2024 – in 
the next 12 years!    
 

3. Make safety for walking and bicycling highest priority:  The plan has no performance 
measures or targets for pedestrian or bicycle safety.  We think safety for walkers and 
bicyclists is critical and should be integrated into all aspects of the MTP including 
performance measures for funding. 
 
 

We can do this by: 

• Investing sooner rather than later:  By spending money now for pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure (frontloading) we can achieve the 20% or more sooner, we will all be 
healthier, and the air will be cleaner. 

• Integrating Complete Streets into all road maintenance and rehabilitation projects:  By 
investing our road maintenance money prudently we can make many pedestrian and 
bicycle infrastructure improvements with minimal money.  SACOG can develop a 
template for road rehabilitation programs that build in consideration of changes to the 
roadway markings – bike‐lane, pedestrian crossing markings, and even lane narrowing 
to achieve Complete Streets. 

• Learning lessons from other cities and countries: By finding out how other communities 
have achieved greater mode share, we can apply the lessons learned in our 
communities. 

• Tracking our progress: By keeping a score card of our improvements we can assess our 
progress both in infrastructure improvements and in mode change. 

• Planning for pedestrian and bicycle improvements:  By developing, adopting and 
updating pedestrian and bicycle master plans in each of our Region’s jurisdictions, we 
can prioritize our investments to achieve Complete Streets jurisdiction by jurisdiction 
throughout the region. 
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Signed by: 

Argelia Leon, Policy Manager, Breathe California – Emigrant Trails 

Keith Roberts, Chair, Transportation, Air Quality and Climate Change Committee, 
Environmental Council of Sacramento 

Lindell Price, Resident of El Dorado County  

Marie Schelling, bicycle and pedestrian advocate 

Terry Preston, Complete Streets Coordinator, WALKSacramento 

Tricia Hedahl, Executive Director, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 32 – Complete Streets Coalition of Sacramento 

32-1. Thank you for your participation in the MTP/SCS planning process and we look forward 
to ongoing coordination with the coalition regarding complete streets in the SACOG 
region.   
 
While a 20 percent walk and bike mode share is an admirable goal, the MTP/SCS must 
plan a financially constrained transportation system to support the population and growth 
pattern most likely to occur by a future year. This makes the MTP/SCS unique from other 
plans, such as general plans, which are aspirational by nature. Even within its constraints, 
the MTP/SCS did show significant increase in the rate of non-motorized trip-making. 
Bike trip-making increased by 8 percent on a per-capita basis, and walk trip-making by 
17 percent. The combined bike-and-walk mode share for all trips increased from 9.0 
percent to 10.3 percent of all household-generated trips. Given that the longer term 
historic trend has been a decline in non-motorized trip-making, this increase is 
significant. Achieving a non-motorized mode share as high as 20 percent would require 
major changes in the costs of transportation (e.g., through many-fold increases in fuel 
costs, aggressive VMT fees, etc.) or major changes in social values (i.e., attitudes about 
modes of travel or the environment). Such changes go well beyond SACOG’s ability to 
forecast, as well as the latitude for preparing forecasts allowed to SACOG by state and 
federal regulations pertaining to long range transportation planning. Please also see 
Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
 

32-2. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. 
 

32-3. Please see Master Response C: Safety and Master Response E: Priorities and Financial 
Analysis. Chapter 10 – Financial Stewardship also contains a discussion on how safety is 
addressed in the MTP/SCS. 

 
32-4. Please see Response 32-1 and Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 

 
32-5. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets. 

 
32-6. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets. 

 
32-7. SACOG agrees with the comment. SACOG currently has both land use and 

transportation monitoring programs at region level, and has planned improvements to 
both programs to address this general concern. SACOG monitors transportation projects 
as part of its financial programming responsibilities, and has planning improvements to 
allow for better tracking of transportation projects over time, including some level of 
mapping of proposed and completed transportation projects.  

 
32-8. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets. 
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717 K St., Suite 330 · Sacramento, CA  95814 · 916-441-0204 · info@climateplanca.org · www.climateplan.org 

 
 

January 9, 2012 

 

 

Chair Peter Hill 

Board of Directors 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 

1415 L Street Suite 300 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

Re: Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 (MTP/SCS 2035) 

 

Dear Chair Peter Hill and Honorable Members of the SACOG Board of Directors: 

 

Thank you for your impressive work to advance regional planning and SB 375, California’s 

Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act. Beginning with its blueprint efforts and 

continuing through the current implementation of SB 375, SACOG has led the state and nation with 

cutting-edge regional planning and transportation planning. This leadership continues with this draft 

MTP/SCS 2035. Its strengths include:  
 

• By growing in strategic locations, and by boosting transit service along key arterial roads and in 

town centers, the plan dramatically increases the portion of jobs and housing near high quality 

transit, by around 150% and 200% respectively. Just as importantly, the jobs-housing balance will 

improve in 14 out of 15 job centers, allowing more people to walk or bike to work or to meet their 

daily needs. 
 

• The plan achieves SACOG’s goal of “doing more with less.” This MTP has 12.5% less funding 

than its predecessor, but through careful spending still makes great accomplishments: bike lanes 

increase by 77%; transit service nearly doubles; and transit frequencies improve to 10-15 minute 

frequencies on many key corridors, leading to weekday ridership more than doubling and 

significant increases in farebox revenues.  
 

• Congestion declines for the first time in any of its MTPs, by 7%, a dramatic turnaround from 

the worsening congestion planned for in 2002 (58%) and 2008 (22%). The region overshoots its 

2020 per capita greenhouse gas reduction target and achieves its 2035 target – the highest in the 

state. 

 

In the spirit of further strengthening a good plan and continuing one step further down the trajectory 

that this MTP/SCS creates for the region, we offer the following suggestions. 
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717 K St., Suite 330 · Sacramento, CA  95814 · 916-441-0204 · info@climateplanca.org · www.climateplan.org 

 
 

I. Ensure Transportation Projects Speed Toward a Complete Network of Transportation 

Choices for All Users 
 

In finalizing this Draft MTP/SCS 2035, SACOG should ensure it is doing all it can to create a 

complete system of active transportation and transit options. To achieve this goal, it should 

prioritize projects that help achieve regional goals in the early years of the plan, and align 

transportation project phasing with the timing of future development. Specifically, we 

encourage SACOG to:  
 

• Commit to adopting a Complete Streets Action Plan within two years, including a 

timetable and budget for completing a continuous bike/pedestrian network around the 

region. Just as SACOG does comprehensive regional planning for transit and for high-

occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, we recommend that SACOG create a regional plan for a 

continuous and comprehensive network of bike/ped infrastructure.  This plan should estimate a 

target completion date and a budget of funds necessary, and it should seek to have this network 

meet a stretch target for what percentage of all trips in 2035 would occur via active 

transportation. To create the Action Plan, SACOG should work with a full range of 

stakeholders to:  

o Encourage local jurisdictions to upgrade their pedestrian and bicycle master 

plans;  

o Identify high-priority active transportation improvements for local and regional 

circulation; 

o Work with local jurisdictions and other agencies to establish the desired timing 

for those improvements based on their location, value for regional connectivity, current 

and projected densities, and the location of key destinations such as schools and transit; 

o Identify the likely cost and funding gaps for those improvements;  

o Schedule regional funds to help fill funding gaps and ensure timely construction; 

o Identify policy shifts that could accelerate the timeline for those top priorities, 

such as continuing to prioritize those local bike/pedestrian circulation that will serve the 

most travelers (Strategy 29.1), and conducting systematic advance planning with local 

public works directors to ensure roadway maintenance achieves the maximum 

bike/pedestrian safety enhancement; and 

o Integrate these policies and investments into future TIPs and the next MTP/SCS, 

and fully analyze the health and air quality benefits of this comprehensive network. 
 

• Work with other agencies and local jurisdictions to identify and accelerate transit 

for high-density arterial corridors. In arterial corridors where transit service doesn’t currently 

exist, service would ideally begin as soon as a sufficient density of homes or jobs is built. In 

places where that density already exists, service should begin as soon as possible. SACOG 

should flag arterial corridors that currently lack this transit service or that may lack it at the 

time of housing or workplace construction, and then work with local jurisdictions and transit 

operators to find strategies and funding sources to accelerate service there. In addition, SACOG 

should carefully program its existing transportation funds to support transit expansion in these 

key corridors. SACOG assumes that new sales tax revenue will fund transit operations – an 

essential effort that we stand ready to support. In addition to working to secure additional funds 

for transit operations, in this MTP SACOG should (a) insert a strong policy commitment to 

support transit service at the time of development, (b) consider creating a placeholder for funds 
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that would specifically deploy transit equipment in new areas of growth, and (c) program 

existing transportation funds strategically to support and incentivize TOD.  
 

• Work with other agencies and local jurisdictions to flag and defer or cancel any 

costly transit capital projects that would begin construction before the densities would 

justify the cost. Defer these projects until sufficient densities are present and until bus service 

has proven that strong ridership demand exists, as suggested by Strategy 28.9.  
 

• Work with other agencies and local jurisdictions to ensure road construction does 

not trigger growth outside existing urban areas. Carpool lane extensions or other road 

widening at the urban edge should occur later in the plan, to ensure that they are not built 

prematurely but only after housing or workplace construction in the corridor has created 

transportation demand. Premature roadway construction could induce expansionary, inefficient 

growth patterns at the outer fringe and have substantial negative impacts. This can and should 

be avoided by carefully scheduling any road construction. 
 

• Continue to improve service for transit-dependent populations. SACOG should 

continue its efforts to help provide mobility for transit-dependent populations, including youth, 

seniors, lower-income, and disabled people. New policies should commit SACOG to work with 

transit providers toward better service for youth, to direct early MTP funding to projects or 

programs that advance regional equity, and to restore transit service to low-income 

communities and other areas where transit-dependent populations live and work. 
 

• Commit to a full transportation project review in the next MTP/SCS similar to 

MTC’s Project Performance Review, which examines how each project helps achieve the 

region’s health, equity and environmental goals. 

 

II. Measure What Matters 
 

A strong regional plan will not only reduce greenhouse gases but improve air quality and help regions 

become more equitable, healthier, and more sustainable. We are grateful that this MTP/SCS forecasts 

the outcomes of this plan on a number of these important indicators. Yet, other important measures 

were not included. SACOG should improve its ability to understand the wide-ranging impacts of land 

use and transportation decisions as follows: 
 

• Measure the draft plan’s impact on a wider range of performance measures. We believe that 

this MTP/SCS will likely result in significant public benefits that have not been identified; such 

analyses could help SACOG communicate the benefits of the plan – and help spur its successful 

implementation. Letters from the Coalition on Regional Equity and a collaborative of health 

organizations offer details on potential performance measures to examine. These might particularly 

include additional analyses around active transportation and the shorter trips and nearby services 

that make it possible; households within 1000’ of highways; housing plus transportation costs; 

daily amount (in minutes) of transportation-related physical activity; and an expanded equity 

analysis. To the extent possible, these analyses should be conducted prior to the plan’s adoption.  
 

• Commit to monitoring a broad set of indicators during the plan’s implementation in an 

annual or mid-cycle State of the Region report. Before ratifying this plan, SACOG should 

commit to monitoring a full suite of health, equity, and environmental indicators, such as injuries to 

cyclists and pedestrians, jobs-housing fit, the combined cost of housing and transportation, 
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gentrification/displacement, air quality and respiratory illness, transportation-related physical 

activity; and others. This should particularly include emerging performance measures that are 

difficult to forecast accurately. Monitoring these indicators could bolster implementation of the 

many positive steps in this MTP/SCS by showing the benefits it is creating for the region. 
 

• Commit to developing additional health and equity analysis tools to use in developing the 

next MTP/SCS. SACOG deserves praise for committing to develop several important tools, such 

as one for jobs-housing fit, and should strengthen this by committing to their availability by the 

next MTP/SCS cycle. SACOG should work to better understand and convey its decisions’ impacts 

on public health such as the impact of emissions on respiratory disease and on disadvantaged 

people throughout the region. 
 

• Commit to developing improved natural resource data and conservation strategies for 

integration into the next MTP/SCS. While RUCS is an innovative and impressive program, it is 

focused almost exclusively on agriculture alone, and habitat and other ecosystem services do not 

receive the same level of analysis in the MTP/SCS or corresponding DEIR. Considering historical 

development trends in the Sacramento region, the Blueprint will best be adhered to with the aide of 

corresponding strategies and incentives for preserving the lands outside of the anticipated urban 

footprint. Improved data and tools are needed to inform planning decisions and efficient investment 

for mitigation, conservation and development.  

 

III. Use Transit Priority Area Planning As A Springboard For Advancing Regional Goals 
 

Implementing this plan should be a high priority for the region, and SACOG deserves applause for its 

approach to implementation. The plan identifies and studies transit priority areas (TPAs) where transit-

oriented development will have the greatest impact. This effort will provide SACOG staff with greater 

knowledge about what best promotes health, equity, and sustainability around regional transit hubs. To 

leverage this work, we recommend SACOG commit to: 
 

• Include experts in promoting health, equity, and sustainability on each TPA’s action 

planning team to help community leaders find successful strategies for key goals. These teams 

should include expertise in these subjects, among others: safe active transportation; affordable 

housing, transportation justice; gentrification / displacement avoidance; community benefits of 

development; ensuring nearby access to daily needs; and public health. 
 

• Ensure each TPA Action Plan addresses a full range of important issues. SACOG plans to help 

each neighborhood set its own goals and create an action plan to achieve it. SACOG should 

complement this with a checklist of issues that it asks each team to consider, created through an 

inclusive public process, to ensure TPAs discuss key health, equity, and sustainability issues. This 

checklist should be created via public input and should include:  

o building new affordable housing;  

o creating safe routes to transit for children and adults, via an active transportation inventory;  

o stabilizing existing renters, homeowners, and local businesses;  

o facilitating community benefits such as income and asset creation;  

o helping higher-density infill projects receive community support, thereby removing 

pressure to develop natural areas and farmlands; and 

o exploring parking pricing options to remove the costs from those who choose to not drive. 
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• Identify a short set of performance measures and indicators to be used during Transit 

Priority Area planning. These should be a subset of the overall regional performance measures 

mentioned in the previous section, and should particularly focus on measures that are especially 

relevant to neighborhood-scale planning, such as gentrification/displacement, and households 

within walking distance of daily needs.  
 

• Identify and share lessons learned with local officials and stakeholders around the region. 
 

• Explore resources to speed the adoption of particularly important policies. SACOG should 

stand ready to provide funding or staff assistance to those jurisdictions who wish to adopt essential 

policies and meet certain performance thresholds. 
 

We again express our appreciation and gratitude to the Board and staff. Your efforts to implement SB 

375 can help reduce climate change and ensure that future generations of Californians have cleaner air 

and water, healthier places to live, a stronger and more resilient economy; and greater opportunity for 

people across the economic spectrum. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Carl Anthony and Paloma Pavel, PhD 

Co Directors 

Breakthrough Communities 

 

Marice Ashe, JD 

Executive Director 

Public Health Law & Policy 

 

Matthew Baker 

Habitat Director 

Environmental Council of Sacramento 

 

Autumn Bernstein 

Director 

ClimatePlan 

 

Kendra Bridges 

Land Use Policy Director 

Sacramento Housing Alliance 

 

Craig K. Breon 

Regional Climate Change Project Director 

Sierra Nevada Alliance 

 

Jeremy Cantor, MPH 

Program Manager 

Prevention Institute 

 

Stuart Cohen 

Executive Director 

TransForm 

 

Terry Davis 

Director 

Mother Lode Chapter Sierra Club 

 

Teri Duarte, MPH 

Executive Director 

WALKSacramento 

 

Jonathan Heller 

Executive Director and Co-Founder 

Human Impact Partners 

 

Bonnie Holmes-Gen 

Executive Director, Air Quality & Public Health 

American Lung Association in California 

 

Matthew Marsom 

Vice President, Public Health Policy & Advocacy 

Public Health Institute 

 

Jessica Meaney 

California Policy Manager 

Safe Routes to School National Partnership 
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Liz O’Donoghue 

Director of Infrastructure and Land Use 

The Nature Conservancy 

 

James J. Provenzano 

President  

Clean Air Now 

 

Shamus Roller 

Executive Director 

Housing California 

 

Dan Silver 

Executive Director  

Endangered Habitats League 

Dave Snyder 

Executive Director 

California Bicycle Coalition 

 

Jim Stone 

Executive Director 

WalkSanDiego 

 

Ron Sundergill 

Sr. Director Pacific Region 

National Parks Conservation Association 

 

Cristina Tirado 

Director 

Center for Public Health & Climate Change 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 33 – ClimatePlan 

33-1. Thank you for your positive comments supporting the strengths of the MTP/SCS. These 
introductory comments are noted. 
 

33-2. This is an introductory comment to comments 33-3 through 33-8. SACOG appreciates 
the thoughtful suggestions provided. Responses to the individual comments are below.  
 

33-3. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. 
 

33-4. The transportation investments in the MTP/SCS were tailored to the land use forecast for 
two milestone years: 2020 and 2035.  Phasing assumptions related to the amount and 
density of developments was considered in the timing of transportation projects.  In 
addition to these considerations, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation process and the 
plan’s federal air quality conformity determination are directly tied to these land use and 
transportation phasing assumptions.  Because of the many planning implications of these 
related planning efforts, SACOG worked very hard with member agencies and 
stakeholders to estimate as accurately as possible the short-term (2020) and long-term 
(2035) growth patterns and transportation investments.  Please also see Master Response 
E: Priorities and Financial Analysis.   

 
SACOG agrees with the notion of continuing to improve coordination among agencies 
responsible for land use entitlements, transportation planning, and transportation service 
provision.  To demonstrate this, a new strategy has been added to the MTP/SCS: 
Strategy 29.5:  
 

Help facilitate improved coordination between transit agencies, public works 
departments and local land use authorities in planning new developments that are 
transit-,  bicycle-, and pedestrian-supportive and timed so that new facilities and 
transit services are more likely to be available at the time the new growth occurs. 

 
33-5. See response 33-4. 

  
33-6. The road investments in the MTP/SCS are designed to meet the needs of anticipated 

population growth and land use patterns, which includes slower outward growth and 
more infill development in Center and Corridor Communities. Policy 30 and the 
supportive strategies in the MTP/SCS give priority to selective road expansion that 
supports infill development and forestalls midday congestion on existing arterials before 
expansion into new areas.  
 

33-7. Please see Master Response D: Equity. Please also see Response 16-6 for strategy 
modifications proposed in response to similar comments. 
 

33-8. SACOG appreciates the interest in measuring the environmental, health, and equity 
outcomes of individual projects. As with the planning process undertaken for the 
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MTP/SCS, SACOG welcomes early input on the methodology to be used for scenario 
development and testing in the next plan update. SACOG’s approach for the MTP/SCS 
was shaped in 2010 through input received by SACOG advisory groups and Board 
direction. 
 
The significant challenge to testing individual project outcomes is that the MTP/SCS is a 
long-range plan that looks at land use and transportation interactions in their full context 
at a regional scale. The emphasis in the MTP/SCS is on regional system performance, 
and how all the transportation projects and land use changes interact in total.  Another 
reason this has been the approach taken by SACOG and regional agencies across the state 
is that a long-range plan includes many late year investments that have design details yet 
to be worked out in subsequent project-specific planning efforts. Through these 
subsequent planning efforts, project-specific performance outcomes can be analyzed by 
sponsor agencies and scrutinized by interested parties through the project-level 
environmental review process. Updating the MTP/SCS every four years provides an 
opportunity to reflect the project-level analyses completed by local agencies and Caltrans 
in the SACOG evaluation of projects to add, delete or change in the regional plan.  

 
33-9. This is an introductory comment to comments 33-10 through 33-13. SACOG thanks 

ClimatePlan for proposing additional metrics not yet measured in the MTP/SCS. SACOG 
has a history of trying to better understand the impacts of the MTP and is committed to 
improving in future MTP/SCS updates. Within budget constraints, we expect to continue 
working with our planning partners and other interested parties to expand our ability to 
analyze and address plan impacts, and hope that groups will work with us on developing 
new tools. Responses to the individual comments are below. 

 
33-10. Please see Master Response B: Health and Master Response D: Equity. 
 
33-11. Please see Master Response B: Health and Master Response D: Equity. 

 
33-12. Thank you for recognizing SACOG’s efforts to advance equity. We are committed to 

continuing to build on our capacity for health and equity analysis tools. See also Master 
Response B: Health. 
 

33-13. The RUCS project is intended to be an economic and environmental sustainability 
strategy for rural areas. Given that agriculture is the main rural land use and economic 
activity in the SACOG region, RUCS started with a focus on agricultural viability as its 
key objective and means to support the environmental benefits provided by open land.  
 
In terms of habitat and open space (hereafter referred to as open space), SACOG has 
identified these topics for future work. While some open space research has been 
included in RUCS research to date (see Appendix E-2 of the MTP/SCS), SACOG intends 
to work with stakeholders to accomplish two goals related to open space: 1) develop a 
richer understanding of the parks and open space challenges and opportunities in the 
region, and 2) build data and modeling tools that help the region use better information 
for better decision-making. Among the data development opportunities is an inventory of 
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existing data on recreational and open space lands, which could be assembled and 
analyzed for gaps. Other important outcomes of the open space research will be the 
identification of ecosystem services provided by open lands. Examples of these services 
include flood control, groundwater recharge, and carbon sequestration. SACOG intends 
to work with stakeholders and interested parties in the development of these tools, just as 
it has reached out to interested parties on other aspects of RUCS. However, development 
of new tools and analyses will require additional revenues beyond SACOG’s existing 
budget. SACOG is actively seeking funds to pay for a number of activities related to 
broadening the work of the RUCS project, including scoping a regional open space plan, 
but the extent of this work is, in part, dependent on the level of additional funding 
SACOG is able to secure. 

 
33-14. This is an introductory comment to comments 33-15 through 33-19. Thank you for 

supporting SACOG’s TPA planning work. We hope you will continue to be engaged in 
this process. Responses to the individual comments are below. 
 

33-15. The Sustainable Communities Planning Grant work is directed by a steering group of 
partner agencies with experience promoting sustainability, health and equity. Staff will 
continue our work developing community-level discussions of these topics in the action 
plans for each of the transit priority case study areas. 
 

33-16. SACOG is planning to conduct pre-interviews to identify issues of concern to 
stakeholders in each TPA. Each community workshop will be based on, and bring in 
resources to address, issues raised by stakeholders in the pre-interviews. The resulting 
action plan will seek to address next steps on these issues to be supported by community 
members and both the public and private sector. Given that this will be a stakeholder-
driven process, it is premature to develop a specific checklist of issues for each TPA. It is 
likely, however, that many of the issues suggested in this letter will be discussed in the 
process ahead.  
 

33-17. Thank you for the comment. As a part of the HUD grant work, SACOG will be 
developing linkages between the regional MTP/SCS performance measures and the 
neighborhood-level planning and community development activities. 
 

33-18. SACOG agrees that the TPA case studies will be used as a way to identify and share 
lessons learned with local officials and stakeholders around the region. 
 

33-19. SACOG agrees that it should support its member jurisdictions in adoption of policies that 
implement the principles of the MTP/SCS and the Blueprint. As a membership 
organization, SACOG strives to do this, with funding or staff assistance, when available. 
The Transit Priority Area case studies funded under SACOG’s Sustainable Communities 
Grant are an example of this effort.  
 

33-20. Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this important process and to submit 
your comments.  
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January 9, 2012 
 
 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
SACOG Board of Directors 
SACOG, MTP/SCS 2035 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814  
 
Subject:  Draft MTP/SCS 2035 and Draft EIR on MTP/SCS 2035 
 
Dear SACOG Board of Directors and Executive Director Mike McKeever:   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on both the Draft MTP/SCS 2035 
and its Draft EIR.  We applaud SACOG for the extraordinary effort that has 
gone into conducting the analyses underlying the MTP/SCS and in 
presenting extensive amounts of information to the public.  Particularly 
impressive was the advance in integrating land-use and transportation 
planning.  
 
We appreciate that per capita funding for bike/pedestrian projects has 
increased by 7% since the last MTP and that many of the roadway 
maintenance and rehabilitation projects are to include bike and pedestrian 
facilities.  However, we are concerned by the very small increase in 
bike/pedestrian mode share that is projected over the 27-yr life of the plan 
(e.g. non-commute bike/pedestrian mode-share increases only from 10.6% 
to 12.1%; see Table 5C.7).  Figure 5C.6 shows that the MTP/SCS 2035 does 
not accelerate the growth trend of historical “bike+walk” person trips between 
2008 and 2035.  
 
We understand that the MTP/SCS is a forecast, not a regulatory program.  
The MTP/SCS stands, however, as a valuable planning and implementation 
tool that can have great impact on actual conditions for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  Additionally, it guides the nature of projects that will be funded 
by SACOG.  We have 3 key recommendations for improving the MTP/SCS 
2035 for bicycling in the region:  
 
1. We suggest that the MTP/SCS 2035 state an ambitious goal for 

bike/pedestrian mode-share of 20% for non-commute trips by 2035 
to reflect the broad and direct importance of non-vehicular travel options 
for improving community health, travel safety, air quality, energy 
efficiency, and overall mobility of all transportation-system users.  In 
stating an ambitious goal for mode-share increase, the MTP/SCS 2035 
should focus on planning and investing in bicycle and pedestrian  

S A C R A M E N T O  A R E A  B I C Y C L E  A D V O C A T E S  
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infrastructure in those communities and with the types of facilities that will result in 
the biggest increases in mode-share.   
 
The following strategies will help achieve a 20% non-commute bike/pedestrian 
mode-share by 2035:   

 Invest in bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure as soon as possible and 
during the planning period to begin reaping benefits in mode-share increase 
as soon as possible.  

 Set an equally aggressive goal for increasing the densities of urban land use 
to make bike and pedestrian travel more viable,  

 Focus funded projects on communities with high mode-shift potential 
such as mixed-use, high-density, and transit-priority areas. For example, 
Environmental Justice Areas have the highest existing mode share for 
bicycling and walking. EJA mode share is forecast to increase at 4 times the 
rate of the increase in bike/pedestrian mode-share in non EJAs (Table 8.9). 
Therefore, roadway and bike and pedestrian projects in EJA areas should 
receive much higher priority for early funding. 

 Prioritize bicycle infrastructure improvements on low-volume/low-speed 
roadways and streets that will be much more attractive for bicycling by a 
broader swath of our population than on high-speed/high-volume arterials. 
 

 
2. The MTP/SCS 2035 should strengthen the Policies and Supportive Strategies 

presented in Chapter 6 to better focus on assuring “Complete Streets” are 
implemented wherever possible throughout the region.  We believe that most 
MTP/SCS funded projects should have complete street elements and follow 
complete street principles. Nearly all transportation projects can have positive or 
negative impacts on travel by foot, bike, or transit and therefore should be planned 
with complete-street considerations, including all surface-street projects and all 
maintenance and rehabilitation of surface streets. Even freeway projects that create 
wide interchanges with high vehicle volumes and speeds should be required to 
install extraordinary protections for bicyclists and pedestrians in otherwise hostile 
environments (for example, the Hwy 50/Watt Avenue interchange project has 
required special bike and pedestrian infrastructure so that bicyclists and pedestrians 
can get safely travel through the interchange area).   
 
Expanding Complete Streets in the region is a critical way to address the Guiding 
Principles of the MTP/SCS. However, Complete Streets are not the subject of any of 
the 31 policies (and only a few of the strategies) presented in Chapter 6 of the 
MTP/SCS.   
 
We recommend that SACOG better define the extent and purpose of adopting a 
Complete Streets policy as mentioned in Strategy 9.1 (page 6-7). Strategy 9.1 
supports a policy to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The MTP/SCS 2035 
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should also recognize the many other benefits of Complete Streets such as 
improving community health and safety, energy efficiency, travel mobility, and air 
quality.  
 
We believe this is best accomplished through a stand-alone policy under the policy 
category of Land Use and Environmental Sustainability to address ways to greatly 
expand Complete Streets in the SACOG region.  An expanded policy should 
recognize the many co-benefits of making streets safe and desirable for all 
travel modes.  We recommend the Complete Streets policy include these 
specific strategies: 

 
 Establish a definition for what would qualify any street to be a complete 

street (using multi-modal level of service estimates),  

 Develop a goal for what proportion of a jurisdiction’s surface streets 
should ultimately qualify as Complete Streets (we believe this proportion 
should be near 100%), 

 Establish a timetable by when local jurisdictions and the region will 
achieve specified proportions of making all streets complete (perhaps 50% of 
potential streets complete by 2025 and 100% by 2035), 

 Develop and promote a template for local jurisdictions to use in 
considering how to make any surface street into a Complete Street, either 
during construction or as part of maintenance and rehabilitation, 

 Offer incentives, both technical and financial, to encourage local 
jurisdictions to upgrade their surface streets into Complete Streets, and 

 Review and comment on transportation project designs to enhance their 
complete-street qualifications.  

 
1. The MTP/SCS 2035 should invest in planning and implementing continuous 

and direct bike networks between key destinations to promote local circulation 
within Community Types that have greater land-use densities.  Because of higher 
densities, the Center, Corridor, and Established Community Types have the greatest 
potentials for substantial increases in bike mode share.   
 
Much of Policy 29 (in Chapter 6) encompasses strategies to invest in connectivity for 
local and regional circulation.  We recommend that an additional strategy be 
adopted to support Policy 29 that aims to define how a bike network for local 
circulation can qualify as safe, comfortable, continuous, and direct for 
potential bike riders of all ages and abilities.  
 
Bike networks are safe and desirable for riders of all ages and capabilities (from 
school children to grandparents) when they consist of bikeways that have low traffic 
volumes and speeds and are continuous and direct between key destinations. Such 
networks can be comprised of combinations of Class I paths, Class II lanes, and 
Class III routes but they also have special protection for bicyclists when crossing 
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high speed/high volume arterials or other barriers and have signage to direct riders 
to their intended destinations. Facilities such as protected/painted bike lanes, cycle 
tracks, bike boxes (for left turns and congested intersections), and special 
signalization may also be needed.  
 
Key destinations include residential neighborhoods, schools, shopping and dining 
areas, community centers and parks, as well as job concentrations.  Comfortably 
bike-able key destinations will typically be within distances easily traveled on a 30-
minute bike ride (about 3-5 miles) for most people.  
 
For example, continuous and direct bikeways do not currently exist between the 
inner “Park” neighborhoods of Sacramento and the downtown core of commercial 
and government offices, a distance of about 3 miles.  Although current bike facilities 
are a gradually expanding, they are typically a patchwork of bike lanes and Class 3 
routes and often these bikeways are interrupted by high volume/speed arterials 
without adequate protection for bicyclists and pedestrians to cross them.  Even 
arterials with bike lanes may not feel safe for bicyclists if a high speed differential 
exists between vehicles and bicyclists.  
 

 
In addition to our three key requests discussed above, we have these specific questions 
and comments: 
 
1) Draft MTP/SCS page 4-6, 1st paragraph:  
Please discuss why only 5 percent of “maintenance and rehabilitation” projects is spent 
on bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  We believe every roadway maintenance and 
rehabilitation project should consider what measures and features can make the 
roadway safer for bicyclists and pedestrians.    
 
2) Draft MTP/SCS page 4-7, 1st paragraph:  
Please state the criteria for defining Complete Streets and discuss why only 33% of 
MTP/SCS projects qualify as Complete Streets.  
 
3) Draft MTP/SCS page 5C-29, Table 5C.6:  
Please explain the lack of increase in commute mode share for carpools between 2008 
and 2035, even with the huge investments in carpool lanes shown in Table 4.2.  
 
4) Draft MTP/SCS page 10-17, 3rd paragraph: 
We request that the MTP/SCS 2035 provide more safety performance measures and 
information for bicyclists and pedestrians because vehicle collisions with such travelers 
have much higher risk of fatality.  Specifically, these collision, fatality, and injury data 
should be reported per capita and disaggregated by mode and type of street or roadway 
of occurrence (e.g. high speed arterial, local street).  
 
5) DEIR page 16-60 in Chapter 16 – Transportation, 1st paragraph: 
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The first paragraph lists ways that roadway projects may interfere with the bicycle or 
pedestrian system.  The first bullet should be modified to state (added text underlined): 
“Roadway improvement projects or land use changes which result in higher vehicle 
volumes or speeds adjacent to Class 1 paths or Class 2 lanes, or on Class 3 routes.”  
The second bullet should similarly be modified to mention Class 3 routes (which do not 
have painted lanes but sometimes signage, sharrows, or other markings on roadway).   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft MTP/SCS 2035. We look forward 
to further progress with this process and again commend SACOG, its officers, and staff 
for their attention and hard work in making the Sacramento region a safe and desirable 
place to live, work, and play.  
 
SABA works to ensure that bicycling is safe, convenient, and desirable for everyday 
transportation. Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy 
efficient, and least congesting form of transportation 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tricia Hedahl 
Executive Director 
 
 
 
CC: Kacey Lizon, SACOG Senior Planner 

Lacey Symons-Holtzen, SACOG Assistant Planner 
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Attachment:  Specific Comments about MTP/SCS 2035  
Chapter 6 “Policies and Supportive Strategies” 

 
Strategy 2.1:  Providing computer software and technical assistance should include 
tools for estimating and projecting Multi-Modal Level of Service for complete-street 
improvements.  
 
Strategy 2.3:  Monitoring and reporting commute patterns should cover all modes of 
transportation.  
 
Strategy 2.7:  Assessment of transportation projects should ensure full provision of 
Complete Streets features.   
 
Strategy 3.5:  Providing connections for bicyclists and pedestrians should address 
connections across freeways and high speed/high volume arterials in addition to gated 
communities, walls, and cul-de-sacs.   
 
Strategy 3.7:  Travel modeling studies should be shared with active transportation 
groups in addition to local governments and air districts.  
 
Policy 17:  “Preservation of the existing road and highway system as top priority for local 
public works agencies and Caltrans” must acknowledge that it is also high priority that 
that system be modified and enhanced to provide complete-street features to serve all 
transportation modes throughout the system.   
 
Strategy 19.2:  Supporting seamless trips should also address the “last mile problem” by 
providing bicycle improvements such as bike-share programs, directional signage, and 
bike storage facilities.  
 
Strategy 20.1:  Improving transit access should include providing designated bike routes 
and signage around transit stops.  
 
Policy 22:  Supporting “proactive and innovative education and transportation demand 
management” should include 1) a strategy to consider congestion pricing and parking 
management, and 2) a strategy to support active transportation groups in producing 
bicycle-route maps, delivering pedestrian and bicycling education, and in completing the 
bikeway network.  
 
Policy 24:   Outreach to low income and minority communities must include a strategy 
that sets a high priority on establishing continuous and direct bicycle networks to key 
destinations in Environmental Justice Areas because these communities currently use 
active transportation modes at a much higher rate than other communities and will 
respond with the greatest increases in bike mode share if adequate facilities exist.  
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Policy 26:  “Providing additional capacity for local and regional traffic on major arterials” 
must ensure that mobility for bicyclists and pedestrians on such arterials is enhanced 
and that barriers to biking and walking are not created. 
 
Strategy 29.2:  The word “eventual” modifying “creation of a regional bicycle and 
pedestrian network” must be replaced by the word “rapid” to demonstrate the high 
priority, front-loaded necessity of investing in this network, especially in Environmental 
Justice Areas, not just where good local circulation networks already exist.     
 
Policy 30:  Giving primary priority to “road expansion” violates the MTP/SCS Guiding 
Principle of Equity and Choice (i.e. provide real, viable travel choices for all people . . .).  
Instead this policy should state that selective road expansions will be considered if they 
enhance Complete Streets infrastructure and enhance mobility options for all 
transportation modes.  As stated, this policy encourages single-occupancy vehicle 
travel.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 34 – Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 

34-1. Thank you for your complimentary comment and participating in this process. 
 

34-2. This comment introduces comments 34-3 through 34-5 and is noted.  Thank you for 
taking the time to review and comment on the draft MTP/SCS.  Responses to these 
individual comments are provided below. 
 

34-3. While a 20 percent walk and bike mode share is an admirable goal, the MTP/SCS must 
plan a financially constrained transportation system to support the population and growth 
pattern most likely to occur by a future year. This makes the MTP/SCS unique from other 
plans, such as general plans, which are often aspirational and not limited by such 
requirements. Even within these requirements, the MTP/SCS does show significant 
increase in the rate of non-motorized trip-making.  Bike trip-making increases by 8 
percent on a per-capita basis, and walk trip-making by 17 percent.  The combined bike-
and-walk mode share for all trips increased from 9 percent to 10.3 percent of all 
household-generated trips. Given that the longer term historic trend has been a decline in 
non-motorized trip-making, this increase is significant. Achieving a non-motorized mode 
share as high as 20 percent would require major changes in the costs of transportation 
(e.g., through many-fold increases in fuel costs, aggressive VMT fees, etc.) or major 
changes in social values (i.e., attitudes about modes of travel or the environment). Such 
changes go well beyond SACOG’s ability to forecast, as well as the latitude for preparing 
forecasts allowed to SACOG by state and federal regulations pertaining to long range 
transportation planning.  Regarding accelerating funding for bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 

Comments also suggest setting an equally aggressive goal for increasing urban land use 
densities.  Unlike city and county general plans which can be visionary with aspirational 
goals and objectives, the MTP/SCS must be a fiscally and time-constrained plan, with a 
forecasted growth pattern that is consistent with,  but does not exceed, the amount of 
forecasted population, employment, and housing growth for the region by 2035.  In 
developing the MTP/SCS 2035 land use forecast, SACOG worked with each of the local 
jurisdictions to develop a growth forecast and accompanying land use allocation that 
reflects each of their Blueprint implementation efforts. At the same time, the MTP/SCS 
2035 land use  assumptions must reflect the growth pattern that is most likely to occur, 
based on the best information available (23 U.S.C. § 134; 42 U.S.C. § 7506; 23 C.F.R. pt. 
450; 40 C.F.R. pt. 93). The resulting growth patterns are a combination of local policies, 
many of which reflect or are influenced by Blueprint principles, and market forces 
leavened by issues such as flooding and habitat conservation.  The goals, policies, and 
strategies in the plan do support increased densities in activity centers and generally 
result in a more compact regional growth pattern.  However, a more aggressive goal for 
increasing densities would not be consistent with state and federal regulations for 
developing the MTP/SCS. 

 
The MTP/SCS does seek to focus investments in all modes where they make the most 
difference.  SACOG’s regional funding programs include criteria for applicants to 
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demonstrate that projects meet the goals and objectives of the MTP, including shifting 
trips from auto to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes.   
 
The MTP/SCS focuses bicycle and pedestrian improvements where they are most needed, 
based on existing and potential demand, network gaps, and safety concerns.  SACOG’s 
Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) serves as the basis for 
the regional bicycle and pedestrian system included in the MTP/SCS. Recently, the 
SACOG Board directed staff to develop regional policies for the Master Plan, and staff 
will be conducting this effort in 2012. The policies, once approved by the SACOG Board, 
will inform the Master Plan update and the project selection process during SACOG’s 
next Regional Funding Program round in 2013, for the purposes of guiding the region 
towards creating a truly regional bicycle and pedestrian system.   
 

34-4. Thank you for these strategy recommendations. Please see Master Response F: Complete 
Streets. 
 

34-5. SACOG agrees that continued planning and improvement of the region’s bicycle 
networks is important and beneficial.  Policy 29 addresses bicycle safety and connectivity 
in strategies 29.1 thru 29.4. Strategy 29.4 specifically mentions the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Funding Program, the primary mechanism by which SACOG funds bicycle 
and pedestrian infrastructure improvements in the region, which includes specific funding 
criteria relating to the safety and connectivity of the bicycle network. The Regional 
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) includes specific goals and 
objectives to create a safe, convenient, and accessible bicycle and pedestrian network. 
SACOG will consider the additional language suggested in this comment as part of the 
2013 update of the Master Plan.  

 
34-6. The MTP/SCS assumes a five percent share of the maintenance and rehabilitation budget 

can be anticipated for bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements.  The five percent 
share is an estimate incorporating sidewalks and bike lanes into road maintenance and 
rehabilitation activities. The estimate is a reflection of the fact that the investment needed 
varies greatly by the project and across the region. 
 
It should be noted that the five percent share is not a target or ceiling for bicycle and 
pedestrian funding as part of maintenance and rehabilitation projects. In fact, the new 
strategy 17.5 makes it clear that SACOG supports the further consideration of 
opportunities to improve the maintenance of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
coordination with traditional road rehabilitation projects.  
 
 

34-7. The 33% is a conservative estimate of projects including complete streets elements that 
increase a street's accessibility to more than a single mode of transportation, such as 
adding bike lanes, sidewalks, buffers, transit facilities, etc. Some projects are too far into 
the future to have identified a full scope, including all components that would facilitate 
better bicycle, pedestrian, or transit access.  SACOG includes its definition of complete 
streets on its website as "roadways that provide for the effective movement of all public 
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right-of-way users. Complete streets do more than just provide facilities for pedestrians, 
bicycles, transit, and cars. They include consideration of ADA accessibility, comfort and 
safety of all users, quality of life, regional and local transportation demand, and goods 
movement."  The discussion of complete streets in Chapter 4 of the MTP/SCS is 
modified to include this definition and provide more clarity on the incorporation of 
complete streets in the MTP/SCS. 
 

34-8. Commute carpooling as a share of total commuting has been flat or declining slightly in 
Sacramento, as it has in many other areas around the United States.  There is no 
consensus yet as to the reason for this. The best single source documenting the national 
trend is “Commuting in America III” published by the Transportation Research Board.  
In the MTP/SCS, the forecasted share is flat (14.7%), but the absolute number of carpool 
commuters increases by 33 percent.  Factors not accounted for in the basic travel demand 
forecasts (e.g., incentives to carpooling provided at workplaces) may result in marginally 
higher commute carpooling than forecasted for the MTP/SCS. 
 

34-9. See Master Response C: Safety 
 

34-10. The recommended text change has been made to the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
The first and second bullets on page 16-61 now read:  
 
 Roadway improvement projects or land use changes which result in higher vehicle 

volumes or speeds adjacent to Class 1,or Class 2, or Class 3 bike routes; 

 Roadway improvement projects that eliminate Class 1,or Class 2, or Class 3 bike 
routes 

 
34-11. This comment is noted. You are welcome and thank you again for your comments and 

continued participation in this process.  
 

34-12. SACOG agrees with many of your comments and suggestions.  While many of your 
comments did not require changes to specific policies or strategies, we did update a 
number of policies and strategies based on your input. Please see the following responses, 
by policy/strategy for each comment and suggestion.   

 
 Strategy 2.1: At this time SACOG does not have tools for estimating and 

projecting Multi-Modal Level of Service. Please also see Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. 

 
 Strategy 2.3: SACOG has, over time, increased both its monitoring and 

forecasting efforts with regard to commute patterns. In monitoring activities, 
SACOG tracks commute trends (see the “Regional Transportation Monitoring 
Report” published by SACOG in 2010), including commute by all modes of 
transportation. An update of this report is under way now, and commuter patterns 
will be reported out by mode.  
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 Strategy 2.7: SACOG agrees that complete streets should be considered when 
assessing transportation projects. Inclusion of complete streets or complete 
corridors is a criterion in SACOG’s Regional Funding Programs. However, a 
regional understanding of the application of complete streets in different 
community types is necessary before ensuring “full provision” of complete street 
features. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets for more information on 
SACOG’s future efforts. 

 
 Strategy 3.5: SACOG agrees that these barriers should be added to the strategy. 

The strategy now references connections across creeks, freeways and high 
speed/high volume arterials.  

 
 Strategy 3.7: SACOG shares all travel modeling studies with all appropriate 

SACOG Advisory Committees (including those related to active transportation, 
such as Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee and Transit Coordinating Committee) 
in addition to local governments and air districts. 

 
 Policy 17: The policy is intended to be broadly defined and acknowledge the 

priorities of local public works agencies and Caltrans. Complete streets would be 
one of many reasons this is a top priority for local agencies. Chapter 10 of the 
MTP/SCS discusses in more detail road maintenance challenges and why this is a 
top priority for local agencies, including the relationship to complete streets 
projects.  

    
 Strategy 19.2: Staff believes this comment fits best under Policy 20, Strategy 

20.1. Directional signage and bike storage were added to Strategy 20.1. 
 

 Strategy 20.1: Designated bike routes and directional signage were added to 
Strategy 20.1. 

 
 Policy 22: This policy focuses on TDM strategies that offer alternatives to driving 

alone. The comment suggests adding a strategy to study congestion pricing and 
parking management, which are TDM strategies that influence behavior as 
opposed to offering choices. While these strategies are worth studying, their 
inclusion under this policy would be inconsistent with the policy’s focus. 
However, the study of these TDM strategies is included under Policy 9, as a 
greenhouse gas reduction strategy. For the second strategy proposed, Strategy 
22.2 describes expanding TMAs and outreach partners to provide education and 
advocacy programs across the region’s six-county area. We believe this strategy, 
as currently stated, addresses the suggestion to support active transportation 
groups, whom SACOG considers among its outreach partners in carrying out 
Policy 22.  

 
 Policy 24: While the policy addressed in the comment is about outreach, SACOG 

recognizes that residents of EJ areas use active transportation modes at a higher 
rate than residents of Non-EJ areas. Activities included in SACOG’s recent 
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Strategic Growth Council grant application are designed to help with assessment 
and prioritization of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure investments that fill 
gaps and are most likely to increase residents’ walking, bicycling and transit use.  

 
 Policy 26: SACOG agrees with this. Please see Master Response F: Complete 

Streets on strategies to support local governments in ensuring bicycle and 
pedestrian mobility.  

 
 Strategy 29.2: The word eventual is stricken from the text.  As described in the 

Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis, a number of limiting 
factors influence the rate at which the investments in any budget category can be 
implemented in the MTP/SCS.  However, SACOG includes complete streets, 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit considerations throughout the policies and 
strategies included in Chapter 6 to ensure that these elements are considered 
whenever possible in investment decisions. 

 
 Policy 30: SACOG has added “bicycle and pedestrian investments” to Strategy 

30.2.  The remainder of the policy and strategies remain the same.  SACOG does 
not agree that this policy conflicts with the guiding principles of the MTP/SCS.  
In fact, the policy is aimed at prioritizing road expansion projects that support 
infill development and relieve key congestion areas, both of which support 
principles of smart land use, access and mobility, economic vitality, and equity 
and choice. As with bicycle and pedestrian improvements, infill development and 
congestion bottleneck relief are part of creating an integrated land use and 
transportation plan. 
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909 12th Street, Suite 122, Sacramento, CA 95814 
 (916) 446-9255 / www.walksacramento.org 

roadways that are unsafe for both pedestrians and bicyclists.  This hinders our freedom to 
get to nearby destinations on foot and bicycle; it limits our ability to take transit; it limits our 
ability to reduce VMT by substituting walking and bicycling trips for vehicle trips; and it 
handicaps our ability to support our health by incorporating physical activity into our daily 
lives.   
 
Now more than ever it is critical to plan and implement transportation projects that support 
walking and bicycling – for all ages.  To strengthen the MTP’s provision for walking and 
bicycling we recommend the following: 
 
1. Set Timetable for Achieving Complete Streets 
 
SACOG’s draft MTP lacks an overall goal of completing the system for walking and 
bicycling.  We urge that the MTP include such a goal of Complete Streets by 2024.   
 
The MTP does not compare funding for bicycles and pedestrians with what is needed to 
achieve a complete system including a continuous bicycle / pedestrian network.   The plan 
does not achieve Complete Streets throughout the region even within the life of the plan 
(25 years).  
  
A complete system for bicycles and pedestrians would allow a significantly greater 
proportion of the population to utilize “active transportation” to obtain physical activity on a 
daily basis for both utilitarian and recreational trips.  From a public health perspective, this 
is critical, because the most common causes of chronic illness and death today are related 
to widespread physical inactivity.  The high cost of health care today is due in part to the 
increasing numbers of people requiring medical treatment for conditions that could be 
alleviated with regular exercise.    

 
Replacement of shorter trips (less than three miles) with walking and bicycling would also 
reduce emissions of air pollutants, especially given that the shorter vehicle trips are the 
most polluting, mile per mile.  The Sacramento Valley air basin is one of the most top ten 
polluted in the nation, causing elevated rates of asthma and other conditions related to 
high concentrations of ozone and particulate matter.   Vehicles are the primary source 
(about 70%) of these air pollutants.   

Why 12 years?  Twelve years is three more MTP cycles.  During the first plan cycle, 
SACOG’s cities and counties could develop or update their bicycle and pedestrian master 
plans.  The next two cycles would provide for plan implementation.  By spending money 
now for pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (frontloading) we can achieve higher levels of 
walking and bicycling, we will all be healthier, and the air will be cleaner. 
 
We realize that SACOG and the region’s cities and counties are at the end of a 
deliberative process and that a major shift in focus may not be possible with this MTP.  
That said, we do believe it is possible to make changes that will assure that we move at a 
reasonable and accelerated pace to achieve Complete Streets – Safe Routes For All on 
our major roadways.  We think this can be accomplished by adopting the concept of a 
“Plan for a Plan” – a plan to create a plan to achieve Complete Streets.  We urge that 
SACOG’s include its intention to do this work as part of this MTP and its work-plan for the 
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909 12th Street, Suite 122, Sacramento, CA 95814 
 (916) 446-9255 / www.walksacramento.org 

next four years so that the next MTP will include the implementation strategies to achieve 
the Complete Streets in the Region. 
 
2. Establish a 20% target for all non-commute walk and bike trips.   

Of all trips in the region, most (80%) are for reasons other than the commute to work and 
most of those are relatively short distances.  The plan estimates that with the current 
project list, by 2035, 12.1% of all non-commute trips will be by walking or bicycling.  This is 
a very modest 14% increase from the current (2008) 10.6% share by walking and 
bicycling. This compares with the draft MTP’s estimate of a transit mode share increase 
from .8% to 1.8% or a more than 125% increase.  (The transit commute mode share 
increase is estimated at 193%.)  A stretch goal for walking and bicycling should be 
included with this plan as well. 
 
We recommend a “stretch” target of 20% of all non-commute trips by walking and 
bicycling, including walking and bicycle to transit.  We believe this target could be 
achievable through incorporating provision for walking and bicycling into SACOG’s funding 
policies and funding programs.  
 
We offer additional suggestions for accomplishing this in our comments on the MTP’s 
specific provisions (Attachment 1).   
 
3. Integrate Complete Streets into road maintenance and rehabilitation projects   

We appreciate the extensive work SACOG staff has accomplished “doing more with less” 
in these difficult economic times.   Integrating consideration for Complete Streets into road 
maintenance and rehabilitation projects is another way to achieve “more with less”.  Many 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure improvements such as improved street markings can 
be incorporated with minimal funds into ongoing maintenance and rehabilitation.  
  
Adding bike-lane markings on streets as a part of rehabilitation is one example.  Many 
streets have overly wide lanes which if narrowed can provide room for bike-lanes.  
  
 Another important example is providing marked crosswalks at both signalized and non-
signalized intersections.  Many marked crosswalks were removed in the 1970’s and 1980’s 
particularly at un-signalized intersections as a result of limited research that led to the 
conclusion that marked crosswalks give pedestrians a false sense of security.  New 
research has provided much sounder basis for how to mark uncontrolled intersections to 
provide the pedestrian greater safety and the driver greater knowledge of the presence of 
pedestrians.  Using this new research, traffic engineers can assess their intersections to 
determine the most effective treatments for providing pedestrian accessibility and safety.  If 
done in advance of road rehabilitation, these striping treatments can be incorporated into 
the rehabilitation work with minimal additional cost. 
 
SACOG working with its member jurisdictions can develop a template for “best practices” 
road rehabilitation programs that build in time for evaluating, planning and engineering for 
changes to the roadway markings – bike-lane, pedestrian crossing markings, and even 
lane narrowing to achieve Complete Streets.  This is a very cost-effective way to increase 
the miles of Complete Streets.   
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909 12th Street, Suite 122, Sacramento, CA 95814 
 (916) 446-9255 / www.walksacramento.org 

 
4. Incorporate specific pedestrian and bicycle projects in the MTP’s transportation 

project list. 
 

The MTP’s Project List is largely vehicle and transit related.  That gives the impression to 
many that projects that serve pedestrian and bicycle modes are not included.  While it is 
noted in the plan that a significant portion of SACOG’s funds will be spent on pedestrian 
and bicycle projects, it is a separate funding process.   
 
We recommend that each jurisdiction identify its high priority bicycle-pedestrian projects 
just as it does for its other projects as part of the project identification stage.  This will allow 
the community to know what the jurisdiction’s priorities for pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements are in the context of its other transportation priorities.  
 
In hindsight we realize that one of the most critical steps in the MTP’s development is the 
determination of what projects will be included in the final plan.  We urge that this step be 
made more explicit in the outreach process so that citizens can make their project 
recommendations along with their scenario recommendations.   
 
Additionally, the MTP project list is large and difficult to review.  It would be helpful if it 
were divided into county subsets with information included to identify which projects will 
add to Complete Streets.  
 
5. Set performance measures for pedestrian and bicycle safety and health 

outcomes associated with transportation-related physical activity. 
 

The plan has no performance measures or targets for pedestrian or bicycle safety.  Safety 
for walkers and bicyclists is critical and should be integrated into all aspects of the MTP 
including performance measures for funding.  Consider utilizing the safety metrics in the 
SB375 Health and Equity Metrics developed by Human Impact Partners 
(www.humanimpact.org) 

 
Potential health outcome performance measures could include: 
 
• Increase the average daily time walking or biking per person for transportation by 60% 

(for an average of 15 minutes per person per day).  Note that this includes time walking 
to transit (not noted in other transportation statistics). 

• Improvements in population health status that could be made with the adoption of a 
complete system for walking and bicycling. 

 
6. Incorporate the promotion of walking and bicycling into the greenhouse gas 

reduction strategies  
 

The transportation sector is the biggest contributor overall to GHG emissions, yet the plan 
does not incorporate strategies to increase to replace car trips with walking and bicycling 
for the short trips.  A significant increase in walking and bicycling trips may enable the 
achievement of a further reduction in total GHG emissions.   
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909 12th Street, Suite 122, Sacramento, CA 95814 
 (916) 446-9255 / www.walksacramento.org 

We appreciate working with SACOG, its staff and elected leaders, on this latest MTP and 
new Sustainable Communities Strategy.  Thank you for your consideration of our 
comments.   
Sincerely, 
 
Teri Duarte, MPH    Anne Geraghty 
Executive Director    Policy Consultant 
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We note that the work to develop the project list was primarily a SACOG‐local government staff 
to staff process with little public input.  In the future, greater involvement of the public in the 
development of the project list would lead to a greater likelihood that the project list reflects 
the true desires of the community. 
 
 

Chapter 6 – Policies and Supportive Strategies 
 
This chapter provides the policy framework that supports the MTP beginning with the MTP’s Six 
Guiding Principles adopted by the SACOG Board of Directors in 2005: 

1. Smart Land use 
2. Environmental Quality and Sustainability 
3. Financial Stewardship 
4. Economic Vitality 
5. Access and Mobility 
6. Equity and Choice 

Thirty‐one policies are grouped under 4 policy/strategy areas: 

1. Land Use and Environmental Sustainability Policies and Strategies (1‐10) 
2. Finance Policies and Strategies (11‐16) 
3. System Maintenance & Operations Policies and Strategies (17‐26) 
4. System Expansion Policies and Strategies (27 – 31) 

The chapter outlines the existing adopted policies and strategies of the prior plan and targeted 
modifications “to reflect new projects, research, and conditions since the last MTP, such as the, 
Rural‐Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) and Lifeline Transit Study.” Additionally changes 
necessitated by SB 375 including requirements to “open a path for qualifying residential/mixed‐
use projects to use the CEQA streamlining benefits” of SB 375 are included.  
 
Complete Streets policies are incorporated throughout the policies and strategies though there 
is no specific policy devoted to Complete Streets. It would be helpful to have a section fully 
devoted to Complete Streets with some additional strategies not now included under the MTP’s 
31 draft policies such as: 

• Developing a regional Complete Streets Plan with a goal and a timeframe for achieving a 
system of Complete Streets throughout the region. 

• Developing an inventory of Complete Streets and an annual or biannual progress report 
on progress toward a complete system. 

• Encouraging all cities and counties in the region to develop and adopt pedestrian and 
bicycle master plans and project lists. 
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• Training for local and regional staff on the latest pedestrian and bicycle quantification, 
engineering and planning methodologies. 

• Consideration of the development of a regional levee maintenance and rehabilitation 
plan that includes multiuse trail development. 

There is no specific policy related to safety but a few of the strategies do address the issue of 
safety.  We think this is an area that deserves greater focus, especially the safety of pedestrians 
and bicyclists. 

We offer the following suggested additions and/or changes to underscore the importance of 
Complete Streets and the provision of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure: 

1. Land Use and Environmental Sustainability Policies and Strategies 

Policy 1:  Information, tools & incentives – 

• We recommend a new Strategy 1.6:  “Create and invest in a Complete Streets strategy 
and program to achieve Complete Streets/Safe Routes for All throughout the region 
consistent with the Blueprint Principles.” 

Policy 2: Education 

• 2.3: Add the underlined to this strategy:  Monitor and report on commute patterns, 
traffic levels, transit use, and bicycle & pedestrian mode share compared with the 
projections in this MTP/SCS.  

• 2.4: Add to this strategy: “Additionally, provide training on the latest analytic methods 
related to pedestrian and bicycle planning, modeling, data collection, and infrastructure 
design.” 

Policy 3:  Community activity centers & transit. 

While not mentioned in the policy, we appreciate the emphasis on complete streets in some of 
the strategies.  It might be useful to rename this policy so that complete streets are given 
greater emphasis.   

Policy 7: Rural‐Urban Connection Strategy 

• Strategy 7.4: Add to this strategy the following:  “Additionally, consider how rural land 
use strategies affect access by active transportation (walking and bicycling).” 

Policy 8: Reducing vehicle emissions to achieve clean air and better public health 

• Add a new Strategy 8.5:  “Study and document the emission reduction benefits of 
Complete Streets infrastructure and the potential for increased emission reductions 
from increased walking and bicycling.” 
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Policy 9: Greenhouse Gas emission reductions 

• Modify Strategy 9.1 (as noted by underlines):  Adopt a transportation pricing policy, 
adopted a Safe Routes to School policy and implement a pilot program, expand public 
access to travel information through 511 program, and adopt a Complete Streets policy 
and implementation program. 

 

2. Finance Policies and Strategies 

Policy 11: Pursue sustainable funding sources … 

• Add Strategy 11.5: “Advocate for funds to complete the streets for the region so that 
residents can walk and/or bicycle to locations within 10‐30 minute distance from 
housing and workplaces.” 

Policy 13: SACOG’s investments of federal and state funds …  

• Add new Strategy 13.6: “Study, coordinate discussions, and explore options for 
establishing a region‐wide program dedicated to funding the full implementation of 
Complete Streets including pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure necessary for a fully 
interconnected Complete Streets system.” 

Policy 14: SACOG seeking special funding 

• Add new Strategy 14.8:  “Work with local, state and federal agencies to develop new 
sources of transportation funding based on improving public health including new 
sources of funding for expanding pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure.” 

Policy 15: Manage state and federal funding 

• Add new Strategy 15.5:  “Work with local agencies to improve and accelerate project 
delivery, especially of bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure project.” 
 

3. System Maintenance & Operations Policies and Strategies 

This grouping of policies and strategies is particularly relevant to cost‐effectively maximizing the 
current system for walking and bicycling.  We recommend adding the following paragraph after 
the first paragraph: 

• “Road and highway maintenance and rehabilitation can be an economical way to 
increase Complete Streets and mobility for walking and bicycling.  The addition of bike 
lanes, the consideration of lane restriping to make room for bike lanes and sidewalks, 
and the addition of crosswalk markings and other crossing enhancements can greatly 
expand the pedestrian and bicycle network with minimal investment.  By reviewing in 
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advance the roadways programmed for maintenance and rehabilitation, the specific 
plans can incorporate provision for walking and bicycling at a low cost compared with 
retrofits completed at a later date.”   

Policy 17: Acknowledge preservation as top priority and help secure funding 

• Add new Strategy 17.5: “Assist local agencies in developing multi‐year maintenance and 
rehabilitation programs than enable early identification of cost‐effective enhancements 
to improve pedestrian and bicycle access and safety.” 

Policy 19: Ensure coordination among all forms of transit services 

• Add new Strategy 19.3: “Support development of plans and investment strategies for 
prioritizing pedestrian and bicycle access‐to‐transit infrastructure projects.” 

Policy 21: Rural transit services 

• Add new Strategy 21.3: “Enhance access to rural transit through planning for safe 
bicycle and pedestrian access.” 

Policy 23: Service to transit‐dependent populations and attracting new riders who now drive 

• Add Strategy 23.3: “Increase the attractiveness of transit by involving the community in 
improving the environment of transit stops and stations and the pedestrian and bicycle 
access to those transit stops and stations.” 
 

4. System Expansion Policies and Strategies  

Policy 28: Transit investments for transit‐dependent and choice riders 

• Add Strategy 28.13: “Support strong collaboration between city and county 
transportation and land use planners and transit planners to achieve optimum 
pedestrian access within ½ mile of transit routes and stations and bicycle access within 3 
miles of transit routes and stations.” 

Policy 30: Road expansion to support infill development and reduce midday congestion 

• Modify Strategy 30.1 as follows (recommended additional wording underlined).  Pursue 
strategic road expansion that improves reduces congestion, and supports effective 
transit services and maximizes provision for Complete Streets – access for walkers and 
bicyclists. 

• Modify Strategy 30.2 as follows: Expect that feasibility and corridor studies, project 
study reports, and environmental studies will consider high‐quality transit and 
pedestrian and bicycle investments when examining how to provide additional capacity 
on main highway or bridge corridors. 
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• Modify Strategy 30.4 as follows: Give priority for roadway and intersection expansion to 
routes where midday demand approaches existing capacity or excessive peak period 
demand threatens to spill over into midday, so no part of the system fails to function 
continuously for much of the day fully considering the safety and level of service of all 
modes utilizing the new multi‐modal level of service analysis methods. 
 

Chapter 7 – Environmental Sustainability 
 

• This chapter would benefit from more information on specific communities – how much 
VMT and emissions they contribute.  This would help to increase awareness on the 
importance of land use and complete streets.   

Chapter 8 – Equity and Choice 
 
One of the key aspects addressed in this chapter is access to transit which is critical for 
individuals without access to a personal motor vehicle.  Yet while mentioned briefly, pedestrian 
and bicycle access is also critical to people without cars.  Walking and bicycling are low cost and 
health promoting.   
 
In WALKSacramento’s “Los Rios Transportation Connections” study and plan completed in 2008 
we learned that there are significant opportunities to reduce students’ economic burden with 
transportation improvements.  For example, over ½ of students of American River College live 
within 5 miles of the college.  Yet access by bicycling in this area of Sacramento’s 
unincorporated area is unsafe and walking in the vicinity of the college is difficult because of 
the lack of sidewalks on many streets.  Parking is low cost and most students drive to the 
campus.  If students were able to forgo the costs of a car, they would in effect have as much as 
a $8,000 bonus which could assist them with their other college expenses.  

• We urge that access to walking and bicycling be addressed more comprehensively in this 
chapter. 

 
Chapter 9 – Economic Vitality 

 
We appreciate the note on Page 9‐24 that “Increased interest in bicycling and walking has had 
additional economic benefits.”   

• We suggest this aspect of economic vitality be expanded.    
 

• Additionally we suggest that this chapter address the economic importance of health 
and the costs of our health care as it related to transportation.  What would be the 
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economic benefits of the development of a truly walkable and bikable region contribute 
to our health and the reduction of health care costs? 

 
Chapter 10 – Financial Stewardship 

As we have mentioned in our letter and in our policy recommendations, we believe there is a 
significant financial stewardship opportunity to increasing the cost‐effectiveness of our road 
rehabilitation funds by incorporating early consideration and planning for Complete Streets 
improvements to those roads that are integrated into the rehabilitation when it occurs. 
 

• We urge SACOG to include this concept in its Financial Stewardship approach. 

It is suggested on page 10‐7 that the MTP/SCS assumes a reliance on sales taxes anticipating a 
new ½ cent “Measure B” sales tax in Sacramento County beginning in 2014 – and assumes that 
this new revenue would be split between transit and capital needs.  What portion of this 
potential new funding will be used for road rehabilitation?   

• We urge Sacramento’s elected leaders to include provision for Complete Streets as part 
of any new sales tax measure. 

Pedestrian safety is a critical issue in this region.  Though pedestrian trips are a relatively small 
portion of all trips, they are a significantly greater proportion of all traffic fatalities.  As noted on 
page 10‐17, pedestrian fatalities from motor vehicle collisions exceed 18% of all fatalities in the 
State – much higher than in the national as a whole.  In 2009, 18% of traffic fatalities in this 
region were pedestrian fatalities.  In Sacramento County in 2009 pedestrian fatalities were 25% 
of total fatalities (source, California Office of Traffic Safety website). 
 
While roadway fatalities have gone down overall in the state, we believe that pedestrian 
fatalities have not declined.   

• We urge that the section on Roadway fatalities in the SACOG region include statistics on 
pedestrian fatalities.  

The greater proportion of pedestrian fatalities in the region and particularly in the region’s 
urban areas underscores the need for improved transportation infrastructure for safe 
pedestrian mobility.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 35 – Walk Sacramento 

35-1. Thank you for your comments and your appreciation of the MTP/SCS and SACOG staff.  
 

35-2. Thank you again for your appreciation of the MTP/SCS, specifically the investments.  
 

35-3. This introductory comment is noted.  
 

35-4. This introductory comment is noted. SACOG agrees that safety for pedestrians is an 
important part of the region’s transportation needs.  The MTP/SCS addresses this in its 
transportation investment portfolio and policies and supportive strategies. 
 

35-5. This introductory comment is noted.  SACOG agrees that there is not enough revenue to 
cover all of the transportation investment needs of the region during the MTP/SCS 
planning period. 
 

35-6. This introductory comment regarding the urgency of planning and implementing bicycle 
and pedestrian projects is noted.   
 

35-7. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis and Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. SACOG continues to prioritize Complete Streets as exemplified by 
policies and strategies 3.2, 3.6, 29.1, 29.2, 29.3, and 29.4 (discussed in Chapter 6 of the 
MTP/SCS).  
 

35-8. While a 20 percent walk and bike mode share is an admirable goal, the MTP/SCS must 
plan a financially constrained transportation system to support the population and growth 
pattern most likely to occur by a future year. This makes the MTP/SCS unique from other 
plans, such as general plans, which are often aspirational and not limited by such 
requirements. Even within these requirements, the MTP/SCS does show significant 
increase in the rate of non-motorized trip-making.  Bike trip-making increases by 8 
percent on a per-capita basis, and walk trip-making by 17 percent.  The combined bike-
and-walk mode share for all trips increased from 9 percent to 10.3 percent of all 
household-generated trips. Given that the longer term historic trend has been a decline in 
non-motorized trip-making, this reversal is significant.  
 
Achieving a non-motorized mode share as high as 20 percent would require major 
changes in the costs of transportation (e.g., through many-fold increases in fuel costs, 
aggressive VMT fees, etc.) or major changes in social values (i.e., attitudes about modes 
of travel or the environment). Such changes go well beyond SACOG’s ability to forecast, 
as well as the latitude for preparing forecasts allowed to SACOG by state and federal 
regulations pertaining to long range transportation planning.  Regarding accelerating 
funding for bicycle and pedestrian improvements, please see Master Response E: 
Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
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35-9. This introductory comment is noted.  Responses to the suggestions in the commenter’s 
“Attachment 1” are below in Responses 35-17 through 35-35. 
 

35-10. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets. 
 

35-11. The MTP/SCS project list includes $427 million in exclusive bicycle and pedestrian 
projects, and a lump-sum budget that reflects the fact that many late year investments 
have not yet been defined enough to list as separate projects. Projects included in the 
Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) will likely consume 
much of this budget once design details are fully defined. The Master Plan, updated every 
two years, is intended to identify priority projects of the cities and counties in the region. 
Each local agency is given the opportunity to include all or some bike and pedestrian 
projects into the Master Plan, and the Master Plan generally reflects projects the 
jurisdictions anticipate seeking funding for in the future. The Master Plan will be 
included as an MTP/SCS Appendix. Efforts planned in 2012 will work towards 
prioritizing the most important regional bicycle and pedestrian projects identified in the 
Master Plan. 
 

35-12. The project list of the MTP/SCS was developed over the course of many months in 2010 
and 2011 and reflects a transparent and collaborative process. Through advisory group 
and Board meetings, public workshops and project list comment periods in the summer 
and fall of 2011, stakeholders were offered multiple opportunities for input. Input from 
both public agencies and advocates are reflected in the staff recommendations that also 
involved technical analysis and Board direction.  
 
An example of the outcome from these multiple points of input is the MTP/SCS increases 
in long-term funding levels for bicycle and pedestrian investments. Over the course of the 
planning period out to 2035, proposed bicycle and pedestrian funding levels increase 
significantly from the 2008 base year and represent a higher share of total plan 
investments than other large regions in California. A funding commitment to bicycle and 
pedestrian investments is also evident when comparing the MTP/SCS to the prior plan. 
Despite a 5% per-capita decrease in the overall budget, as compared to the prior plan, the 
MTP/SCS calls for increasing bicycle and pedestrian investment in the region by 7% per-
capita through 2035. 

 
With the membership of SACOG comprised of the region’s 28 local agencies and 
Caltrans, an effective means to further influence project list priorities in future MTP/SCS 
updates is to work early with the sponsor agencies before the Call for Projects is made. 
As a financially constrained plan, SACOG requests that local agencies identify cost-
effective projects that offer strong benefits.  The projects received are then evaluated in 
terms of their regional system benefits and whether or not they meet financial constraint 
tests. Receiving support from a local sponsor agency or Caltrans early in the process is 
important because ultimately these are the agencies that will be responsible for 
implementing capital project included in the MTP/SCS. Other input opportunities 
available include feedback to the workshop scenarios and technical analyses SACOG 
provides through advisory group and Board committee briefings. 
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35-13. The project list is sorted by county and lead agency to make it easier to search and 

review. Individual projects, whether road widenings or rehabilitation projects, can 
contain a number of elements including bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and auto 
improvements that would qualify as complete streets elements. The MTP/SCS 
emphasizes incorporation of complete streets into projects, as exemplified by policies and 
strategies 3.2, 3.6, 29.1, 29.2, 29.3, and 29.4 (discussed in Chapter 6 of the MTP/SCS). 
However, until further project level analysis is completed on late year projects, it is not 
feasible to label projects as complete streets. The level of detail provided in the project 
list meets state and federal requirements for a programmatic, long-term planning 
document. Policies and strategies in the MTP/SCS are designed to ensure that individual 
projects consider the needs of all users. Please also see Master Response F: Complete 
Streets. 
 

35-14. SACOG will consider the requested new metrics in future MTP/SCS documents, and 
discuss the potential for these new metrics with its planning partners.  Please see Master 
Response B: Health, Master Response C: Safety, and Master Response F: Complete 
Streets regarding current efforts related to these metrics. 
 

35-15. The MTP/SCS contains several strategies aimed at reducing the use of single-occupant 
vehicle trips, which significantly benefits GHG emissions reduction.  Policy 9 and its 
supporting strategies are structured to promote broad programs of GHG emissions 
reduction, within which promotion of bicycling and walking would be an integral 
component.  Strategy 8.3 sets funding aside to support the Sacramento Municipal Air 
Quality Management District’s Spare the Air campaign, which encourages people to 
consider alternative modes of transportation when ozone levels are high. Policy 22 and its 
supporting strategies promote transportation demand management programs, a number of 
which are already in place and are improved and expanded as funding allows.  Policy 3 
and its supportive strategies encourage development patterns that are pedestrian and 
bicycle oriented. Policy 29 and its supportive strategies further encourage pedestrian and 
bicycle oriented development and transportation investments.  
 

35-16. You are welcome. SACOG appreciates, and thanks you, for your continued participation 
in this important process. 
 

35-17. SACOG has several Complete Streets efforts underway.  Please see Master Response F: 
Complete Streets for a full response. 
 

35-18. Thank you for your continued participation in SACOG’s many efforts, including the 
MTP/SCS public workshops held in 2010. This comment is noted. 
 
 

35-19. SACOG will continue to work with stakeholder groups to discern ways in which 
interested parties can take a more active role in early project list development. 
 

35-20. These introductory comments are noted. 
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35-21. In response to these strategy suggestions, please see Master Response F: Complete 

Streets. 
 

35-22. Please see Master Response C: Safety. 
 

35-23. This introductory comment is noted. Please see below for individual responses. 
 

35-24. Thank you for the policy and strategy recommendations relating to land use and 
environmental sustainability. Responses below are bulleted and correspond with the 
policy or strategy addressed in the comments.  
 

 New Strategy 1.6: Existing policies 3 and 29 offer strategies in support of 
realizing complete streets across the region. Policy 3 is being updated to include a 
specific reference to complete streets. Additional background on proposed 
SACOG efforts in support of this outcome is included in Master Response F: 
Complete Streets. 
 

 Strategy 2.3: SACOG currently monitors bicycle and pedestrian mode share and 
your edits have been made in the MTP/SCS.  

 
 Strategy 2.4: Part of SACOG’s proposed complete streets work in the Strategic 

Growth Council grant application would involve sharing with local agencies and 
advocacy groups recommended analytical tools for estimating and projecting the 
outcomes of complete streets projects. SACOG also believes the idea of providing 
training and technical assistance is covered in Strategy 2.1. To clarify this, the 
word “training” has been added to Strategy 2.1.  

 
 Strategy 7.4: We have modified this strategy to include the analysis of mode share 

where appropriate. 
 

 Strategy 8.5: Please see Master Response B: Health.   
 

 Strategy 9.1: SACOG believes this suggestion is already covered under Strategy 
3.2. 

 
35-25. Thank you for the policy and strategy recommendations relating to finance and system 

maintenance and operation. Responses below are bulleted and correspond with the policy 
or strategy addressed in the comments.  
 

 New Strategy 11.5: The MTP/SCS already includes policies to ensure the 
consideration of complete streets in funding decisions, and in particular, in 
projects that apply for SACOG’s Regional Funding Programs. Furthermore, this 
policy and its supportive strategies are not modal in nature and deal rather with 
simplifying funding mechanisms and increasing funding flexibility to meet the 
region’s transportation needs, particularly around maintaining the existing system. 
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 New Strategy 13.6: Master Response F: Complete Streets identifies SACOG 

efforts towards this objective, including SACOG’s proposed SGC grant that is 
designed to help assess what would constitute a “complete street system.” 
Existing Strategy 29.2 calls for investments towards the creation of a regional 
bicycle and pedestrian network. In support of this outcome, SACOG has a 
funding program that uses complete street benefits as criteria to evaluate road 
rehabilitation projects. Given that regional funding will only cover a portion of 
the need, existing Strategy 13.3 emphasizes the importance that local agencies 
capture funding for local and regional needs, including bicycle and pedestrian 
investments, that otherwise cannot be completed.  

 
 New Strategy 14.8:  The strategies in support of Policy 14 are not mode-specific. 

Strategy 29.1 is being refined to also reference the value of bicycle and pedestrian 
outcomes that provide public health benefits. 

 
 New Strategy 15.5: SACOG already works with local agencies to improve and 

accelerate project delivery on all eligible projects, regardless of mode. Policy 15 
and the accompanying supportive strategies already commit SACOG to 
continuing efforts to improve and accelerate project delivery through specific 
actions. 

 
 New paragraph regarding system operations:  The proposed language was not 

added; however, new language has been added concerning road maintenance and 
rehabilitation and complete streets that responds to this suggestion. 
 

 New Strategy 17.5:  As highlighted in Master Response F: Complete Streets, 
SACOG recognizes the importance of cost-effective road rehabilitation that also 
supports bicycle and pedestrian travel. A new Strategy 17.5 has been added to 
support local agencies efforts on this topic.  
 

 New Strategy 19.3: Policy 19 is focused on service provision while this 
suggestion is focused on infrastructure provision.  SACOG believes this 
suggestion is covered in Strategy 20.3.  
 

 New Strategy 21.3: Strategy 20.3 has been revised to include rural transit. 
 

 New Strategy 23.3: This suggestion is best directed to transit providers and local 
jurisdictions although Strategy 29.3 directs SACOG to facilitate sharing of 
effective ideas for community involvement in bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 
planning.  

 
35-26. Thank you for the policy and strategy recommendations regarding system expansion. 

Please see below for individual responses. Responses below are bulleted and correspond 
with the policy or strategy addressed in the comments.  
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 New Strategy 28.13: This strategy suggestion is captured in existing Strategy 29.3 
 
 Strategy 30.1: This strategy has been revised to include walking and biking. 

 
 Strategy 30.2: This strategy has been updated with the recommended language. 

 
 Strategy 30.4:  SACOG does not currently measure or analyze level of service.  

However, SACOG does expect to look more closely at multi-modal levels of 
service as a complete streets measure in our proposed Strategic Growth Council 
grant work. 

 
35-27. Thank you for your comments on Chapter 7. Because of the regional scale and scope of 

this document, the summaries by community type in the MTP/SCS are appropriate. After 
adoption of the 2008 MTP, more detailed information by subareas within the region was 
provided for use by local agencies in developing applications for transportation projects 
(see http://www.sacog.org/regionalfunding/fall2009/). Once this MTP/SCS is adopted, 
more detailed information will update the subarea information on the SACOG website.  
 

35-28. Thank you. SACOG agrees. This comment is noted. 
 

35-29. This comment is noted.  Thank you for citing this study for reference.  
 

35-30. The accessibility analysis in the Equity chapter does contain an analysis of transit access 
to important facilities, and the equity analysis in total complies with federal and state 
requirements. SACOG agrees that access by walking would be a desirable addition to an 
analysis of accessibility to destinations such as higher education.  SACOG has a history 
of trying to better measure and understand the impacts of the MTP and is committed to 
improving in future MTP/SCS cycles. Within budget constraints, we expect to continue 
working to expand our ability to analyze and address plan impacts, and hope that 
interested organizations will continue to work with us on this. 
 

35-31. SACOG has included the research we found related to economic benefits associated with 
increased interest in walking and bicycling, but would be happy to review additional 
information if available. 
 

35-32. SACOG is pursuing funding to research the many benefits of active transportation, 
including health and economic benefits. Please see Master Response B: Health and 
Master Response F: Complete Streets for information regarding future efforts we are 
making that will inform future MTP/SCS updates.  
 

35-33. All of SACOG’s regional funding programs contain criteria for inclusion of complete 
streets. Also, please see Master Response F: Complete Streets. 
 
As highlighted in Master Response F: Complete Streets, SACOG recognizes the 
importance of cost-effective road rehabilitation that also supports bicycle and pedestrian 
travel.  Also see the new Strategy 17.5. 
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35-34. The Measure B assumption in the MTP/SCS is that 50 percent of the funds are dedicated 

for road maintenance and rehabilitation, with the other 50 percent for transit. A new 
Measure B proposal has not yet been finalized, providing organizations an opportunity 
for input and support. 
 

35-35. SACOG agrees that pedestrian safety is an important issue. Please see Master Response 
C: Safety. 
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PO Box 1526  Sacramento, CA  95812        (916) 444-0022    

       

  

January 9, 2012 
 
 
Board of Directors         
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
1415 L Street Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

Re: Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and 

corresponding DEIR 

 
Honorable Board Members and Executive Director Mike McKeever: 
 

The Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS), Habitat 2020, and the California Heartland 
Project are unified in our support of SACOG's first joint Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan / 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The plan is a visionary approach to the SB 375 
objective to link regional land use and transportation planning to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. We applaud the direction of the SACOG Board and the efforts of SACOG staff to 
produce a scenario that, if adhered to, will certainly make significant steps towards regional 
sustainability.  
 
Considering the financial constraints of this planning cycle, we are impressed with SACOG's 
ability to do "more with less" by directing investment to areas that maximize impact by the cost 
effectiveness of smart growth and active transportation.  Some of the impressive anticipated 
outcomes we support include: 
 

o Meeting the CARB GHG reduction targets (10% by 2020, 16% by 2035) 
o Declines in congested VMT (6.9%) 
o Increases in transit service hours, system productivity, and access overall, and 

more so for Environmental Justice Areas 
o More homes, jobs, and amenities near high-frequency transit 
o 8% proportion of funding to active transportation, with additional bike/ped 

improvements integrated into road maintenance funds 
 
While we strongly commend the modeling outcomes the MTP/SCS presents, there is also room 
for strengthening the plan to help ensure these outcomes are achieved. We fully support the many 
suggestions offered in the letters of ClimatePlan, Human Impact Partners, and the Coalition On 
Regional Equity. But, for the purposes of this letter, we are obliged to highlight some key areas of 
weakness that we feel could, in the long-term, be a detriment to the successful implementation of 
this valuable plan. We recognize that the following, in some cases, deals with processes that 
require further coordination with local jurisdictions, and are not necessarily in the sole control of 
SACOG. Given that, we offer these observations for your ongoing consideration in future work.  
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Transportation: 

 

It has long been a concern of ECOS and others that, too often, housing and commercial 
development takes place without adequate transit, and that when and if transit is put in place, it is 
then difficult to change car-oriented behavior. It is understood that SB375 only requires quality 
transit to be planned within the time horizon of the MTP for residential projects to meet the 
criteria for CEQA benefits, and we are pleased with SACOG's approach to targeting 
transportation projects that will maximize effects of investment. Yet we feel that more specific 
strategies are needed to ensure appropriate phasing of transit and active transportation 
improvements with residential development. 
 
We hope to see SACOG review transportation project phasing in relationship to current densities 
and the timing of future development, working with other agencies and local jurisdictions to 
establish protocols which: identify and accelerate transit for high-density arterial corridors and 
existing urban areas that currently lack adequate service: flag and defer or cancel any costly 
transit capital projects that would begin construction before the densities would justify the cost 
(as suggested by Strategy 28.9): Flag, defer or cancel road and transit construction that would 
trigger premature peripheral growth. 
 
Land Use: 

 
The land use forecast in the MTP/SCS represents an improvement over previous regional 
planning efforts.  The MTP/SCS anticipates accommodating expected growth with a vision 
toward more efficient land use and a smaller expansion of the regional development footprint.  
There are a variety of factors that help to make this MTP update a promising step toward a 
sustainable future for the Sacramento region, including the first-time incorporation of SB 375 
requirements, SACOG’s advanced modeling tools, and extensive public outreach to help define 
the MTP/SCS preferred scenario for land use and transportation.   
 
Despite these improvements, the MTP/SCS includes key assumptions that, if adopted, could 
hinder the region’s ability to achieve important land use and transportation objectives.   
 
The single most important assumption in the MTP/SCS land use forecast that should be reviewed 
is the overestimation of demand for single-family large-lot housing.  Although this type of 
housing has dominated residential development throughout the region for the past several 
decades, independent studies consistently show that demographic changes are reducing the 
demand for this type of housing.  The MTP/SCS acknowledges that  “…there will be significant 
demand, especially by the large, retirement age baby boomer generation and the even larger 
Generation Y echo-boomer cohort (those born between 1978 and 1994), for new housing, 
including rentals and small lot homes…”1.  Despite this, Table 3.9 of the MTP/SCS shows that 28 
percent of new housing in 2035 is single-family large-lot.   
 
This contrasts sharply with at least one recent study concluding that the Sacramento region 
already has enough single-family large-lot residential supply to meet demand through 2035.2  
                                                        
1 SACOG, Draft MTP/SCS 2035, November 10, 2011, p. 3-13. 

2 Nelson, Arthur C. The New California Dream: How Demographic and Economic Trends May 

Shape the Housing Market. Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 2011, Table 4.4, p. 43.  
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This study by the Urban Land Institute estimated that over half of the residential demand between 
2010 and 2020 will be for attached units; and by 2035, about 60% of demand will be for attached 
units.  The MTP/SCS predicts a lower share of attached units. 
 
This result of this overemphasis on single-family large-lot development is significantly more 
developed acreage than necessary to meet demand, and the less-compact land use form results in 
greater vehicle trip lengths and greenhouse gas emissions.  Table 3.11 of the MTP/SCS shows 
that 45 percent of additional developed acres between 2008 and 2035 are in Developing 
Communities – where much of the single-family large-lot development would occur. 
 
The fundamental cause of this problem is the MTP/SCS assumption that 42 percent of forecasted 
housing demand and 18 percent of employment demand will be in Developing Communities.3  
Not surprisingly, the largest increase in housing units by community type between 2008 and 2035 
is in Developing Communities, where the share of housing units increases from three percent in 
2008 to 13 percent in 2035. 
 
To remedy this problem, we recommend that SACOG work with individual jurisdictions to refine 
the demand analysis and land use distribution to reduce the 2035 forecasted housing unit 
allocation for Developing Communities by at least 50% (to a total of not more than 75,000 units) 
and reallocate the remainder to Center and Corridor Communities. 
 
In addition, we encourage SACOG to develop a guidebook that provides clear examples of the 
key characteristics of the various development types in the MTP/SCS.  The Guidebook could be 
developed similar to the Title 24 guidebook that was published shortly after the Title 24 standards 
were adopted in 1978. 
 
Finally, SACOG’s 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction targets are difficult to consider at the Plan or 
Project level because there is currently no method/model that could evaluate plan or project 
performance at meeting the targets.  We encourage SACOG to work with ARB, local air districts, 
educational institutions, and others to develop technical tools (similar to CalEEMod) that would 
provide the ability to evaluate individual projects and their contribution to regional targets.  
 
CEQA Streamlining Determination Process:  
 

SB 375 gives the local jurisdiction the discretion for making the determination for what level of 
CEQA exemptions a project is qualified for within the SCS, but, while it is suggested, there is no 
mandate for a public notice, hearing or review process for this determination (PRC 21155.1). In 
most cases, the usual required CEQA process would ensue after the determination, but of course; 
the determination affects what will be reviewable in that process. Further, after that 
determination, the ability to challenge findings is made more difficult, being raised to the 
"substantial evidence" standard. And with no precedence, it remains unclear if it is possible to 
challenge the determination itself. And, in the event that a project is dubbed to be a "sustainable 
communities" project, qualifying for a full CEQA exemption, then there will be no ensuing 
process. 
 

Page 3-36 of the plan states, “To determine a project’s consistency with the SCS, a jurisdiction 
must find it consistent with the general land use, density, intensity, and any applicable land use 

                                                                                                                                                                     
 
3 SACOG, p. 3-15. 
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policies of the SCS. Additional information by jurisdiction and community type is provided in 
Appendix E-3.” 
 

The jurisdictional narratives of anticipated growth in Appendix E-3, in conjunction with the 
primary map of the plan by community type (Figure 3-2, MTP/SCS, p. 3-11) and the breakdown 
of qualifications for the levels of CEQA benefits in Table 2-16 (DEIR, p. 2-60) offer a very broad 
net for jurisdictions to make the interpretation of "consistency" with the SCS, or judge the 
impacts that have been addressed by the programmatic SCS EIR. We understand that SACOG 
does not have the capacity to provide oversight for all regional project-level determinations, but 
lacking this oversight or a more specific guide for land-use designations, it is extremely important 
that there be a public process before these determinations are made.  At the very least, an 
opportunity for public input should be established in coordination with the local jurisdictions to 
ensure that equity, health, and environmental interests are adequately addressed.  
 
Natural Resources:  

 

We are greatly concerned about the continued trend of greenfield development in the region. We 
support the reduced growth footprint of this MTP/SCS, yet there remains a substantial amount of 
greenfield development within the footprint (that will now receive CEQA exemptions). And 
further, there are currently many thousands of acres of proposed development outside of the plan 
that will endanger the plan's future success. Growth outside of the plan in one area will need to be 
absorbed by the rest of the region and inhibit the growth of other jurisdictions, in subsequent 
MTPs.  And it is feared that much more than the CEQA benefits provided by the SCS will be 
needed to incentivize smart growth and adherence to the plan.  
 
The centerpiece of the plan's natural resource element is the Rural Urban Connection Strategy. 
We cannot understate our praise for the work of the RUCS program since the last MTP in 
analyzing the broad range of factors that affect viability of the region's rural communities. And 
we commend RUCS's demonstration of the economic imperatives to preserve the regions 
agricultural base.  
 
SACOG highlights performance in this area with the projection that, by 2035, 37,000 acres of 
agricultural land will be converted to urban development--compared to 200,000 acres converted 
since 1988, (despite a greater projected population increase by 2035).  This is certainly a great 
departure from the past that we support. Clearly, RUCS is an innovative and impressive program, 
yet it is essentially an economic viability study for agriculture alone, and the sophisticated 
analysis does not extend equally to habitat impacts, or other ecosystem services (i.e. carbon 
sequestration, groundwater recharge). 
 
For plant and wildlife habitat viability, the SCS relies mostly on the presumed completion of the 
region's Habitat Conservation Plans. But these plans, alone, do not address critical regional 
connectivity, and, in some cases, do not at this point show certainty of successful completion.     
 
The total acreage of newly developed land in the SCS is generally represented to be 53,266-
53,914 (EIR 2-25; 19-20). Within the newly developed areas, 36,392 acres of agriculture 
(MTP/SCS, 7-6), 5,602 acres of designated forest (EIR,4-44), and 37,681 acres of habitat are 
impacted (Table 7-5, MTP/SCS 7-17). Obviously, there are overlaps of these 79,675 acres of 
agriculture, forest, and habitat to add up to the ~53,500 figures. Table 6-6 (EIR, 6-35) adds up the 
impacts to 53,914 - showing only 16,233 acres of agriculture beyond the 37,000 of habitat. But 
how or where the other 24,000 acres overlap is not clearly indicated or shown spatially to be able 
to adequately analyze impacts. 
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Further, while SACOG has used the best data currently available, it is roundly recognized that 
comprehensive, accurate, up-to-date natural resource data does not exist for the region to do 
sufficient analysis of these impacts. 
 
The lack of data is demonstrated by the plan's simple justification that the 37,500 acres of habitat 
impacted represents only "one percent of the 2,543,519 acres of habitat and land cover in the 
region today," (MTP/SCS, 7-16). However, the vast majority of this regional habitat resides in the 
National Forest in the mountains, while the vast majority of the impacts are in the valley and 
foothills where viable habitat differs greatly and is much more sparse. In the future, a 
proportionate analysis of habitat impacts on the valley must be undergone, at a regional level, to 
adequately assess environmental sustainability of the MTP/SCS. 
 
We believe that the interests of equity, public heath, and economic prosperity in compact transit-
oriented urban planning are best served by complimentary planning for natural resource and 
open-space conservation. Improved natural resource data, analysis and conservation strategies 
need to be developed to compliment the SCS, to further incentivize adherence to the valuable 
urban plan that SACOG has developed.  
 
In the future, this data could be used:  

 As a public decision-support tool for targeting responsible and efficient investment for 
development and conservation. 

 To enable participation in/development of a Regional Advanced Mitigation Program 
 To demonstrate co-benefits for ecology, public health, recreation and education, as well 

as the economic imperatives for habitat/open-space conservation 
 To demonstrate co-benefits and economic imperatives to preserve ecosystem services, 

(ie. carbon sequestration, flood management and groundwater recharge)  
 
Conclusion: 

 
To reiterate, we applaud SACOG's first joint SCS/MTP, and we hope the above comments are 
constructive to implementation of the plan. We also commend the extensive efforts of SACOG 
staff to engage the public throughout the MTP process. We greatly appreciate the time and 
attention that has been provided us in addressing our concerns and suggestions in development of 
this plan, and we look forward to our continued work with SACOG moving forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jonathan Ellison, President 
ECOS Board of Directors 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 36 – Environmental Council of Sacramento 
(ECOS), Habitat 2020, and the California Heartland Project, Jonathan Ellison, 
ECOS Board of Directors 

36-1. Thank you for supporting the anticipated outcomes of the MTP/SCS.   
 
36-2. These introductory comments are noted.   
 
36-3. The transportation investments in the MTP/SCS were tailored to the land use forecast for 

two years: 2020 and 2035.  Phasing assumptions related to the amount and density of 
development were considered in the timing of transportation projects.  In addition, the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation process and the plan’s federal air quality conformity 
determination are directly tied to these land use and transportation phasing assumptions.  
Because of the many planning implications of these three plans, SACOG and our member 
and partner agencies worked very hard to estimate as accurately as possible the short-
term (2020) and long-term (2035) growth patterns and transportation investments.  Please 
also see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis.   

 
However, SACOG agrees with the notion of improving coordination among agencies 
responsible for land use entitlements, transportation planning, and transportation service 
provision.  To demonstrate this, a new strategy has been added to the MTP/SCS: 
Strategy 29.5: Help facilitate improved coordination between transit agencies, public 
works departments and local land use authorities in planning new developments that are 
transit-,  bicycle-, and pedestrian-supportive and timed so that new facilities and transit 
services are available at the time the new growth occurs. 

 
36-4. This is an introduction to Comments 17-5 through 17-7 and no response is required. 
 
36-5. The ULI report presents compelling information about the market demand in California’s 

largest metropolitan areas.  The report also acknowledges that it “does not address 
whether and how the land use regulations of the state’s largest metropolitan areas can be 
restructured to facilitate planning and development processes that would allow absorption 
of this market demand.”1 The report acknowledges that additional supply-side challenges 
must be overcome for the market demand it forecasts to be fully served, including local 
land use regulations and infrastructure constraints. Chapter 3, particularly pages 3-13 
through 3-15 and 3-32, discusses a number of the challenges facing development in the 
region’s Centers and Corridors and Established Communities. These challenges include 
local regulations (e.g. zoning codes and parking standards) and insufficient infrastructure 
capacity, as well as other challenges such as transit funding, the dissolution of 
redevelopment, and financing.  The confluence of these competing supply and demand 
factors is the MTP/SCS land use pattern, which by law must be based on a reasonable 
estimate of the amount, type, and location of growth in the region, taking into account 
market demand, regulatory conditions (local, state and federal), economic conditions, and 
infrastructure constraints.  

                                                 
1 Nelson, Arthur C., p. 11. 
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The challenges described above should not be taken to mean that the SACOG region’s 
housing market is not moving at all in the direction suggested in the ULI report. As many 
general plans and specific plans in the region have been updated recently, or are currently 
being updated, we are seeing a shift towards planning for more small-lot and attached 
housing and the MTP/SCS land use forecast reflects this change as well as the change in 
market demand that supports an increase in these housing types.  Additionally, the 
forecast contained in this Draft MTP/SCS of 28% of new homes being large-lot single-
family is lower than the 30% assumed in the visionary assumptions in Blueprint Project.   
 
It is also important to note that the Developing Communities included in the MTP/SCS 
generally are quite different from the large-scale master planned communities typical of 
the last few decades. Consistent with Blueprint principles, many of them provide a wider 
range of housing choices, are often located adjacent to existing large job centers whose 
workers will benefit from nearby housing options, provide a local resident-serving mix of 
uses such as schools, parks, and retail, and typically have a pedestrian and bicycle 
network and at least options reserved for future transit.  The plan also points out that 
Developing Communities face their share of challenges, including how much overall 
demand there will be in this Community Type and for the portion of housing that is more 
traditional, larger-lot single family stock.   
 
As part of its ongoing monitoring activities and in preparation for the next MTP/SCS 
update, SACOG will track and document actual development activity to assess whether 
or not the housing mix and growth pattern of the MTP/SCS should be adjusted.  This will 
be done both because federal and state regulations require it, and in order to determine 
how the trends identified in the ULI report are playing out in Sacramento region.   
 

36-6. We agree with the principle that educational materials about various development types 
are important.  While we do not currently have a guidebook, we do have several tools 
available to help with education and visualization of development types.  The land use 
types used in the Blueprint Project are the basis for all SACOG land use modeling.  
Information about those land uses is available on our website at: 
http://www.sacregionblueprint.org.  Additionally, we have a number of civic 
engagement tools available on our website, including educational videos, power points, 
photo simulations, and a photo database where thousands of photos of hundreds of types 
of development can be found.   This is on our website at: 
http://sacog.org/CivicEngagement. In addition, we will be working with local agencies 
to implement the MTP/SCS and will be considering refining tools for that effort. We 
appreciate the suggestion and will consider how this could fit into MTP/SCS 
implementation.  

 
36-7. We agree that these regional targets are difficult to consider at the project level. SACOG 

has a set of tools and methods that can evaluate land use, travel and GHG emissions at 
the plan or project level. We agree that we should engage the suggested stakeholders and 
other interested parties as we improve upon existing tools and develop new ones.    
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36-8. For CEQA exemptions, Public Resource Code Section 21155.1 requires a legislative 

body to conduct a public hearing to find that a transit priority project meets all of the 
environmental criteria of subdivision (a), all of the land use criteria of subdivision (b), 
and at least one of the three criteria in subdivision (c) of that section. This means a 
thorough analysis of a proposed project needs to be conducted and then considered at a 
public hearing before a transit priority project can be declared a sustainable communities 
project.  For Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessments (SCEAs), which are 
applicable to transit priority projects, Public Resource Code Section 21155.2(b) describes 
public comment periods for a draft SCEA, with notice provided in the same manner as 
required for an EIR pursuant to Section 21092. For EIRs applicable to transit priority 
projects and residential or mixed-use residential projects, the standard EIR noticing and 
public review periods would apply (CEQA Guidelines 15082(c), 15087, 15105(a), PRC 
21092, CEQA Guidelines 15092). 

  
36-9. Thank you for supporting the growth footprint of the MTP/SCS. Only transit priority 

projects have the potential to receive CEQA exemption and then only if those projects are 
found consistent with the SCS and meet the criteria of PRC Section 21155.1 subdivisions 
(a), (b) and (c). Staff acknowledges the author’s concern that there are many thousand 
acres of growth outside of the MTP/SCS growth footprint and the author’s concern that 
such growth potential may undermine the performance of subsequent MTP/SCS. Such 
development trends are reviewed every four years when the MTP/SCS is updated. Staff 
also acknowledges the author’s fear that more than SB 375 CEQA benefits will be 
needed to incentivize smart growth and adherence to the plan. SB 375 is one of several 
means to incentivize smart growth development patterns. The MTP/SCS includes several 
land use and environmental sustainability policies and strategies that describe SACOG’s 
efforts to support, encourage, and provide incentives to smart growth through several 
means, including pursuing regulatory reform, continuing the Community Design Funding 
program, supporting other incentive programs, developing and sharing data and tools, and 
otherwise supporting local agencies in fostering successful smart growth development.  

 
36-10. Thank you for your comments supporting the RUCS project. The RUCS project is 

intended to be an economic and environmental sustainability strategy for rural areas. 
Given that agriculture is the main rural land use and economic activity in the SACOG 
region, the RUCS started with a focus on agricultural viability as its key objective and 
means to support the environmental benefits provided by open land.   
 
In terms of habitat, open space and other ecosystem services (hereafter referred to as 
open space), SACOG has identified these topics for future work. While some open space 
research has been included in RUCS research to date (see Appendix E-2 of the 
MTP/SCS), SACOG intends to work with stakeholders to accomplish two goals related 
habitat and open space: 1) develop a richer understanding of the parks and open space 
challenges and opportunities in the region and 2) build data and modeling tools that help 
the region use better information for better decision making. Among the data 
development opportunities is an inventory of existing data on recreational and open space 
lands, which could be assembled and analyzed for gaps. Other important outcomes of the 
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open space research will be the identification of ecosystem services provided by open 
lands.  Examples of these services include flood control, groundwater recharge, and 
carbon sequestration.  However, development of new tools and analyses will require 
additional revenues beyond SACOG’s existing budget. SACOG is actively seeking funds 
to pay for a number of activities related to broadening the work of the RUCS project, 
including scoping a regional open space plan, but the extent of this work is, in part, 
dependent on the level of additional funding SACOG is able to secure. 

   
36-11. The SCS does aim to support the region’s HCP planning efforts but it does not rely on the 

completion of those HCPs to mitigate for environmental impacts. Federal and state laws 
require every land development and transportation project to mitigate the effects on 
sensitive habitat and open space, regardless of whether or not an HCP is in effect. The 
land use forecast of the MTP/SCs considered the uncertainties associated with these HCP 
planning efforts and the DEIR mitigation measures for biological impacts are designed to 
mitigate impact with or without the presence of an adopted HCP.  

 
 SACOG agrees that the data sources appear to overlap. As a result the DEIR may 

overestimate the impacts of the proposed project in some areas.  As suggested by the 
commenter it is likely there will be additional new and more detailed biological resource 
data available for the next MTP/SCS update and SACOG will use the best available data 
at that time for subsequent impact assessments. 

  
36-12. These concluding comments are noted.  Thank you for your support of and participation 

in the MTP/SCS and DEIR process. 
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LEGAL SERVICES OF •.-• N ORTH E R N CALf FOR N IA 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY OFFICE 515 12TH STREET SACRAMENTO CA 95814 

VOICE: (916) 551-2150 FAX: (916) 551-2196 WEB: 

January 9, 2012 

Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 

Dear SACOG Board of Directors: 

Legal Services of Northern California submits these comments on SACOG's current Draft 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 ("MTP/SCS" or "Plan") on 

behalf of the Sacramento Housing Alliance ("SHA"). 1 SHA promotes quality affordable and 

accessible housing and enhanced opportunities for lower income households and homeless individuals. 

Consistent with this mission, SHA, and its project, the Coalition on Regional Equity (CORE), also 

advocates and works in collaboration with its many community partners to create opportunities 
for fair and equitable access to quality transportation, jobs, and food, particularly for the 

region's lower income residents, homeless people, communities of color, people with 

disabilities and other vulnerable or disenfranchised populations. Accordingly, SHA focuses 

these comments on ensuring that the MTP/SCS promotes equity in housing and transportation 
for these communities. SHA views application of SB 375 and other laws and regulations 
governing the MTP/SCS process as an opportunity to ensure that the region's disenfranchised 

residents and communities reap the benefits of the Plan and are not disproportionately 
burdened or disadvantaged by its implementation, as is too often the case with intended 

transportation and land use reform. 

SHA believes the Draft MTP/SCS moves the region in the right direction and 

demonstrates that SACOG continues to play a 
leadership role nationally in transportation and 

land use planning. Faced with the challenge of a 5 percent- decrease in per capita funding, 
SACOG has drafted a plan that endeavors to meet the 2035 and exceed the 2020 regional green 

house gas reduction targets; that strives, to a significant extent, to make much-needed 

improvement in access to transit service and active modes of transportation; and that utilizes 

1SHA also oins in the comments the Coalition on Regional Equity submitted to SACOG on December 23, 2011. 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

innovative and expansive approaches to promoting equity outcomes, particularly in 

Environmental Justice ("E J") areas. 

However, SHA believes that SACOG can and must strengthen and enhance the equity 
provisions of the MTP/SCS. Doing so will bring the Draft MTP/SCS into better compliance with 

SACOG's state and federal legal and regulatory obligations and, equally important, facilitate 

more robust and sustainable economic growth in the region. To the latter point, the Plan 

predicts that greatest population growth over the plan period will be among Hispanics and 

Asians. Sacramento County is already a so-called "majority-minority" with Yolo County close 

behind with a population at 50-50 white-minority. And, it is an unfortunate fact that as with 

other regions across the state and country, people and communities of color disproportionately 
bear the burden of the region's failed systems and infrastructure, and that racial wealth and 

income gaps have worsened many fold due to the housing and financial crises. Thus, it makes 

sense from an economic standpoint to make significant investments benefiting disenfranchised 

groups and communities, which, based on SACOG's predicted growth trends, will comprise a 

majority in the region at or near the end of the plan period. The region simply cannot thrive as 

a whole if a significant portion of its population is not thriving. 2 SHA urges SACOG to make 

changes to the Plan that will better promote equity, and in turn, will promote economic 

opportunity and growth for all. 

Necessity for a Complete Legal and Regulatory Requirements List/Description 

Page 2£19 and Appendix G-5 of the Plan detail many of the state and federal requirements 
that SACOG must meet in developing and implementing its MTP/SCS. However, important 
requirements designed to promote equity are missing from the list. Under the agreement 
SACOG entered into with HUD as a condition of receiving a Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities Grant, SACOG "represent[ed], warrant[ed], and certifie[d] that it Shall comply 
with all applicable Federal statutes, regulations and requirements relating to non,discrimination 

and equal opportunity identified in HUD's regulations at 24C.F:R. Sec. 5.105(a).. including the 

following [and their implementing regulations] :" ....... 

1. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Nondiscrimination in Federally Assisted HUD 

Programs 3 [why isn't there reference to FTA or.DOT?]); 
2. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, .as amended (Nondiscrimination on the 

Basis of Sex in Education Programs or 
Activities); 

3. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Nondiscrimination Based on Handicap) 

See America's Tomorrow: Equity is the Superior Growth Model, Polio/Link 201i at 
http•//www.p•io/•ink.•rg/site/c.•k•xLbMNJrE/b.7843•37/k.B35B/Equity-Summit-2•11:htm.• 

All statutes and laws listed here refer to and govern programs or activities receiving federal financial assistance. 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

4. Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990; 
5. The Fair Housing Act; 
6. Executive Order 11063, as amended by Executive Order 12259 (Nondiscrimination and 

Equal Opportunity in Housing); and 

7. The Age Discrimination Act of 1974 (Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Age). 

See HUD OSHC Terms and Conditions for FY 2010 NOFA, pp. 17 18. 

Additionally and importantly, SACOG warranted and certified as a condition of receiving 
the HUD Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant funds to administer its grant; 1) "in 

a manner that affirmatively further fair housing", 2) to "ensure that employment, contracting 
and other economic opportunities generated by the [Grant] shall, to the greatest extent 

feasible, be directed to low- and very low-income persons pursuant to Section 3 of Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1968" and implementing regulations, and 3) "to cooperate and 

assist HUD in its nondiscrimination and equal opportunity compliance activities that are 

required to maintain and submit racial, ethnic, disability, and other demographic data pursuant 
to HUD's nondiscrimination and equal opportunity regulations[.]" 

Laudably, at the beginning of Chapter 8 on Equity and Choice, the MTP/SCS sets forth a 

legal framework for planning for and addressing the needs of•the, region's Environmenta 

Justice (E J) communities. The framework section references Title Vl of the Civil Rights Act, 
which prohibits exclusion from participation, denial of benefits and discrimination under any 

program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance on the basis of race, color, national 

origin, gender, religion and disability, and related federal guidances, as well as Title Vl's broader 

California state law counterpart, Government Code Section 11135. MTP/SCS, pp. 8 1, 2. 

While this framework is very helpful in guiding SACOG and the public regarding SACOG's 
obligations with respect to EJ areas designated in the Plan, it might be misinterpreted to imply 
that Title VI and related laws apply only to the EJ areas, when this is not the case. Indeed, 
"MPOs need to... enhance their analytical capabilities to ensure that the long-range 
transportation plan and the transportation improvement program (TP) comply with Title VI." 
[emphasis added] 4. Accordingly, Title Vl and the related laws, regulations set forth on pages g 

1 and 2 of the Plan should also be listed on page 2-19 and Appendix G-5. 

Finally, as SACOG is aware, as a recipient of the HUD Partnership for Sustainable 

Communities Grant, it must complete a Regional Fair Housi•ng Equity Assessment ("RFHEA"). 
The required components of this assessment are detailed below. The obligation to prepare this 

4Federal Highway Administration, An Overview of Transportation and Environmental Justice at 
http://www.polic¥1ink.orR/site/c.lklXLbMNJrE/b.7843037/k.B35B/Equit¥ Summit 2011.htm. 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

assessment should be listed as well on page 2-19 and Appendix G-5, as well as set forth 

explicitlyin Chapter 8 of the MTP/SCS in the Legal Framework section. 

Providing a complete list of SACOG's legal and regulatory obligations related to the 

MTP/SCS is not a technical exercise. Rather, it is as essential to ensure that SACOG will have 

the comprehensive guidance to carry out its MTP/SCS activities in a manner consistent with 

these obligations, and to provide the transparency required to keep the public fully informed 
and able to monitor and participate in MTP/SCS development, implementation and activities. 

Recommendation: Conform pages 2-19 and Appendix G-5 of the MTP/SCS to pages 17 and 18 

of the HUD OSHC Terms and Conditions for FY 2010 NOFA and pages 8- I and 2 of the Plan 

and make explicit reference to the RFHEA so that SACOG and the public have complete and 

accurate guidance on SACOG's legal and regulatory obligations, including those that will 

promote equity, regarding MTP/SCS implementation and activities. 

Suggested Improvements and Enhancements to Methodologies and Measures to Ensure 

Equity and Properly Measure the Impact of the MTP/SCS on Protected Communities 

SHA appreciates the Draft MTP/SCS provisions intended to improve transit service, 
including the provisions to increase service by 44% per capita, reduce distance to the nearest 

station f•om about ¾ to ½ a mile; and to increase passenger boardings from 33.3 per service 

hour to 70 by 2035. Commendably, SACOG also endeavors to bring more transit to EJ Areas by 
increasing bus service hours by 82 percent and rail and bus by combined 88 percent on routes 

that serve EJ. And, SHA supports the sections of the Draft MTP/SCS in which SACOG goes 

beyond the Federal Highway Administration EJ order 5 requirements by including sections on 

the transportation needs and opportunities to improve transportation services for the senior, 
disabled and youth populations. With respect to the Environmental Justice areas analysis, SHA 

is pleased that SACOG has added the current Draft MTP/SCS performance measures developed 
in conjunction with the Center for Regional Change ("CRC"), which are designed to provide a 

more comprehensive picture of impact that the MTP/SCS will have on the health and overall 

well-being of residents in EJ areas. 

However, SHA believes SACOG can and should do much more to advance equity 
through th"e Plan and hence, offers the recommendations below. An explanation of the 

requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and the federal Fair Housing Act, and related 

equity mandates within the context of the MTP/SCS may help put SHA's comments and 

recommendations into context. 

SSee Federal Highway Administration Environmental Justice Order 6640•23 (1998) at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/orders/6640 23.htm• 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

The federal Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination in a broad range of activities that 

impact housing opportunities based on race and national origin, as well as religion, sex, familial 

status and disability. 6 The Act prohibits not only intentionally discriminatory actions, but those 

that have a "disparate impact" on a protected group as well. 7 The Act prohibits discrimination 

in the form of exclusionary land use practices and policies 8, 
as well as practices or policies that 

exclude minorities from one community or concentrate minorities in another community. 9 

•he Fair Housing Act further requires that federal programs and funds related to 

housing and urban development promote "truly integrated and balanced living patterns. "1° This 

obligation to "affirmatively further fair housing", which SACOG has certified to HUD it will meet, 

means SACOG must (1) analyze impediments to integrated housing patterns and access to 

opportunity in their jurisdiction; (2) take actions to overcome the effects of these impediments; 
and (3) keep records of the analysis and actions. 11 This affirmative obligation requires recipients 
of federal funds to take actions necessary to both identify and break down existing patterns of 

segregation and other barriers to fair housing. 

These fair housing obligations are enhanced by the requirements of both Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act, which prohibits discrimination by recipients of federal funds, lz and its state 

counterpart, California Government Code § 11135, which prohibits discrimination by recipients 
of state funds. •3 

A thorough fair housing analysis of the Draft MTP/SCS is essential to comply with these 

federal and state requirements. HUD's recently released guidance on how this kind of analysis 

6 42 U.S.C• § 3604. 
7 See, e.g,, Pfaj•v. U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 88 F.3d 739 (9th Cir. 1996); Keith v. Volpe, 858 

F.2d 467 (gth Cir. 1988). 
8 E.g., San Pedro Hotel Co. v. City of Los Angeles, 159 F.3d 470, 475 (9th Cir. 1998); see generally Metropolitan 
Hous. Dev. Corp. v. Village of Arlington Heights, 558 F.2d 1283, 1291 (7th Cir. 1977). 
9 See, e.g., Inclusive Comm. Project, Inc. v. Tex. Dep'tofl-lous. & Comm. Dev., 749 F. Supp. 2d 486, 500 (N.D. Tex. 

2010). 
lo Tra•icante v. Metro. Life Ins. Co., 409 U.S. 205, 211 (1972) (quoting 114 Cong. Rec. 3422 (1968) (statement of 

Sen. Mondale); The Fair Housing Act, § 808(d), (e), 42 U.S.C. § 3608(d), (e). The Housing Element Law also requires 
each jurisdiction to adopt a series of actions "promote housing opportunities for all persons regardless of race, 

religion, sex, marital status, ancestry, national origin, color, familial status, or disability." Cai Gay. Code § 
65583(c)(S). 
11 13 See 24 C.F.R. § 91.225. 
12 42 U.S.C § 2000d. 
13 Cal. Go•. Code § 11135(a); Cal. Code Regs. tit. 22, § 98101. 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

of fair housing opportunity should be conducted would help SACOG ensure that its MTP/SCS 
does not perpetuate existing racial and ethnic segregation patterns. 14 

Relatedly, as SACOG is aware, all recipients of HUD's Partnership for Sustainable 

Communities grants are required to conduct a Regional Fair Housing and Equity Assessment. 
Indeed, SACOG set a deadline of December 31, 2011 by which to complete such assessment, is 

The assessment must include analyses of segregation patterns, racially/ethnically concentrated 
areas of poverty, access to existing areas of high opportunity, major public investments that 

impact access to opportunity and d•mographic changes, and the strength of fair housing 
services and activities. Specifically, HUD recommends utilizing three measures of segregation: 
(1) a dissimilarity index that measures the evenness with which white residents and residents of 

color are distributed across a jurisdiction or region (2) predicted racial and ethnic composition, 
and (3) ethnically concentrated areas of poverty. HUD also recommends an analysis of access to 

existing areas of high opportunity. Regarding the second metric, Bay Area equity advocates 

employed a methodology that calculates what one would expect the race and ethnic diversity 
of a city to be if all households regardless of race or ethnicity were free to live where others at 

their income level live. Application of this methodology produced interesting results, including 
the fact that only 57 percent of households in Marin would be non-Hispanic white in an equal 
opportunity housing market in contrast to Marin's actual 72 percent white population and that 

City of Pleasanton, which is 70.8 percent non-Hispanic white, would be expected to be only 
58.5 percent white. •6 SACOG, in conducting its required fair housing assessment and regional 
fair housing analysis, should consider utilizing this methodology to see where in the region 
exclusive housing patterns lie and take steps to address these patterns in its MTP/SCS. 17 

Chapter 8 of the MTP/SCS appropriately focuses the "equity and choice" analysis on EJ 

areas in Sacramento. However, the MTP/SCS should also state clearly that most of the equity 
mandates related to ensuring fair housing and transportation access governing the Plan 

development and implementation apply to the Plan in its entirety, not just EJ areas. 

Another concern regarding the EJ analysis is that that it is•purely place-based, as 

opposed•to people-based. A geographic unit may provide a proxy for some of the protected 
categories of persons under Title Vl and the Fair Housing Act, such as race and ethnicity. 
However, a purely place-based analysis does not directly analyze the Plan based on race nor 

14See http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/ima•es/fho•.pdf. 
is Sacramento Region Consortium Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Project description/timeline, pp. 9, 10 

and 14. 
16 Source of data: 2005-2009 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Tables B19001 and 

B19001H. 
17 See also, Kirwan Institute Opportunity Mapping at http://www.kirwaninstitute.org/research/opportunit¥- 
communities/maooinz/. 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

account for or consider the overall growth in the minority population throughout the region, 
which SACOG predicts will represent the greatest population growth between now and 2035 

(among Hispanics and Asians). MTP/SCS, p. 8 7. As it stands, "minorities" are currently in the 

majority in Sacramento County and comprise 50 percent of the population in Yolo County. 
MTP/SCS, Table 8 1, p. 8 6. Thus, under SACOG's current analytical model, the MTP/SCS's 
impact on •i significant part of the region's "minority" population will not be part of the equity 
analysis, which is problematic in terms of SACOG's compliance with its Title VI, fair housing and 

related obligations. Similarly, with respect to developing the criteria for the EJ areas, SHA 

applauds the MTP/SCS' inclusion of additional variables developed by the Center for Regional 
Change, however questions setting the "minority" population threshold at 70 percent. This 

threshold appears to have been set too high simply to keep the EJ areas within a manageable 
26.5 percent. SHA urges SACOG to consider setting the threshold at 60 percent, which would 

capture more of the populations the MTP/SCS is obligated to analyze and for which SACOG 

must not only avoid and remediate disparate impacts, but affirmatively further fair housing. 
SACOG cannot take necessary remedial and affirmative steps to ensure Title VI and fair housing 
compliance without a sufficient and proper underlying analysis. 

There are several places in the Draft MTP/SCS that call forfurther equity analysis. For 

example, the MTP/SCS plans to increase the proportion of small-lot and attached homes to 57 
percent.o• 

new housing stock in EJ areas and 39 percent of the new housing options in non-EJ 

areas has value, but SACOG must also consider what this shift means for people already living in 

the EJ aiea, especially in terms of potential displacement and increases in housing costs. See 

Plan, p. 8 -16. SHA urges SACOG to amend the plan to assure that in its entirety, the Plan will 

benefit and not disproportionately burden protected classes. 

In the section of Chapter 8 of the MTP/SCS on Transportation and Accessibility, SACOG 
includes a number of important categories of analysis, including transit access to jobs, medical 

care, higher education and parks. However, the analysis itself does not adequately measure for 

equity. For example, if the increase in transit access to jobs is the same from EJ areas as it is 

from non-EJ areas, does this not create or perpetuate a disparate adverse impact on 

"minorities" depending upon the relative place where each type of area started? And, since the 

analysis is not made on the basis of race or other protected classes, it is incomplete visa vis 

Title VI and fair housing obligations. 

Finally, the disproportionately "minority" residents in EJ a•eas, by SACOG's definition, 
experienc• a higher housing cost burden, lower education attainment, and are more 

linguistically isolated, among other barriers to economic stability and opportunity, as compared 
to residents in whiter, non-EJ areas. And, the income and wealth gap between whites and non- 

whites has grown exponentially due to the financial and housing crises which have hit the 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

Sacramento region particularly hard. 18 SACOG has both a legal obligation to utilize its MTP/SCS 
to its fullest capacity to close this gap, as well as an economic interest in ensuring that all 

SACOG jurisdictions and neighborhoods are thriving and that the region does not devolve 

further into an unequal, more racially and economically segregated and divided region due to 

the adopted policies. 

Recommendations: 

• Include language in Chapter 8 that clarifies that the MTP/SCS must comply with Title 

VI and the federal Fair Housing Act in its entirety, in addition with regard to EJ areas. 

• Consistent with the HUD-required Regional Fair Housing Assessment and SACOG's 

other fair-housing obligations, conduct a comprehensive fair housing analysis of the 

current and future MTP/SCS and make policy, methodology and implementation 
measure adjustments to ensure the Plan decreases segregation and affirmatively 
furthers fair housing throughout the region. SHA recommends a deadline of June 30, 
2012. 

• Continue to collaborate closely with equity organizations such as the Center for 

Regional Change and the Coalition on Regional Equity to assess the current MTPISCS, 
and SACOG's performance under it, against federal and state equity mandates and 

improve Plan methodologies, metrics and implementation actions accordingly to 

ensure compliance with these mandates. 

• Direct significant investment into projects and policies that have the greatest 
potential to promote and achieve equity in the first 5 to 10 years of the planning 
period. 

• Add a Strategy to Policy 4 to address potential segregation and gentrification in 

transit-rich areas throughout the SACOG region. (See the Coalition on Regional 
Equity's comments submitted to SACOG on December 23, 2011.) 

• Absent clear evidence of absence of bias in sources or studies, remove language in 

MTPlSCS that suggests that families of certain races and ethnicities primarily double- 

up or crowd into fewer housing units overall for cultural reasons or for other reasons 

other than out of economic choice. (See Plan, pp. 8 12 and 8 16.) 19 

• Additional recommendations regarding specific changes and additions to MTPlSCS 
policies and strategies, consistent with SHA's comments above, are attached. 

18 See Wealth Gaps Rise to Record High Between Whites, Black, Hispanics: Twenty to One (Pew Charitable Trust, 
July 26, 2011) at http://www.pews•cia•trends.•rg/2•11/•7/26/wea•th-gaps-rise-t•-rec•rd-hi•hs-between-whites- 
blacks-hispanics/; Rick Daysog, Sacramento Bee, Foreclosures surge in region, September 15, 2011; New 

foreclosures jump in third quarter, October 29, 2011 at http://www.sacbee.com/2011/09/15/3911662/after- 
years-lull-sacramento-area.html#ixzz:lfdQRTWsD. 
19 SHA's concern is that such language in the MTP/SCS will form the basis for land use and housing policy decisions 

that perpetuate biases to the detriment of people and communities of color. 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

StrenRthen the Provisions in the MTP/SCS Related to Promoting and Increasing the Sm)•)lv of 

Affordable Housing Across the SACOG Region and Within Each Local Jurisdiction 

SHA strongly recommends that SACOG add language to Policy 4 that gives more explicit 
consideration of affordable housing need across the region and in every jurisdiction within 

SACOG. 

SHA is pleased to see strategies in the MTP/SCS that reference creating a jobs-housing 
fit model that would measure the degree to which a geographic area's housing actually "fits" 

(is affordable to) the types of jobs workers in that area have, since SACOG had committed to 

create such a model by April :1, 201:1. See Plan, Chapter 6, Strategies 2.9 and 4.3; Sacramento 
Region Consortium Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Project description/timeline, pp. 
10, 14. SHA urges SACOG to move more aggressively toward developing this model so as to 

assess whether the MTP/SCS truly facilitates development of affordable housing across the 

region as a whole as well as within specified jurisdictions or other geographic units. 

Recommendations: 

• Amend Policy 4 as follows: SACOG supports every local jurisdiction's efforts to 

facilitate development of housing in all price ranges, to meet the housing needs of the 
local workforce and population, especially lower-income populations, and forestall 

pressure for long external commuting to work and essential services. 

• Adopt a Policy or Strategy in the MTP/SCS that set a target date for completion of the 

jobs-housing fit model. SHA proposes June 30, 2012. 

• Collaborate closely with equity and affordable housing partners and stakeholders, 
such as CRC and CORE throughout the process of developing the jobs-housing fit 

model and the process of making necessary changes to the current or next MTP/SCS 
based on application of the model. 

Ensure that the MTP/SCS Promotes Transportation Equity 

Cognizant of the funding challenges SACOG faces in its efforts to promote 
transportation efficiency and equity, SHA believes that the MTP/SCS must and can do much 

more to promote equity. Again, as a recipient of federal transportation funds, SACOG must 

comply with Title Vl, by insuring that its federally funded activities, including development and 
implementation of the MTP/SCS, do not discriminate on the basis of race, color or other 
protected categories. 

SHA appreciates the MTP/SCS' relative level of investment in transit and increase in 

service--doubling the 2008 level of service--by 2035. However, SHA is concerned about the 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

timing of transit such investment as compared to investments in road maintenance and 

rehabilitation. 

The Draft MTP/SCS states that "the limited growth in transit services for the first ten 

years dueto revenue constraints" means that there will be more robust growth in the later 

years of the MTP/SCS, but not until 2020. P. 10-6. This, unfortunately, is opposite of the 

"front-loading" of equity investment approach that SHA supports and recommends. SHA is 

concerned that deferring investment into transit to late in the plan period will have a disparate 
and adverse impact on low-income communities, communities of color, people with disabilities 

and other populations that are disproportionately transit-dependent. 

Recommendations: 

Analyze/measure the impact that the timing of the Draft MTP/SCS' transportation 
investment priorities will have on populations in the SACOG region protected under Title VI 

and related equity mandates, and if the impact is disparate and negative, take affirmative 

steps to avoid and/or mitigate such impacts. 

Develop mechanisms through the MTP/SCS to address any adverse impact, including 

• Ensuring that decision regarding routes and times of services are 

determined by level of need--not level of ridership. Using ridership 
levels is a business approach to what is a social service. In times of 

limited resources, SACOG should prioritize the transit funding it has on 

the communities who are in most need of reliable transit services. 

. 
• Ensuring that the proceeds from Measure B in Sacramento County 

beginning in 2014 support transit operational and capital needs that 

also promote equity; 
• Ensuring that the anticipated shift of more than $2 billion of flexible 

revenue from road to transit over the planning period occurs in the 

earlier part of the remainder of the plan period; 
• Analyzing the potential for increased ridership, through lowering of 

fares of limited income transit-dependent riders, to increase transit 

revenues to support systems expansion and restoration of routes and 

running times earlier in the plan period. 
• In collaboration with regional transit operators, transit users and equity 

partners, consider and analyze potential revenue generating measures, 

such as the City of Los Angeles' 30/10 Initiative, which would create a 

revenue source to develop 12 key mass transit projects in 10 years, 
rather than 30. This is consistent with the concept of front-loading 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

investment to achieve transit equity in the earlier part of the remainder 

of the SACOG Plan period. 

Thank you for considering our comments and recommendations. SHA looks forward to 

continued engagement and collaboration with SACOG to ensure that the MTP/SCS meets its 

fullest potential to advance sustainability, equity and economic growth for all in the SACOG 

region. 

Sincerely, 

Mona Tawatao 

Regional Counsel 
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Letter from SHA to SACOG re MTP/SCS 2035 
January 9, 2012 

ATTACHMENT TO SACRAMENTO HOUSING ALLIANCE'S COMMENT LEI-rER ON DRAFT MTP/SCS 2035 

2.5 Strategy: Continue to develop and apply social equity analysis methods and performance measures 

to help MTP/SCS updates and local discussions on development patterns, including transportation 
performance measures and opportunities related to accessibility, equity, public health, a• youth, 
racial/ethnic inteqration and de-concentration of poverty. 

2.7 Strategy: During the design phase, review transportation projects to assess whether they foster 

transportation choices, improve local community circulation and provide access to areas of hiqh 
opportunity or divide and further seqreqate communities, and either avoid or mitigate negative impacts 
(including those to public health;safety; air quality; housinq quality, affordability and stability; and the 

environment). 

4.3 Strategy: Encourage adequate supply of housing at a variety of price ranges in the region, to meet 

local demand and prevent the export of housing to adjacent regions and the exacerbation of 
racial/ethnic seqreqation and poverty concentration. 

4.5 Strategy: Provide support for jurisdictions to overcome common issues identified in local analyses of 

impediments to fair housing, such as racial and ethnic seqreqation, and a regional analysis funded by 
federal grant funding from HUD. 

8.4 Strategy: Help air districts and local agencies study localized air pollution impacts on health and the 

environment, particularly in EJ areas and areas of hiqh poverty and/or racial/ethnic concentration, 
including air toxins, by providing analysis and information from SACOG's planning work. Support public 
information efforts to raise awareness of these connections. 

24.3 Strategy: Examine, analyze and steer funds and resources toward addressinq commute pattern 
travel needs of those in job placement programs such as CaI-WORKS, those working nontraditional 

employment shifts, and those with reverse commutes as-a-guide-• for transit and supplemental travel 

service imp'rovements. 

24.5 Strategy: Ensure through examination, context sensitive design, and avoidance or mitigation of 

transportation system impacts wherever feasible, particularly displacement of residents, localized air 

quality and noise impacts, when building improvements in low-income and minority communities 
adjacent to freeways, major roadways, and railroad corridors. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 37 – Legal Services of Northern California on 
behalf of the Sacramento Housing Alliance 

37-1. This introductory comment is noted. 
 

37-2. Thank you. This comment is noted. 
 

37-3. SACOG agrees that it is important to promote economic opportunity for all. The 
MTP/SCS seeks to promote a more vibrant regional economy through a more compact 
and infill-focused land use pattern, directing more funding to transit service, complete 
streets, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, and improved transit access to/from EJ 
Areas, supporting a more robust rural and agricultural economy, and planning for more 
housing options in Transit Priority and employment center areas. However, the MTP/SCS 
must be fiscally constrained and based on lower actual anticipated revenues – many of 
which SACOG does not control. The forecast of housing by Community Type described 
in the MTP/SCS will promote significant investment in infrastructure for infill in the 
Centers and Corridors of the EJ Areas. 

 
Additionally, while forecasts indicate that more of the region’s population will be persons 
of color, SACOG does not now have the ability to forecast future income to determine 
whether, as LSNC and SHA appear to suggest, that increasing diversity in the region will 
bring with it increasing poverty or disenfranchisement. For example, Professor Dowell 
Myers, a Professor in USC’s School of Policy, Planning and Development specializing in 
demographic research, projects that U.S. immigrants, including Hispanics, will see 
increases in English proficiency, homeownership rates, high school and college 
completion, living out of poverty and earning more than a low income between the years 
2000 and 2030.1 In this MTP/SCS, SACOG found that 106, or 22 percent, of the 386 
block groups included in the EJ analysis met only minority community criteria, without 
either low-income or vulnerability characteristics, and included a third of the EJ Area 
population analyzed. SACOG is currently seeking funding for greater economic 
modeling capacity through PECAS, a new spatially-based economic model, to be better 
able to determine the impact of future MTP/SCS on the region’s households.    

 
37-4. One-time grant agreements are not part of the regulatory framework that governs MPOs’ 

development of a regional transportation plan or Sustainable Communities Strategy, so it 
would not be appropriate for SACOG to list the suggested federal statutes and executive 
orders, except Title VI which is already listed in the MTP/SCS.  
 

37-5. Please see response to Comments 37-4 and 37-6.  
 

37-6. A reference to Title VI, California Government Code Section 11135 and laws and 
regulations set forth on pages 8-1 and 8-2 has been added to page 2-19 and Appendix G-
5. 

                                                 
1 Dowell Myers and John Pitkin, Assimilation Tomorrow: How America’s Immigrants Will Integrate by 2030, 
Center for American Progress, November 2011 
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37-7. As one-time grant agreements are not part of the regulatory framework that governs 

MPOs’ development of a regional transportation plan or Sustainable Communities 
Strategy, it would not be appropriate for SACOG to list the assessment as a required 
element of the MTP/SCS. Additionally, a Regional Fair Housing and Equity Assessment 
(FHEA) was not an explicit requirement in either SACOG’s grant agreement with HUD, 
or the approved work plan for the grant. The agreement and work plan provide only that 
SACOG would “Conduct a regional analysis of impediments (AI) to fair housing choice 
in coordination with the region’s PHAs by gathering information that may be available in 
current AIs, housing elements, PHA plans, consolidated plans, Continuum of Care, 
redevelopment implementation plans and other information pertinent to fair housing.” 
SACOG intends to fulfill this commitment, and also anticipates working with the 
SACOG Board and the Equity, Housing and Health Working Group to review this work 
under the HUD grant and look further at issues of fair housing in the region. 
 

37-8. SACOG has included the list of SACOG's legal and regulatory obligations related to the 
MTP/SCS in Chapters 2 and 8 and Appendix G-5, including the additions noted in the 
response to Comment 37-6 above.  
 

37-9. Please see response to Comments 37-6 and 37-7.  
 
37-10. This comment is noted. Thank you for your appreciation.   

 
37-11. The MTP/SCS seeks to continue to implement the Blueprint vision and principles to 

support a more mixed-use, compact development pattern, with greater housing and 
transportation choices and investments, to help support economic prosperity for all. 
SACOG has a history of trying to better measure and understand the impacts of the MTP 
and is committed to improving through the housing-related work described in the 
response to Comment 37-7 and in future MTP/SCS cycles, in the spirit of the Fair 
Housing Act’s goals to promote “truly integrated and balanced living patterns.” Within 
budget constraints, we expect to continue working to expand our ability to analyze and 
address plan impacts on housing and equity in the region, and hope that interested 
organizations will continue to work with us on this. 

 
37-12. Please see response to Comment 37-7. 

  
37-13. Please see response to Comment 37-7. 

 
37-14. The draft MTP/SCS appropriately states the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act, state law, and federal environmental justice orders for the MTP/SCS analysis. 
 
37-15. Concerning the comment on people- vs. place-based analysis, SACOG’s analysis is 

“place-based” because, as explained in Chapter 8 (p. 8-7), SACOG is not currently able 
to forecast where low-income or minority populations will live over the 25 year life of 
the Plan. SACOG is seeking funding to develop greater economic forecasting capacity 
through development of the PECAS model, which may assist in forecasting income in the 
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future, but SACOG may still not be able to predict with great accuracy changes in 
neighborhoods over several decades, or where either low-income minority or white 
residents, or minority residents who are not low income, will decide to live in the next 25 
years.  

 
Regarding the comment on the “minority” population threshold used, as quoted on p. 8-5, 
the NEPA definition of minority population for environmental justice analysis includes 
where the minority population is “meaningfully greater than the minority population 
percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis.” In 
a region with increasing diversity and several counties where half or more of the residents 
are already minority individuals, using a 60% minority threshold did not appear to yield a 
meaningful analysis of potential disparate impacts on minority populations, nor did it add 
block groups with concentrations of poverty or other vulnerabilities. 
 
The MTP/SCS shows a continuation of higher levels of investment in public 
transportation improvements in much of the EJ Area. Also, higher intensity land uses will 
require additional infrastructure investments that cannot be analyzed in this plan, but will 
benefit the Centers and Corridors portions of EJ Areas.  

 
37-16. Please see Master Response D: Equity.  

 
37-17. Regarding comments on transit access, the Chapter 8 analysis shows greater increases in 

both absolute numbers and by percentage in EJ Areas’ transit access to retail jobs, 
medical jobs, higher education and parks, compared with non-EJ Areas. While both EJ 
Areas and non-EJ Areas – which include low-income and minority residents – see 
improvement on a percentage basis in transit access to jobs, EJ Areas show greater access 
in terms of the average number of jobs accessible within 30 minutes.  
 
Regarding the comment asserting incompleteness of the Chapter 8 analysis, the Federal 
Highway Administration set forth the requirements that MPOs must meet to certify 
compliance with Title VI and address environmental justice. In FHWA comments on the 
draft MTP/SCS received by SACOG, the California Division Administrator of FHWA 
wrote: 
 
“FHWA wishes to commend SACOG for your exceptional work developing this draft, 
including the readjustment of the MTP/SCS to reflect substantial changes in the regional 
economy, demographics and financial trends and in embracing livability, sustainability, 
equity and integrated land use transportation principles. … SACOG has done good work 
in outreach to and analysis of the impacts of the MTP/SCS on EJ communities and in 
addressing the equity impacts of the plan. …  The overall public outreach activities are 
well documented in the Appendices accompanying the MTP/SCS and Chapter 8 Equity 
provides a great example to other MPOs in documentation and analysis of equity and EJ 
efforts in the long-range transportation planning process.”  
 
Notwithstanding FHWA’s comments, SACOG maintains a commitment to improving in 
future cycles our ability to analyze equity impacts of the MTP/SCS. 
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37-18. MPOs are required every four years to develop a 20-year, fiscally constrained plan for 

spending projected transportation funds in their respective regions. SB 375 added 
requirements to integrate land use and transportation planning in order to address 
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets as well as other co-benefits. LSNC and SHA’s 
work is commendable in trying to insure that residents with the least in our region are 
able to improve their economic status and well-being. SACOG shares the goal of seeing 
all of our jurisdictions and neighborhoods thrive; through the Blueprint, RUCS, and this 
MTP/SCS, SACOG seeks to help all our region’s communities become attractive places 
that support greater economic vitality. However, while we appreciate the implied 
confidence that SACOG can address so many of our region’s challenges, it would be 
assigning far more authority and power to SACOG than it has to be able to address so 
many barriers to economic stability and opportunity, including the region’s economic and 
housing downturn, educational system, and English language learning.  
  

37-19. Chapter 8 correctly states the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and federal 
environmental justice orders for the MTP/SCS analysis.  
 

37-20. The one-time grant agreement with HUD does not add legal requirements for SACOG’s 
development of, or the analysis in, the current MTP/SCS or future Plans. The MTP/SCS 
complies with federal and state legal requirements for the equity analysis. As described in 
earlier responses, SACOG is committed to addressing housing and equity issues in our 
region through the HUD grant and in future MTP/SCS cycles. Please also see Master 
Response D: Equity.  
 

37-21. As noted in Master Response D: Equity, SACOG plans to continue to collaborate on 
MTP/SCS planning and performance measures with equity organizations in our region.  
 

37-22. Please see Master Response E: Priorities and Financial Analysis. 
 

37-23. Thank you for the suggestion to add a strategy on addressing potential segregation and 
gentrification in transit-rich areas throughout the SACOG region. SACOG is committed 
to working with equity and other organizations to expand our ability to analyze and 
address plan impacts, and hopes that groups will work with us on developing new tools. 
 

37-24. The various explanations offered for increased household sizes were drawn from the 
Regional Forecast contained in MTP/SCS Appendix D-1, pp. 44 and 49. The forecast, 
prepared for SACOG by the Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy, 
discussed household formation in the region as follows: “Some younger adult residents 
live with roommates and some still live with their parents. Hispanic and Asian residents 
have lower household formation rates compared to Non-Hispanic White and Black 
residents. This is especially true for older Asian residents … Cultural factors are 
important in explaining these differences. Many Hispanic and Asian households include 
adult members (such as grandparents and cousins) in addition to the primary family 
members. … The comparatively large growth in the region’s Hispanic and Asian 
populations lowers the rate of household growth as Hispanic and Asian households tend 
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to have more adults per household compared to Non Hispanic White and Black 
households.” 
 

37-25. Please see responses to Comment 37-36.   
 
37-26. Please see response to Comment 37-28.  

 
37-27. Please see Master Response D: Equity.  
 
37-28. Policy 4 was amended with minor changes to the suggested language.  
 
37-29. Please see Master Response D: Equity.  
 
37-30. Please see Master Response D: Equity.  

 
37-31. The analysis in Chapter 8 of the Draft MTP/SCS is in compliance with Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act and in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration’s 
environmental justice order, and addresses both EJ and non-EJ areas. For this MTP/SCS, 
SACOG partnered with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change to augment the equity 
analysis beyond federal and state statutory requirements. As noted in Master Response D: 
Equity, SACOG is committed to working with equity organizations in the region to 
continue expanding our analytical capacity in future MTP/SCS cycles. 

 
37-32. Please see Master Response D: Equity.  
 
37-33. Please see response to Comment 37-31 and Master Response D: Equity.  

 
37-34. On the comment on determining transit service by need and not ridership: Each public 

transit agency determines the routes and hours of service in its respective service area. 
The Federal Transit Administration requires that fares make up a certain proportion of 
agency revenues, so the costs of providing service, available public revenues, and 
ridership and the fares collected from riders must all be taken into account in determining 
where and when to operate service. 

 
On Measure B, a new “Measure B” has not yet been finalized, providing organizations 
opportunities to provide input and support. It is anticipated that 50 percent of the funds 
would go to public transit.  

 
On the comment on transit fares, SACOG does not have the necessary funding to conduct 
a regional fare study on the potential impacts of lowering fares on ridership and transit 
agency revenues. There will likely, however, be some review of fares by participating 
transit agencies as part of the Connect Card effort. Additionally, transit agencies 
generally review fare policies and assumptions as part of developing 10-year Long Range 
Plans and 5-year Short Range Transit Plans.  

 
On the comment on timing of transit funds, please see Master Response D: Equity.  
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On the comment on Los Angeles County, SACOG is tracking the 30/10 initiative. While 
such an initiative would not result in an increase to the total MTP/SCS budget, SACOG is 
committed to tracking innovative financing practices that would accelerate 
implementation of projects contained in the plan. The finance policies and strategies in 
Chapter 6 of the MTP/SCS include a number of policies to pursue funding tools that 
allow investment in critical transportation projects early in the plan.  

 
37-35. Thank you for your commitment to support implementation of the MTP/SCS and for 

your participation in this important process.  
 
37-36. In Strategy 2.5, added “and apply” to Strategy 2.5. 
 

In Strategy 2.7, added access to opportunities and impacts to housing. SACOG is also 
applying for funds to develop economic modeling capability through PECAS that will 
allow greater analysis of Plan impacts on housing costs and low-income households 

 
In Strategy 4.2, added integrated and balanced living patterns, greater opportunity and 
access, and reduced concentration of poverty.  
 
Regarding the comment on Strategy 4.5, SACOG would provide support to jurisdictions 
on approaches to address segregation issues if these are identified in the analyses.   
 
Regarding the comment on Strategy 8.4, SACOG provides analysis of air toxins in both 
EJ and non-EJ areas because of concerns among all residents about toxic exposure.  
 
On the comment on Strategy 24.3, SACOG undertakes transit agency Short Range 
Transit Plans and transit studies that include examining transportation needs for 
employment and training. SACOG is currently conducting a study of transportation needs 
among those working nontraditional shifts. While we occasionally obtain funds for pilot 
programs, transit revenues generally come from federal and state formula funds, local 
funds and fares, which SACOG does not control.  
  
Concerning the comment on Strategy 24.5, please see Master Response D: Equity.  
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <rckbettis40@gmail.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    1/9/2012 7:16 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name 

 Rick Bettis 

Email 

 rckbettis40@gmail.com 

Do you want a written response? 

 No 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 

I believe the MTP/SCS is cvery comphrensive and apparently technically sound. SACOG staff should be 
commended on ther inclusive process and thoroughness of their work. 
 
I do have a few comments on some elements of the Plan that are primarily my view on priorities and emphasis. 
 
1. The growth projections should be monitored during implementation of the Plan to insure that the additions to the 
planned develoment are not made prematurely. 
 
2. SACOG is commendedfor ahieving increased per capita transit ridership even though the transit funding per 
capita has been reduced. This is due to emphasis on the Transit Priority Areas. It is important that these areas 
continue to recive priority treatment. 
 
3. Transit improvements such as the extention of LRT should begiven priority over road expansions such as HOV 
lanes or new roads such as the Placer Parkway. 
 
4.I agree that regulatory reforrm should be a priority so that good transit oriented compact mixed use development 
can be expedited. 
 
4. To facilitate compact mixed use infill significant public education efforts will continue to be necessary.This 
education should include the imprtance of environmental justice and equity.  
 
5.conjestion reduction as comtemplated in the Plan is a demonstration of what can result from good planning. We 
should deemphasize 'level of service" criteria and focus on motivating the public to use transit. 
 
6. There should a continued emphasis on funding transit operation and maintence of transit. 
 
7.Parking pricing and management should be used as a tool to motivate transit and bike-ped use and should not be 
considered as a means of funding other projects such as be considred by the city of Sacramento for a sports 
entetainment facility. 
 
8.Housing to meet the needs of all social economic levels should be facilitated. There should be a integrated and 
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inclusinary mix of housing types. 
 
9. A jobs housing fit methology needs to be developed and emphasized. 
 
9. Bike-ped connectivity and complete streets should be given a high priority. 
 
10. Goods movement needs to improved including the possible reestablishment of local short line freight rail. 
 
11. SACOG and local governments should be active in advocating for low emmisions vehicles and clean fuels that 
are under the regulatory jurusdiction of the State and Federl governments. 
 
12. In the Equity Chapter the access to facilities should include more emphasis on access by means of walking and 
transit. This is especially true for parks which should e accessible in all communities by walking. 
 
13. For new and replacement pavements considration should be given light colored "cool' pavements to reduce 
heat bulidup. 
 
14.Implementation of the forward thinking RUCS progam need continued emphasis. food trnsport is a major source 
of GHG and pollutant emmisons. 
 
15. SACOG should work with education providers to aquint the young with the importance of emmisions reduction 
to our health, economy and environment. 
 
Thank You Very Much for Your considration. 
 
rRck bettis 
Natural Resources Director League of Women Voters of Sacramento County 
Policy co-Chair Beathe Ca.- Sacramento 
Conservation-Co chair and Climate Change Chair Sierra club Sacramento and Mother Lode Chapter 
 
.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 38 – Rick Bettis 

38-1. Thank you for your support of SACOG’s work on the MTP/SCS and for taking the time 
to provide comments. 
 

38-2. SACOG agrees. Growth projections should be, and are, monitored throughout the 
implementation of the plan. As part of the MTP/SCS update, every four years SACOG 
updates base year land use conditions, growth projections, and the future land use 
forecast. Monitoring land use activity throughout the region is an important step in this 
process that SACOG will continue to do. 
 

38-3. Thank you for acknowledging the transit achievements of the MTP/SCS. SACOG agrees 
that Transit Priority Areas are important to this performance. 
 

38-4. Light Rail extensions and the Placer Parkway are paid for out of different funding sources 
and are in separate counties. Placer County Transportation Planning Agency is 
responsible for the Regional Transportation Plan in Placer County.  
 
The MTP/SCS must consider not only the magnitude of funds anticipated in the region, 
but how these funds may be used given state and federal law, and which agencies have 
authority over decisions regarding certain funds (e.g., Measure A funds cannot be used to 
fund transit or other projects outside of Sacramento County). 

 
38-5. Thank you. This comment is noted. 

 
38-6. SACOG agrees that more public education around the benefits of infill is needed. Please 

see Master Response B: Health and Master Response D: Equity regarding SACOG’s 
additional efforts related to environmental justice and equity. 

 
38-7. Thank you for this positive feedback on the policies and priorities of the MTP/SCS.  

 
38-8. Thank you for this positive feedback on the policies and priorities of the MTP/SCS.  

 
38-9. Thank you. Strategy 16.1 of the MTP/SCS identifies parking pricing as a potential way to 

help achieve greater use of non-auto modes of travel.  
 
38-10. The MTP/SCS forecasts more attached and small-lot housing, much of it within close 

proximity of high-quality transit, which should help increase the affordability of housing 
choices in the region. Through the HUD grant, we are working to demonstrate how 
jurisdictions can utilize CEQA streamlining benefits under SB 375 to facilitate infill 
residential and residential mixed-use projects. SHRA was also recently awarded a HUD 
challenge grant to help develop a TOD Loan Fund in Sacramento County to fill financing 
gaps. While SACOG does not directly fund housing, it plans for regional housing needs 
of all income ranges through the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process. 
In addition, SACOG has sought for many years to encourage the development of more 
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affordable options in the region, including through the pilot Sacramento Regional 
Compact for Production of Affordable Housing adopted by the SACOG Board in 2004.  
 

38-11. Please see Master Response D: Equity. 
 

38-12. Please see Master Response F: Complete Streets. 
 

38-13. SACOG is supportive of strategies that facilitate improved goods movement in the 
region. Chapter 6 of the MTP/SCS contains several policies and strategies that aim to 
improve goods movement. Specifically, strategies 7.6 and 25.6 mention short-line 
railways as an option to broaden and strengthen the goods movement network. Strategies 
10.2 and 25.2 also support identifying, examining, and coordinating government policies, 
activities, and improvement projects that can make goods movement more efficient, 
including making available a choice of efficient modes to move freight. SACOG’s Rural 
Urban Connections Strategy also contains a detailed discussion of short-line railways in 
section 1.4.2 of the Goods Movement in Rural Areas topic paper, which is available on 
the RUCS website at:  
http://www.sacog.org/rucs/wiki/index.php/Goods_Movement_in_Rural_Areas.  

  
38-14. SACOG is active in planning for low emission vehicles and has recently received three 

grants to study Plug-In Electric Vehicles (PEV). The PEV planning project is launching 
this year. Most of the public outreach for this project will not begin until initial research 
is completed; however, you can follow this project’s progress via the SACOG Board and 
Committees. 
 

38-15. The accessibility analysis in the Equity chapter does contain an analysis of transit access 
to important facilities, and the equity analysis in total complies with federal and state 
requirements. SACOG agrees that access by walking would be a desirable addition to an 
analysis of accessibility to jobs, medical services, higher education, and parks. SACOG 
has a history of trying to better measure and understand the impacts of the MTP and is 
committed to improving in future MTP/SCS cycles. Within budget constraints, we expect 
to continue working to expand our ability to analyze and address plan impacts, and hope 
that equity and other organizations will continue to work with us on this. 
 

38-16. While pavement materials for new and replacement roadway surfaces are not discussed in 
the MTP/SCS, SACOG will examine existing research and best practices about various 
pavement materials as potential resources for the next update to the Complete Streets 
Toolkit. For more information on the Toolkit see http://www.sacog.org/complete-
streets/toolkit/start.html or contact Lacey Symons-Holtzen at lsymons-
holtzen@sacog.org. 
 

38-17. Thank you for your support of the RUCS program. SACOG agrees and this comment is 
noted. 
 

38-18. SACOG considers youth a regular stakeholder in the region. For the MTP/SCS, staff 
targeted youth as a stakeholder in the public input process. Staff worked with the Sierra 
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Health Foundation, El Dorado County Youth Commission, Woodland REACH Coalition, 
and the Yuba-Sutter Friday Night Live. This youth-focused outreach included unique 
meetings with the youth groups, and supported participation at the county-scale 
workshops. Meeting content included activities to better understand the benefits of 
regional planning and the relationship of land use and transportation, how and why public 
participation is needed, and ways youth could influence local transportation issues. We 
will continue to work to broaden our outreach and activities to add to the above-noted 
groups. Staff will continue to work with youth to promote better understanding of the 
MTP/SCS and the connections between land use, transportation, and environment.  
 

38-19. You are welcome. Thank you for your comments and your continued involvement in the 
MTP/SCS process. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 39 – California Department of Transportation, 
District 3 

39-1. You are welcome. This introductory comment is noted. 
 

39-2. SACOG will continue to involve Caltrans in any work related to CEQA streamlining for 
TPAs, including the case study TPA effort of the Sustainable Communities grant 
program. Please note though that subsequent project-specific CEQA analyses will be 
undertaken by implementing agencies.  Caltrans should work with the lead agencies of 
specific projects for which they are interested in receiving project information and 
updates.     
 

39-3. This comment is noted. 
 

39-4. Thank you. This comment is noted. 
 

39-5. A new section on SB 391 and the California Interregional Blueprint have been added 
under “Related State and Federal Planning Initiatives” in Chapter 1 of the Draft 
MTP/SCS. 
 

39-6. A footnote has been added to page 3-13 that directs readers to SACOG’s Housing 
Demand White Paper (Appendix E-6) which includes the bibliography of reports and 
papers that support this housing diversity discussion. 
 

39-7. Thank you for this suggestion but SACOG believes the current text captures the local 
policies challenges. The other topics listed in this discussion reflect the full magnitude of 
challenges to transit-oriented development. 
 

39-8. A definition has been added in a footnote: Projects with phased completion do not 
identify specific dates for completion.  They are ongoing projects which will be 
implemented throughout the plan period. 
 

39-9. The Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (2011) will be included as an 
MTP Appendix. 
 

39-10. This citation has been corrected as indicated.  
 

39-11. Thank you for this suggestion.  SACOG appreciates Caltrans’ encouragement to pursue 
grant funding for this.   
 

39-12. SACOG agrees that this issue deserves further study. Please see Master Response B: 
Health for a discussion of SACOG’s future efforts on this topic. 
 

39-13. The commenter’s page reference appears to be incorrect as it points to a page in the 
Economic Vitality chapter but references the topic of natural resources.  SACOG is aware 
that construction aggregate is a natural resource in the region.  This comment has been 
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shared with the RUCS project manager for consideration in future RUCS research.  For 
more information on the status of the RUCS project and current efforts, please contact the 
RUCS project manager, David Shabazian, at dshabazian@sacog.org.  

 
39-14. Thank you. This comment is noted. 

 
39-15. The statement will be clarified to make the point that commercial vehicle and external 

travel are very significant sources of VMT, but are less within the immediate control of 
SACOG’s member agencies than is household-generated travel. 
 

39-16. In response to this comment, Strategy 25.7 was removed from Policy 25 and added to 
Policy 20 as Strategy 20.6.  
 

39-17. In response to this comment the following paragraph was added in between the second 
and third paragraphs under the “Air Cargo” section on page 9-15:  

 
Nonetheless, aviation plays a key role in the supply chain, especially in terms of 
high-value-added goods, like specialty agricultural crops. In California, airborne 
agricultural exports in 2004 totaled $659 million, an increase of nearly 60% since 
2000. In addition, for high value-added crops like cherries, strawberries, 
asparagus, and organically raised produce, air cargo offers the only means for 
exploiting overseas markets. California’s agricultural exports typically head to 
Japan, China, South Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong, while rail and truck 
facilitate trade with Mexico and Canada. 
 

39-18. SACOG recognizes that ground access to airports generates VMT, and that choice of 
which airport to utilize, including passengers residing or visiting points within the 
SACOG region, but utilizing airports outside the region, or the reverse situation, could 
affect the amount of this sort of longer, inter-regional travel.  If there is a reliable source 
for estimating the amount and variation of this sort of travel, SACOG will work with 
Caltrans and others to include this in our update of the MTP/SCS in 2016. 
 

39-19. Appendix A shows projects as completed by 2020 or 2035 consistent with the major 
milestone years for Senate Bill 375.  These years were utilized during development of the 
MTP/SCS transportation and land use assumptions in public workshops and in briefings 
to the SACOG Board of Directors.  The Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP) provides more detail on the completion schedules for projects 
anticipated to receive funding over the next four years.  For more information on the 
MTIP, visit http://www.sacog.org/mtip/.  Another resources is the Air Quality 
Conformity Document that accompanies the MTP/SCS and DEIR and contains a number 
of milestone years in which the plan must demonstrate compliance with air quality 
standards.  This document can also provide a better understanding of when projects are 
anticipated to be completed.  The Air Quality Conformity document can be found on 
SACOG’s website at http://www.sacog.org/airquality/.   

39-20. Given financial constraint and air quality conformity concerns, these projects will need to 
be considered on a case by case basis through ongoing coordination between SACOG 
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and Caltrans.  SACOG will work with Caltrans District 3 over the Spring and Summer of 
2012 to consider potential inclusion of the proposed projects in future updates to the 
MTP/SCS or through possible amendment.   
 

39-21. Given financial constraint and air quality conformity concerns, modifications to the 
completion schedule for projects included in the MTP/SCS will need to be considered on 
a case by case basis through ongoing coordination between SACOG and Caltrans.  
SACOG will work with Caltrans District 3 in the spring and summer of 2012 to consider 
potential changes to the proposed projects in future amendments to the MTP/SCS or 
major plan updates. 
 

39-22. Caltrans has been removed as lead agency. 
 

39-23. The project title has been revised per comment. 
 

39-24. The project has been removed from the list. 
 

39-25. The project has been removed from the list. 
 

39-26. The requested revisions have been made. 
 

39-27. 23 CFR 450.322(10)(iii) states that “The financial plan shall include recommendations on 
any additional financing strategies to fund projects and programs included in the 
metropolitan transportation plan. In the case of new funding sources, strategies for 
ensuring their availability shall be identified.”  The MTP/SCS includes one new funding 
source equivalent to a half-cent sales tax measure in Sacramento County, referred to in 
the plan as Measure B.  This revenue assumption is a continuation of a policy decision by 
the SACOG Board of Directors and the Board of the Sacramento Transportation 
Authority for the 2008 MTP.   
 

39-28. Thank you for providing contact information for follow-up questions and for taking the 
time to comment on the MTP/SCS. 
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eircomments sacog - Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from 

  

From:    MTP Comments <bwood@teichert.com>
To:    <eircomments@sacog.org>
Date:    1/11/2012 5:10 PM
Subject:   Comment on the Draft MTP/SCS and EIR from

What are you commenting on? 

 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Name 

 Becky Wood 

Email 

 bwood@teichert.com 

Do you want a written response? 

 No 

Comments on the MTP/SCS 

 

There is a concept in the State guidance documents referred to as "distance maters". The idea being that the 
distance you need to transport material is important - to air quality, greenhouse gas production, congestion, vmt, 
etc. To help with minimizing the distance trucks move material you should plan for and protect your natural 
resources that are needed for build out of your plan. Therefore the plan should address aggregate resources 
needed for the life of the plan and the closest locations to supply the material. It should ensure that truck routes to 
those resources are protected and zoning includes the MRZ overlay. Otherwise enacting the plan will have a larger 

impact than necessary Please contact me if you need additional information to include in your plan.. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 40– Teichert 

40-1. SACOG agrees goods movement plays an important role in the region’s air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, congestion, and VMT. It is also a vital part of our local 
economy. The plan has several policies and strategies that aim to support the needs of 
goods movement in our region, although none specifically address aggregate resources. 
SACOG has no land use authority and cannot site new aggregate material sites or create 
or enforce zoning of any kind but SACOG is supportive of identifying and preserving 
these land needs, as outlined in Strategies 5.1, 5.2, and 25.2.  SACOG is currently 
seeking funds to develop a Regional Goods Movement Action Plan, so we appreciate 
your identifying this as an issue in our region.  
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 41 – SOUTHGATE RECREATION & PARK DISTRICT, 
Maureen Casey, Assistant General Manager 

41-1. This introductory comment is noted. Because this letter was received after the January 9th 
deadline for Draft EIR comments and does not contain comments specific to the Draft 
EIR, the District’s comments have been considered comments on the draft MTP/SCS. 
  

41-2. The budget assumptions for the MTP/SCS include roughly $2.4 billion for 
implementation of the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) 
and other bicycle and pedestrian improvements. The Master Plan incorporates the 
projects from the Sacramento City/County Bikeway Master Plan (BMP). To ensure 
specific projects are included in the BMP, District staff should work directly with local 
jurisdiction planning staff. For more information about how bicycle and pedestrian 
projects are included in the regional and local bicycle and pedestrian master plans, please 
visit http://www.sacog.org/bikeinfo/bikeped.cfm, or contact Lacey Symons-Holtzen at 
lsymons-holtzen@sacog.org.  

 
41-3. SACOG appreciates the District’s support of the Blueprint principles and the MTP/SCS 

and looks forward to your continued engagement in the planning process. 
 

41-4. SACOG commends the District for its enthusiasm to become involved in the planning 
process. To review environmental documents for specific projects, District staff should 
work directly with local jurisdiction planning staff. CEQAnet, the online searchable 
environmental database of the State Clearinghouse within the Office of Planning & 
Research, is another good resource for reviewing environmental documents.  
 

41-5. SACOG appreciates the District’s support of the MTP/SCS and looks forward to your 
continued participation in the planning process. 
 

41-6. SACOG will notify the District when the Final Environmental Impact Report is available 
for review. Thank you for providing contact information for follow-up questions.  
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111 Sutter Street  NEW YORK  ⋅  WASHINGTON, DC  ⋅  LOS ANGELES ⋅  CHICAGO  ⋅  BEIJING   
20th Floor   
San Francisco, CA 94104 
TEL 415 875-6100   FAX 415 875-6161 

www.nrdc.org 

 
 
January 25, 2012 
 
Chair Susan Peters 
Board of Directors 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: Comments on Draft MTP/SCS 2035 
 
Dear Chair Peters: 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on SACOG’s 2035 MTP/SCS. This plan truly 
implements the intent of SB 375 by designing a transportation network and land use pattern to be 
mutually reinforcing to reduce emissions, and your staff should be commended. In particular, the 
following achievements are of note: 
 

• By employing land use as a transportation demand management strategy, this plan 
achieves a remarkable 7% reduction in congested vehicle miles traveled per capita, a 
noteworthy first for the region. While regions across the country have widened their 
roads in vain attempts to alleviate congestion, SACOG demonstrates that the more lasting 
and effective approach is to reduce the distances between homes and daily needs and 
provide real transportation choices for local travel. This is such an important 
accomplishment it can hardly be overstated. 

• This plan responds to the strong and growing demand for real transportation choices by 
increasing transit service hours by 98% and bike lanes by 77%. 

• Job accessibility improves by 31% on average, with jobs-housing balance improving in 
14 out of 15 major employment centers. SACOG’s innovative approach of focusing new 
housing around existing employment centers stands as a model for other regions to 
consider.  

 
In the spirit of collaboration and continual refinement, we offer our thoughts below on the areas 
in which this plan could be improved. 
 
Ensure that SACOG’s Housing Product Mix Meets Market Demand and Strengthens the 
Regional Economy  
 
As noted in the MTP/SCS, the 28 cities and counties of the SACOG region have been working 
voluntarily to incorporate the Blueprint plans and policies into their local general plans, and thus 
the housing mix SACOG assumes with this MTP/SCS is far different than the original Blueprint 
base/case scenario. Both the local general plans and SACOG’s analysis of housing market trends 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL  
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seem to suggest a preference for a greater variety of housing choice—in particular, increased 
demand for attached and smaller lot single family product nearer amenities and with greater 
transportation choices. Compared to the current available housing choices, the MTP/SCS moves 
the region in the right direction. 
 
But when considering the latest available housing market studies, it appears that the SACOG 
MTP/SCS may not go far enough in the right direction. A November, 2011 report from the 
Urban Land Institute (ULI) entitled The New California Dream compares the current (2010) 
supply of various housing product types to future (2035) market demand in California’s four 
largest regionsi. The ULI report makes two particularly relevant findings for the Sacramento 
region: 
 

1. The 2010 supply of large lot single family housing (>1/8th acre) in the SACOG region 
exceeds the projected demand for this housing type in 2035. Stated more clearly: the 
SACOG region already has more of this product type than will be needed in 2035, even 
assuming population growth.  By contrast, the demand for small lot single family and 
attached products is strong and exceeds current supply by approximately 453,000 units, 
illustrated below in Figure 4.1.  
 

 
 
 

2. The projected 2035 demand for homes near transit is so strong that even if all new units 
constructed in the SACOG region between 2010 and 2035 were located near transit, the 
2035 demand would still outstrip supply, as depicted in Figure 4.2, below. 
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Consideration of this information—which arguably represents the most detailed supply and 
demand analysis of SACOG’s housing market conducted to date—casts a new light on 
SACOG’s land use pattern. The ULI study admits that, while the best available market 
information finds little to no new demand for large lot single family homes, there will be some 
exceptions to this trend in niche markets. However, the general conclusion, which seems to be 
consistent across all four regions, is that there is a surplus of large lot single family homes in 
2010 as compared to 2035 demand: in SACOG’s case, that surplus is projected to be the 
equivalent of 193,000 homes.  By contrast, the MTP/SCS projects that 29% of all new growth 
between 2008 and 2035 will be in the form of large lot single family homes. When compared 
with a robust market study that claims very little to negative demand for this housing type, 
SACOG’s housing mix appears a cause for concern.  
 
In addition to the threat posed to valuable natural resources by proposing to house nearly a third 
of the next increment of growth in large lot single family homes, there is an economic risk. 
Overbuilding a product type which appears to already be oversupplied, even assuming 23 years 
of robust population growth, can threaten the value of existing homes of this product type. We 
strongly urge the SACOG board to take note of this and other similar market studies and to 
consider the broader regional economic impacts.  
 
Second, the study finds a robust demand for homes near transit. In 2008, only 14 percent of 
housing units and 27 percent of employees were within SACOG’s definition of transit priority 
areas. Over the life of the plan, SACOG locates 38 percent of new dwelling units and 39 percent 
of new employees in these areas. SACOG’s investment in new transit service brings high quality 
service to an additional 152,216 existing dwelling units and 240,013 existing employees.  While 
the provision of new transit to both new and existing units is the equivalent of serving all new 
growth with transit, the fact remains that with this next increment of growth, SACOG locates 
fewer than half of new homes and jobs near transit. As SACOG continues to monitor 
implementation of this SCS and prepare for either a mid-cycle update or the next SCS, we would 
strongly encourage you to focus development in areas that provide people with real 
transportation choices.   
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We acknowledge that the ULI report is just one market study out of many and that all such 
projections are by nature uncertain. Still, a report that projects a future surplus of nearly 200,000 
housing units of a product type that SACOG continues to build should be given some serious 
consideration. Prior to its next RTP, we would encourage SACOG to conduct or continue to 
refine its own market study to ensure SACOG’s next 20 years of growth are appropriate to the 
market demand and help to strengthen the regional economy. 
 
Invest Transportation Dollars Strategically to Deliver Real Results 
 
SACOG puts its money in the right places, and critically, operates within its means. The new 
plan spends 12.5% less than the existing one, but the decrease is spread intelligently:  a 20% 
decrease in capital projects versus only a 9% decrease in O&M, consistent with a “fix-it-first” 
investment strategy.  It proposes to spend 8% of total revenues for bike and walk projects, plus 
include bike lane and sidewalk features on most arterial projects, dwarfing other region’s efforts 
to promote active transportation.  The plan spends only 3% of revenues on state highway 
improvements, which no other region has done in 50 years of RTPs.  SACOG’s fiscal constraint 
should be a model for other California regions, some of which simply assume new revenues to 
meet an ever growing appetite for new projects. And yet, in spite of this sound investment 
strategy, unfortunately 85% of all trips in the SACOG region by 2035 are still made by car.  
 
Below we make recommendations for strategies SACOG might consider to improve the return 
on its transit investments.  
 

• Prioritize transit investments in high-density arterial corridors. High density arterial 
corridors with no or limited transit service present strategic investment opportunities and 
should be prioritized to receive funding. SACOG should flag any sufficiently dense 
arterial corridors that currently lack this transit service and work with local jurisdictions 
and transit operators to accelerate service there. In arterial corridors where transit service 
doesn’t currently exist, service introduction should be timed with a sufficient density of 
homes or jobs along these arterial corridors.  

• Ensure sufficient densities and strong ridership potential prior to initiation of costly 
capital transit projects. As suggested by strategy 28.9, bus transit may be a less 
expensive and more practical investment in key new transit corridors prior to capital 
intensive rail projects. It may make sense to defer some of these rail projects until bus 
service has proven that strong ridership demand exists in these corridors. 

• Schedule road construction to occur later in the plan to avoid triggering growth 
outside existing urban areas. Any capacity increases at the urban edge should be phased 
to occur during the plan’s later years to ensure they are not growth-inducing, but rather 
demand management strategies. Construction of these costly capital facilities should be 
initiated only once demand is strong enough to warrant their development.   

• Improve parking policies to support walkable communities and transit use.  Chapter 
3 specifically notes that parking policies may be a barrier to realization of SACOG’s 
desired land use pattern. Strategies 3.7 and 16.1 can help to address what is surely one of 
the most powerful drivers of the decision to drive in the SACOG region--the abundance 
of free and available parking--and we strongly support prioritizing these research efforts, 
and moving towards implementation of their findings. Modifying current parking 
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regulations can help to ensure that developers are able to deliver the walkable, transit-
oriented housing the market is demanding. Well designed, parking pricing policies can 
help pay for business improvement districts and shuttles, boost returns for local merchant, 
and support increased transit use. 

 
Additional Policies and Recommendations 
 
In addition to detailing its proposed investments and land use pattern, this plan includes an 
excellent chapter on additional policies and strategies to ensure effective implementation. This 
chapter could be strengthened by providing more detail on the state policies which will be 
necessary to realize the promise of this plan. The recent Supreme Court decision on the 
elimination of redevelopment agencies, for example, provides a significant complication for 
implementation of this plan.  
 
This plan can take a step towards achieving its goals by articulating clearly for state policy 
makers which additional tools will be necessary for implementation. 
In particular, Strategy 1.2 calls for regulatory reform at the state, national and local levels to 
encourage Blueprint-style growth. More detail on the nature of such reforms would help guide 
policymakers. Strategy 18.4 mentions working with the state Strategic Growth Council. We 
would strongly recommend that SACOG work closely with the Council, the Governor, and the 
Legislature to advocate the necessary reforms to ensure this plan delivers on its promise. This 
collaboration should begin with a presentation to the Council with recommendations for 
administrative and legislative solutions to remove barriers.  
 
We thank you for your continued excellence in leadership and look forward to working with you 
in the weeks and months to come. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Amanda Eaken, Deputy Director for Sustainable Communities 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
 
 
 
Meea Kang, President 
California Infill Builders Association 
 
 
 
                                                 
i
http://www.uli.org/ResearchAndPublications/~/media/ResearchAndPublications/Report/ULI%20Voices%20Nelson%20The%20New%20Califor
nia%20Dream.ashx 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER 42 – Natural Resources Defense Council & California 
Infill Builders 

42-1. Thank you for acknowledging the achievements of the MTP/SCS and for supporting 
SACOG’s efforts in implementing SB 375.  
 

42-2. The ULI report presents compelling information about the market demand in California’s 
largest metropolitan areas.  The report also acknowledges that it “does not address 
whether and how the land use regulations of the state’s largest metropolitan areas can be 
restructured to facilitate planning and development processes that would allow absorption 
of this market demand.”1 The report acknowledges that additional supply-side challenges 
must be overcome for the market demand it forecasts to be fully served, including local 
land use regulations and infrastructure constraints. Chapter 3, particularly pages 3-13 
through 3-15 and 3-32, discusses a number of the challenges facing development in the 
region’s Centers and Corridors and Established Communities. These challenges include 
local regulations (e.g. zoning codes and parking standards) and insufficient infrastructure 
capacity, as well as other challenges such as transit funding, the dissolution of 
redevelopment, and financing.  The confluence of these competing supply and demand 
factors is the MTP/SCS land use pattern, which by law must be based on a reasonable 
estimate of the amount, type, and location of growth in the region, taking into account 
market demand, regulatory conditions (local, state and federal), economic conditions, and 
infrastructure constraints.  

  
The challenges described above should not be taken to mean that the SACOG region’s 
housing market is not moving at all in the direction suggested in the ULI report. As many 
general plans and specific plans in the region have been updated recently, or are currently 
being updated, we are seeing a shift towards planning for more small-lot and attached 
housing and the MTP/SCS land use forecast reflects this change as well as the change in 
market demand that supports an increase in these housing types.  Additionally, the 
forecast contained in this Draft MTP/SCS of 28% of new homes being large-lot single-
family is lower than the 30% assumed in the visionary assumptions in Blueprint Project.   
 
It is also important to note that the Developing Communities included in the MTP/SCS 
generally are quite different from the large-scale master planned communities typical of 
the last few decades. Consistent with Blueprint principles, many of them provide a wider 
range of housing choices, are often located adjacent to existing large job centers whose 
workers will benefit from nearby housing options, provide a local resident-serving mix of 
uses such as schools, parks, and retail, and typically have a pedestrian and bicycle 
network and at least options reserved for future transit.  The plan also points out that 
Developing Communities face their share of challenges, including how much overall 
demand there will be in this Community Type and for the portion of housing that is more 
traditional, larger-lot single family stock.   
 

                                                 
1 Nelson, Arthur C., p. 11. 
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As part of its ongoing monitoring activities and in preparation for the next MTP/SCS 
update, SACOG will track and document actual development activity to assess whether 
or not the housing mix and growth pattern of the MTP/SCS should be adjusted.  This will 
be done both because federal and state regulations require it, and in order to determine 
how the trends identified in the ULI report are playing out in Sacramento region.   
 

42-3. Policy 28 and the supporting strategies state the MTP/SCS’s commitment to creating an 
effective and efficient transit system that meets the needs of both transit-dependent and 
choice riders. This includes prioritizing transit where land use densities and transit 
demand make providing frequent, high-quality service a viable option. The MTP/SCS 
adds rail service only where it makes sense, in corridors that are likely to have sufficient 
demand to justify the high cost of rail. Compared to the previous MTP, this plan forecasts 
slower population and housing growth and therefore holds off on large rail investments 
and many large road projects until later in the plan when demand is anticipated to be 
strong enough to support these investments. In addition, a new strategy has been added in 
response to this and other comments: Strategy 29.5: Help facilitate improved 
coordination between transit agencies, public works departments and local land use 
authorities in planning new developments that are transit-,  bicycle-, and pedestrian-
supportive and timed so that new facilities and transit services are available at the time 
the new growth occurs.  SACOG notes and appreciates the commenter’s support of the 
MTP/SCS strategies to investigate parking pricing and other parking policies.   

   
42-4. Thank you for this suggestion.  SACOG has an existing process for conveying policy 

recommendations to state and federal policymakers.  SACOG’s state and federal 
advocacy principles (http://www.sacog.org/about/advocacy/) direct the agency’s 
advocacy on regulatory reform in support of Blueprint and MTP/SCS implementation.  

 
42-5. SACOG appreciates, and thanks you, for your support and for participating in this 

important process. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 43 – Federal Highway Administration 

43-1. Thank you for reviewing the MTP/SCS and for your recognition of the challenges we 
aimed to tackle. 

 
43-2. Thank you for your compliments on Chapters 1 and 2. It is a goal of ours to ensure the 

draft plan is easily understandable, particularly to the general public. 
 
43-3. Thank you for the comment on Chapters 3 and 5. Again, we strived for a transparent 

process and documentation that is easily understandable. 
 
43-4. Thank you for the comments on Chapters 4, 10, and Appendix B-1. SACOG’s approach 

to this MTP/SCS was to do more with less because of the constrained budget. 
 
43-5. Thank you for your comments on Chapters 6 and 9. 
 
43-6. The MTP/SCS document does not specify mitigation measures for specific transportation 

projects. Project-level environmental impacts and mitigation measures are identified 
during the project-specific environmental analyses conducted by a project’s lead agency, 
in accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements. However, the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the MTP/SCS recommends multiple mitigation measures for 
project-level analysis that should be considered in subsequent environmental review 
efforts.  

 
43-7. Thank you for your comments on Chapter 8. 
 
43-8. Thank you for the comments on Chapter 10 and Appendix C-2. We have changed the 

word accident to collision where appropriate. 
 
43-9. Two paragraphs have been added to Appendix C2 under “Active or Planned Efforts 

Related to Safety & Security” to highlight current and ongoing efforts to improve safety 
on the region’s transit systems. 

 
43-10. The MTP/SCS offers investments and implementation strategies for many of the 17 

Challenge Areas in the California State Highway Safety Plan (SHSP). Direct safety 
benefits are offered to Challenge Areas 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13 and 16. Safety and security efforts 
in the MTP/SCS are described in Chapter 10: Financial Stewardship and in Appendix C-
2. 

 
43-11. Figure 10-2 shows total injury and fatality collisions (bar graph) and the fatality rate, 

defined as fatal collisions per 100 million VMT. The “*” note on the fatality rate was 
truncated in the graphic. The combined rate of fatal and injury collisions is provided in 
SACOG’s 2010 “Regional Transportation Monitoring Report”, available at 
http://www.sacog.org/calendar/2010/05/06/transportation/pdf/06-
Regional%20Trans%20Monitoring.pdf. 
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43-12. In addition to Appendix C-3, other aspects of the congestion management process (CMP) 
are described in Chapters 2 and 5 of the MTP/SCS. Additional CMP documentation can 
be provided upon request. 

 
43-13. Please see response to 43-12 
 
43-14. Thank you for your recognition of SACOG’s public outreach and participation efforts for 

the MTP/SCS. Also, thank you for your recognition of the equity analysis contained in 
the plan. SACOG is committed to continuing to expand and improve its public outreach 
and equity analyses through future planning work. Appendix C-5 has been augmented to 
include a full discussion of the Environmental Justice Methodology used in the 
development of the plan. 

 
43-15. Thank you again for your recognition of the challenges this plan strives to address. 
 
43-16. Thank you for your comments relating to the MTP/SCS planning process.  
 
43-17. Thank you for the recognition that the appendices not only provide background to various 

parts of the planning process, but also contain supplementary documents that provide 
education and background on much of the work that SACOG does. Many of the 
appendices are intended to showcase the various SACOG projects that relate to the 
MTP/SCS, but are not necessarily required to be included in the actual MTP/SCS plan. 
SACOG believes this provides detailed reference material that lends to the transparent 
process we strive for, but also allows the plan to remain readable and understandable. 

 
43-18. Thank you again for your commendation of the MTP/SCS. We appreciate the time and 

effort FHWA put into reviewing the document and the thoughtful comments provided. 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012

Jim Seif 

  

 Process is a sham.  Decisions are already made by developers; we didn’t get to 

sit at the table when plans were being made. 

He and others are not being properly represented at SACOG by their local 

elected who sit on SACOG board; local SACOG representatives don’t record or 

report back their SACOG actions. 

SACOG says we have local control, but SB 375 says communities will be sued if 

not incompliance with regional plan. 

SACOG is deciding how, where, and when people should live and that’s wrong. 

Yuba and Sutter are different from Sacramento and our elected officials aren’t 

hearing us say we don’t want this. 

Process should include real public input for all citizens.  If citizens could vote on 

SACOG Board, they would vote to get out of SACOG. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 44 – Jim Seif 

44-1. SACOG developed the MTP/SCS with a broad public involvement process, including 
focus groups, working groups, and community workshops within each of the six counties 
in the region, from the summer of 2010 through the end of the planning process.  Please 
see Chapter 2 and Appendix G-2 for detailed information on the planning process as it 
relates to public outreach. 

 
44-2. Action items taken by the SACOG Board can be found on the SACOG website, along 

with the meeting agendas at: http://sacog.org/calendar 
 
44-3. Federal law requires SACOG, in the MTP/SCS, to make reasonable assumptions about 

the amount and location of future population, housing, and employment growth in the 
region in using federal funds for transportation infrastructure investments and compliance 
with the federal Clean Air Act.  Many local transportation projects require a mix of 
federal, state and local funding and as such are required to be included in the regional 
process for development and adoption of the MTP/SCS.  Local land use authority 
remains with local jurisdictions and is not preempted by SB375 or anything in the Draft 
MTP/SCS. The MTP/SCS must be a fiscally and time-constrained plan, with a forecasted 
growth pattern that is consistent with—i.e., not exceeding—the amount of forecasted 
population, employment, and housing growth for the region by 2035. For example, if a 
city has a general plan with a 50-year planning horizon, the MTP/SCS growth forecast 
may indicate growth on only a portion of the land designated in the city’s general plan for 
future growth. The reverse may also be true. The MTP/SCS growth forecast may show 
growth in areas that are not yet formally included in a county’s or city’s general plan if 
SACOG estimates that there is market demand for, and other factors indicating, growth in 
that location, and that the entitlement process can realistically be expected to be 
successfully completed and construction begun during the planning period. Please see 
Master Response G: Sustainable Communities for more information. 

 
44-4. SACOG is a joint powers authority, a special type of government agency created by 

California law. The six counties and 22 cities in the Sacramento region are all members 
of SACOG. Each city or county appoints a member of their elected body (i.e., a mayor, 
supervisor or councilmember) to the SACOG Board of Directors, which controls the 
activities of SACOG. The Sacramento region has had a joint powers authority since 
1963, when cities and counties formed the Sacramento Regional Area Planning 
Commission (now SACOG). 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Debbie Gaylord  Disappointed the staff presentation didn’t get into meat of plan because did go 

through it to come up with real questions and concerns after reviewing plan. 

 

Reference page 2-9 related to Public Participation Plan for stakeholders 

representing social equity, bicyclists, pedestrians, etc., but is wondering about 

people like me who want to drive my car and live on ¼ acre.  This plan doesn’t 

allow for that. .     

Beale doesn’t pay sales tax to county so the county has no authority over their 

air emissions; seems detrimental to Yuba County to have to consider them an 

established community in the county (in the same way as other established 

communities). 

Referenced page 3-13, real estate forecasts for small lot, mixed use, and 

commercial use and is concerned that mixed-use housing cannot be financed.  

Would like the source for information on that page.  

Referenced pages 3-18 and 3-19 regarding number of houses on a large lot, 

attached and detached.  This says you can put 5-8 homes on a large lot and 8-25 

homes on a large lot.  This can’t be done, I have asked developers and they say 

you can’t build 25 detached houses on one acre. Yuba and Sutter county 

residents don’t want to live that way.  Many of the residents came to Yuba and 

Sutter counties for affordable housing. 

Referenced page 3-20 regarding jobs-housing fit measure to assess the fit at 

smaller geographic scale for local workers and affordable housing. This sounds 

like Yuba and Sutter counties would only get help attracting low-wage jobs and 

that’s not what they want. 

Have questions and would like answers. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 45 – Debbie Gaylord 

 
45-1. SACOG appreciates the time you took reviewing the plan. 
 
45-2. The list of focus groups listed on page 2-9, is not reflective of the entire public process 

that SACOG conducted during the MTP/SCS planning process.  As noted on page 2-14 
and 2-15, in addition to these focus groups, SACOG participated in over 130 meetings to 
get input from a broad range of residents and other stakeholders and also hosted nine 
county-level workshops.  Members from the public desiring all types of housing, 
including people who want to live on a ¼ acre were represented in the public outreach. 

 
45-3. The designation of Beale Air Force Base as an Established Community in the draft plan 

was not determined on the basis of sales tax or air emissions.  The Established 
Community description of Beale Air Force Base is because it is an existing employment 
center.  The MTP/SCS does not measure air quality or greenhouse gas emissions from 
any individual county or community as it is a regional measure; therefore, Yuba County 
is not being penalized in the MTP/SCS in any way for Beale being a part of the county.  

 
45-4. Page 3-13 notes that real estate research forecasts that there will be significant demand 

for new housing, including rentals and small-lot homes, in mixed use communities close 
to public transit, employment, and services.  Please see Appendix D-1 and E-6 for the 
reference material supporting that statement. 

 
45-5. There are existing examples in our region where detached homes are built at 25 homes 

per acre; however, they are mostly in the Sacramento area.  The housing product mix 
shown on page 3-19 is the plan forecast for the entire region.  Yuba and Sutter counties 
have a much higher percentage of large-lot housing than compared to the region as a 
whole.  The draft MTP/SCS includes 71 percent large-lot detached homes in Yuba 
County with 29 percent in small-lot or attached.  In Sutter County, the draft MTP/SCS 
includes 56 percent of the new homes in the large-lot detached category and 44 percent in 
small-lot or attached.  

 
45-6. SACOG assumes the commenter is referencing the “job-housing fit” discussion on page 

3-28.  The “jobs-housing fit” methodology described is one measure SACOG is studying 
for the next MTP/SCS update.  The purpose of this study is to better understand the 
relationship of where people live and work and the resulting transportation patterns.  
However, the MTP/SCS also states on page 3-28, “that some people will always choose 
to commute long distances to work.  There are many reasons for this, including two-
person households, cost of housing, quality of schools and lifestyle preferences.  The 
MTP/SCS does not strive to eliminate those choices, but rather to increase choices of 
people who wish to live closer to their place of employment”.  Though the “jobs/housing 
fit” measure will likely inform the next MTP/SCS, that final conclusion will remain 
unchanged. 

45-7. SACOG appreciates the time you spend reviewing the document and responded to all 
specific questions above. 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

John Larimer  United Nations has propagated global warming hoax.  United Nations has 

abandoned global warming.  Agenda has percolated to local level.  Agenda 21.  

Commenter read resolution approved by Republican National Committee on 

January 13- Resolution Exposing United Nations Agenda 21.  

We have AB 32, SB 375 all to control greenhouse gas emissions.  Why?  Because 

CARB is trying to control carbon emissions and climate change.  CARB figured out 

most emissions are from freeways so they want to change fuels and restrict 

driving.  Carbon emissions are not causing any trouble at all, temperatures are 

not rising even a half a percent. 

In the process of trying to fix global warming, which is non-existent, they want to 

stack us and pack us, take away automobiles, telling us where to live, sticking us 

in the projects.  If you want to see where this is going look at Siskiyou County.  

Water rates have gone up 800%, farmers are literally being driven off their land. 

Concerned that the MTP is an extension of United Nations Agenda 21 and fears 

loss of personal freedoms and property rights if this plan is supported/adopted. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 46 – John Larimer 

 
46-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Carla Verga 

  

Upset this is supposed to be a meeting for Elected Official and that there are not 

very many officials from Yuba County.  Concerned plan is being rubberstamped- 

upset to see people supposed to be representing us selling us up the river.   
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 47 – Carla Verga 

 
47-1. All of the elected officials from each of the jurisdictions in Yuba County were invited to 

attend the meeting.  For each elected official information session, notification was 
provided to the clerk of the board for each jurisdiction, in accordance with guidelines set 
forth under Senate Bill 375.  In addition, SACOG board members were contacted directly 
by staff and asked to share the meeting information with their elected colleagues. 
Information Session meeting location and times were posted on the SACOG website.  
The meeting date was scheduled so as not to conflict with other regular council or board 
hearings.   
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Bob Sweringen  This plan is part of agenda 21.  Agenda 21 is about forcing people to live in high 

density housing.  One way doing that is by coming to counties like this and 

offering incentives or money to implement this so counties are agreeing because 

they need money.   If you go to northern California the people there will tell you 

they are destroying their land.  Can’t access forest lands anymore, no longer 

allowed as recreation areas.  

Ultimately what they want is for everyone to live on corridors.  Want to take 

agriculture and move it to other countries so if you’re a farmer in America, they 

will change what can happen on your land.  Bottom line, start learning about 

Agenda 21.  Understand what you are buying into and committing us to. 

This plan is telling you that you will live in apartments.  They are telling us that 

the number of single family homes will be less.  What if we don’t want to live in a 

high rise apartment?  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 48 – Bob Sweringen 

 
48-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
48-2. The amount of single-family homes, particularly large-lot single-family homes in our 

region, far exceeds the amount of other types of housing available in our region today.  
SACOG estimates that roughly 65 percent of all homes in the region, as of 2008, are 
large-lot single-family homes.  Though the MTP/SCS forecast includes about 29 percent 
of new homes in the large-lot single-family category, this is for the growth estimate only.  
By 2035, the MTP/SCS forecast still estimates that approximately 56 percent of all 
homes in the region will be large-lot single-family homes.   
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Larry Berga  Agenda 21 defines sustainable development, this presentation just skimmed over 

it.  Can you tell me what sustainable development means as referenced in this 

plan. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 49 – Larry Berga 

 
49-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities.  
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Chuck Miller  Believes plan has direct relationship with United Nations Agenda 21. Believes 

Agenda 21 is implementing communism and that the first thing communist 

regimes do is get rid of old people. These folks are doing what the law is telling 

them (AB 32 and SB 375) to do and there is something wrong with that. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 50 – Chuck Miller 

 
50-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities.  
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-307



Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Vera Correa As part of the plan she has seen infrastructure, sidewalks, signs that tell kids 

where they can walk safely. Need to make it so much safer for children and 

pedestrians and we need this money, the county doesn’t have it.  This is 

something that we as citizens need to do, it’s not about Republicans or 

Democrats. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 51 – Vera Correa 

 
51-1. SACOG recognizes the need for safety improvements for students walking to and from 

school safely.  The MTP/SCS does provide the region with money for various 
infrastructure improvements that relate to being able to walk and bike safely.  The 
MTP/SCS does fund roughly $2.8 billion in bicycle and pedestrian facilities and 
improvements and does emphasize complete street connections within and between cities 
and to school facilities. 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Jerry Antonetti  Worked at Caltrans before there was a SACOG.  Cities and counties used to 

decide where money was spent.  George Bush started these MPOs.  Caltrans had 

never administered money like this.  Now we see SACOG is involved is in Agenda 

21. 

  

Does not see how this plan works with city councils and other local governments 

that are able to provide the necessary infrastructure in the transportation plans 

with air quality maintenance districts regarding air pollution and contamination. 

Believes it is now a matter of land use planning via air quality controls.  AQMD is 

really the true power behind this.  Land Use and transportation planning by air 

quality controls. 

AQMD has very divisive factor here, people will die from cholesterol at 

McDonalds before they die of GHGs.  Spoke to new auto technology.   

Believes this is all based on false science and premises. I’m involved in Agenda 21 

lawsuit against US Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management regarding 

shutting down trails and access to forest land.   
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 52 – Jerry Antonetti 

 
52-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
52-2. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
52-3. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Pat Miller Referenced reading from Agenda 21 where private property rights go against 

what is good for society over all with the goal for society not the individual.  

Believes government will start taking away freedoms and then next put people in 

stack and pack houses, dictate what people drive, and take people's property 

and guns. 

To get the federal funds for sidewalks and signs you have to cooperate with 

executive order and environmental section which is form of bribery. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 53 – Pat Miller 

 
53-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
53-2. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Dot Sweringen If it is not broken, why are we doing it? 

 

 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-314

jhargrove
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
54-1



 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 54 – Dot Sweringen 

 
54-1. There are two primary reasons SACOG updates the MTP/SCS.  First, federal law 

requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations like SACOG to update the plan every four 
years, at a minimum.  Please see Appendix G-5 for more information on SACOG’s 
statutory requirements.  Second, with every MTP/SCS update SACOG is always trying to 
improve on the current plan to support improved quality of life in the region in terms of 
transportation and air quality.   
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Bob McClard To get to the point this is forcing or encouraging people to live more densely 

packed.  By getting people to live closer together and closer to work. Were 

people asked if they wanted to live in denser housing? 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 55 – Bob McClard 

 
55-1. The draft MTP/SCS does not force people to live closer together or closer to work.  It 

does, however, provide for a broader range of housing options to meet the diverse needs 
of residents of our region.  Currently, the region lacks sufficient opportunities for people 
who want to live closer to work, near transit, or in a more mixed-use type neighborhood.  
In 2002, SACOG began the Blueprint Project.  Part of the project included substantial 
outreach to more than 5,000 residents of the region.  Public participants were asked at 
that time where they wanted to live and what type of housing they wanted to live in, with 
particular attention to what they thought their answers might be up to 50 years in the 
future.  The majority of people did indicate that they would choose to live closer to work, 
services, public transit, and more densely.  To see the results of this outreach effort, 
please see the Blueprint Project website at: 
http://www.sacregionblueprint.org/process/workshops/. 

 
As part of this MTP/SCS update, SACOG also held a series of community workshops in 
the summer and fall of 2010 where similar questions were asked.  Again, the results were 
overwhelming supportive of more compact development with more housing choices, and 
more opportunities to live near work, services, and transit.  There were also participants 
in MTP/SCS workshops interested in living in large lot or rural homes.  Many sources of 
recent research indicate the same trend.  Please see Appendix E-6 for a summary of this 
research. 
 
The results of both outreach processes affirm that the region is a diverse place, with many 
different residents and households that have varying needs and desires for how and where 
to live.  Please see Appendix G-1 for a summary of these workshops and the results.   

 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-317



Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Anonymous Where will funding for high density housing come from?  Is it all government 

subsidized? 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 56 – Anonymous 

 
56-1. A small amount of housing of all types is subsidized; however, the vast majority is paid 

for by people purchasing or renting the home. 
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Yuba County Elected Official Information Session Public Comments from January 25, 2012 

Anonymous Wanted to say thank you.  Lot of these other commenters are older; they 

won’t be here in 20 years.  My son will.  Appreciate planning for better air 

quality.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 57 – Anonymous 

 
57-1. Thank you for your comment. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Anonymous Comment about which jurisdictions may have abstained from supporting the MOU 

for the MTP/SCS. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 58 – Anonymous 

 
58-1. Several jurisdictions abstained from signing the Memorandum of Understanding related 

to the Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant SACOG received from the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. Participation in the project is voluntary 
for those jurisdictions who expressed interest.  One of the outcomes SACOG seeks in this 
grant is to learn more about how to adequately provide for community needs near public 
transit to maximize the public investment.  There are unique applications for this work 
and type of development in our region.  We recognize the housing and transportation 
needs across the region are not one-size-fits-all, but indeed are unique in each 
community. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

 Anonymous This is a republic not a democracy. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 59 – Anonymous 

 
59-1. This comment is noted.   
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

 Anonymous Principle disagreement about federal/state/regional influence on local land use.   
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 60 – Anonymous 

 
60-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Bob Rafighi 

  

All of the beauty we have, you are telling me we have to change.  It is not clear 

what part of the city or region are included in the drawings, mixed circles and 

color scheme. How do you draw a circle on private property without infringing on 

my property rights?      

The commenter voted for city council members and thinks he is being told he has 

to accept funds and other aspects of plan.  He doesn't want to go forward.  He 

hasn't seen any buses go around area with more than 2 people in them.  Believes 

there is also an assumption about transportation needs for older people. He is 75 

years old and doesn't want to be told how to travel and live. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 61 – Bob Rafighi 

61-1. The MTP/SCS is a forecast of what future land uses may look like given the population 
and jobs projected to come to the region over the 27-year time frame of the plan. SACOG 
intentionally did not identify specific parcels of land in the Community Types used in the 
MTP/SCS. The Community Types are descriptive, not prescriptive, and do not infringe 
on individual property rights or the sole authority of local governments to regulate land 
uses. For an expanded description of private property rights and land use, see Master 
Response G: Sustainable Communities. 

 

61-2. SACOG is governed by local elected officials, including a representative from each city 
and county in the region. The MTP/SCS invests in a balance of sidewalks, local streets, 
freeways and transit to provide for transportation choices. Many local city and county 
transportation projects require some mix of federal, state and local funding to construct.  
The MTP/SCS is the required document to ensure local transportation projects which 
require federal funding will be eligible for funding.  SACOG cannot require any local 
government to accept funds. SACOG does not regulate land use and is not requiring 
cities or counties to make any changes as a condition of receiving funds. Please see 
Master Response G: Sustainable Communities for an expanded description of the 
relationship between SACOG and local governments.  
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

John T.  Larimer  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

The "right to notice" is a fundamental right and that the plan was not adequately 

noticed. The plan that he was only able to download on Sunday was dated 

December 10, 2011.  The earliest comment was December 19.  The plan was put 

on the internet in a form that he was not able to download on his computer.   

Concerned about command economy and control of his property and rights. 

This is reminiscent of communist countries of which he listed countries by 

example.  The high language in the plan talking about utopia is more like 

enslavement; even if we have our property will not be able to enjoy it.  

Expressed concern about the comment period during the holidays.  

Don’t know how you can have an environmental impact report without clarity of 

what the report is studying.  

Water price increases for farmers and ranchers have gone up 800% in 

anticipation of four damns being blown up.  Cost is astronomical. If we want to 

be able to eat, can’t be having waters stolen for salmon and trout.  

Concerned government is creating a bureaucratic monster with decisions that 

won’t be made by local council members and Board of Supervisor.  Concerned 

about the authority that planners and the rest of this bureaucracy will have. 

1033 pages.  Has the mayor read this? 

Elected officials are relying on the planners to tell them what to do.  You are 

picking winners and losers in this action. 

At a time when state, federal, counties and cities are broke, government 

planners and NGO employees are spending tons and tons of money and hours to 

steal freedom and destroy prosperity.  

They are planning on increased population while we see thousands of people 

leaving California. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 62 – John Larimer 

62-1. The draft MTP/SCS has been available on the SACOG website for download since 
November 21, 2011 and will remain available for comment until it is adopted in April 
2012.  If you cannot access the internet or would like a copy of the plan printed or 
electronically on CD, please contact SACOG at 916-321-9000. 

    

62-2. The MTP/SCS is a forecast of what future land uses may look like given the population 
and jobs projected to come to the region over the 27-year time frame of the plan. SACOG 
intentionally did not identify specific parcels of land in the Community Types used in the 
MTP/SCS. The Community Types are descriptive, not prescriptive, and do not infringe 
on individual property rights or the sole authority of local governments to regulate land 
uses. For an expanded description of private property rights and land use, see Master 
Response F- Sustainable Communities. 

 
62-3. Please see Master Response F: Sustainable Communities. 
 
62-4. The comment period for the draft MTP/SCS began November 21, 2011 and will remain 

open until the plan in adopted in April 2012. 
 
62-5. The Draft Environmental Impact Report is studying the impacts of the land use pattern 

and transportation projects in the Draft MTP/SCS.  Chapter 2 of the Environmental 
Impact Report, the Project Description, explains what the report is studying. 

 
62-6. SACOG knows that water and agriculture resources are important to our region.  SACOG 

is actively working on our Rural Urban Connection Strategy project, a study to examine 
all parts of our region’s rural economy including water and agricultural resources.  For 
more information on this project, please see Appendix E-2 or the SACOG website at: 
www.sacog.org/rucs. 

 
62-7. Please see Master Response F: Sustainable Communities. 
 
62-8. SACOG cannot address this comment. 
 
62-9. Elected officials, including the SACOG Board, often rely on their staff for information, 

research, and recommendations; however, the decision-making authority rests with 
elected officials. 

 
62-10. Please see Master Response F: Sustainable Communities. 
 
62-11. Our research indicates the population will grow in the region over the next 25 years. 

Please see Appendix D-1 for detailed information on how the SACOG growth projections 
were created. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Jim Ricketts  

  

What is the source of the power in addition to the local laws and legislation and 

the power to disburse funds from the public purse?  Concerned that this 

authority allows for funding expenditures to projects that serve narrow interests 

and that funds are taken from citizens and passed onto the interests of those 

authorities. Funds always come with strings attached.  

Concerned that government will take away single family homes and ability for 

people to use private autos as well as freedoms to live, work, and shop where 

people want. We will decide where and how we are going to live not SACOG. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 63 – Jim Ricketts 

 

63-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 

    

63-2. The MTP/SCS aims to provide more choices for residents about where to live and how to 
travel.  It adds alternatives to single-family homes and private automobiles, but does not 
prohibit or eliminate those options. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Kathy Dorsey  Question regarding Financial Stewardship and list of various funds on overhead 

and portion attributed to Placer County.  How was the portion apportioned to 

Placer County calculated? 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 64 – Kathy Dorsey 

 

64-1. Under an agreement with SACOG, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
represents Placer County jurisdictions in federal planning and programming issues as 
well as administering federal and state funding in Placer County.  Additionally the Placer 
County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) developed by PCTPA is incorporated into 
SACOG's MTP/SCS.  SACOG staff worked with PCTPA to develop revenue projections 
for Placer County based on historical federal and state apportionments, local funding 
sources, and population growth.  PCTPA then created a project list based on anticipated 
revenues and worked with SACOG to incorporate this list into the MTP.  For more 
information on PCTPA, please visit http://pctpa.net/. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Pat Patterson  Helpful to listen and ask what is applicable to me. Ask the dear Lord to give me 

guidance to do the important thing even if it will cost me my life in order to do 

what is right and moral. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 65 – Pat Patterson 

 

65-1. Thank you for listening. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Judy Roberts  

  

  

What are our abilities to assess the efficiencies of public transit services that we 

have right now?  

Fair to say it (transit service) operates at a deficit? 

Highways are a need with demand, but rail and transit runs at a deficit.  In the 

future there will be a transit cost that is greater and will require more funds be 

taken from people or their cars will be taken away. 

Road congestion question about carpool lanes and inquired about the 

efficiencies of carpool lanes to reduce congestion. Would seem that after seeing 

so many of years of this inefficiency, it would seem that this isn’t where funds 

should be spent. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 66 – Judy Roberts 

 

66-1. All transit operators' finances, performance and efficiency is reviewed and audited by 
state or federal oversight agencies, depending on the sources of their funding.  In general, 
it is true that transit operators do not cover the entire cost of providing their service 
through passenger fare revenues.  All transit operators must meet performance targets for 
farebox recovery (i.e. the portion of their operating costs paid for by passenger fares) in 
order to receive public funds.  The reasons that public subsidies are provided to cover the 
portion of operating costs not covered by passenger fares are complex, and not easily 
explained in a short response; however, the major reasons are: 1) that the availability of 
transit services to provide mobility to those who cannot drive, walk or ride a bike (e.g. 
the disabled, children below driving age, and senior citizens unable to drive), or those 
who cannot afford an automobile, provide general benefits to society, and merit some 
level of public subsidy to provide the service; and 2) the availability of transit services for 
longer, commute trips during peak hours reduces congestion on roadways, and provide 
travel time savings benefits to drivers on the road.  The MTP/SCS recognizes that the 
efficiency and productivity of transit service must be improved.  The combination of 
more transit-friendly land uses and the concentration of better transit services in areas 
which are more supportive of transit ridership, as shown in the MTP/SCS documentation, 
significantly increase the portion of transit operating costs covered through passenger 
fares.  The performance of the MTP/SCS in this regard will be the subject of performance 
monitoring efforts by the transit agencies and SACOG. 

  
 

66-2.  See the comprehensive report by the California Legislative Analyst’s Office (available at 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/2000/010700_hov/010700_hov_lanes.html).  The review 
concluded that carpool lanes in general do serve more persons per hour than mixed flow 
lanes on the same facilities (i.e. they carry more people), and they do provide significant 
congestion relief.  More locally, Caltrans District 3 provides information on the 
effectiveness of carpool lanes within the Sacramento Region (available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist3/projects/BusCarpool/benefits2.htm). 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Lois Engle New resident of Placer County with property on Sierra College Boulevard.  Was 

not told when she purchased it that there were planned changes that would 

impact her grazing lands.  Real estate and the Town of Loomis should have 

provided her information for what was the potential for the land she purchase. 

 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-340

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
67-1



RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 67 – Lois Engle 

 

67-1. SACOG understands your concern; however, this is not a comment we can address.  
Please contact the Town of Loomis Planning Department for this land use information. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Cynthia Atkinson  It is dishonest to plan meeting to take place during the holidays because you get 

the smallest outcome of input from the smallest number of people and therefore 

go forward. Meeting should have been scheduled during a time when the 

majority of people would be able to attend.   

Believes that the suggestions and guidelines for the disabled in the MTP were 

developed before being given to the disabled.  Difficult for an elderly person to 

take the bus to a meeting or service.  When you are disabled, how will you feel 

about going out yourself in that fashion and looking for your public 

transportation and then waiting and trying to get on as an older man?  Lots and 

lots of people use the scooters for mobility.  Most of the elderly are projected to 

need more help than to be dropped off at a bus.   

As a social worker, believes that there is a misappropriation of funds to whatever 

small group at the top decides is the priority for funds.  Generally concerned that 

government is deciding what to spend money on and believes it is the people 

who should decide how money is spent. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 68 – Cynthia Atkinson 

 

68-1. The comment period for the draft MTP/SCS began November 21, 2011 and will remain 
open until the plan is adopted, which is scheduled for April 2012.  This community 
meeting, specifically the one in Lincoln, is not required by law, but is one way SACOG 
sought to get comments on the draft plan.  People unable to attend any of the community 
meetings, but who wish to comment on the plan may do so in writing via mail to SACOG 
at 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814, by phone at 916-321-9000, 
electronically via the SACOG website at: http://www.sacog.org/2035/comments/, or in 
person at any of the regularly scheduled SACOG Board and Board Committee meetings. 

 

68-2. SACOG considers all comments important and attempts to address all public comments 
and concerns in the development of planning documents.  Regarding transit service for 
the disabled and elderly, SACOG recently completed a lifeline transit study to look at 
issues around providing effective service for these communities.  Strategy 23.3 in the 
MTP/SCS directs SACOG to continue working with the Transit Coordinating Committee 
to share the outcomes of this study and inform decisions regarding transit service.   Please 
also see Master Response A- Transit for more information on your concerns. 

 

68-3. SACOG is working within the current structure set up for allocating transportation funds 
to the region.  For more information on SACOG’s role, please see Master Response F: 
Sustainable Communities. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Judi Caler  Wanted to encourage the residents of Lincoln to drop out of this activity and 

appreciate that you have not accepted the funding.  

Where are these funds coming from if our country, state, county and cities are 

broke? 

Seem to think that funds from the federal government is free.  Funds from 

stimulus projects and grants will deplete any savings or inflation that we have 

worked for.  Need ability to opt out of this free money. 

Concerned that the plan is a recipe to take over society. Doesn't believe the plan 

is about protect the environment but about taking control of people. 

Believes global warming is a joke and a lie. Research since 1990 has failed to 

substantiate any direct man made cause for global warming.  A consensus is 

nothing more than an absence of recorded disagreement. 

Believes that local representative government is almost obsolete. When 

government wants the public involved, it is to give the appearance of public 

participation and to marginalize any opposition to its plans. These are called 

visioning meetings with unreasonable alternatives as choices.  

It is audacious of planners to determine that they are better than the rest of us 

to make decisions better than the rest of us.  In Lincoln, stand up for your rights 

and the constitution which makes laws for the common good. 

Concerned that traveling by transit will be the only travel option. 

Concerned local governments are using federal monies which come with strings 

attached for stack and pack housing which may not be of all of our choosing.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 69 – Judy Caler 
 
69-1. Under an agreement with SACOG, Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 

represents Placer County jurisdictions in federal planning and programming issues as 
well as administering federal and state funding in Placer County.  Additionally the Placer 
County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) developed by PCTPA gets incorporated into 
SACOG's MTP/SCS.  SACOG staff worked with PCTPA to develop revenue projections 
for Placer County based on historical federal and state apportionments, local funding 
sources, and population growth.  PCTPA then created a project list based on anticipated 
revenues and adopted the Placer County Regional Transportation Plan in 2010.  PCTPA 
worked with SACOG to incorporate this list into the MTP/SCS.  For more information on 
PCTPA, please visit http://pctpa.net/. 

 
69-2. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
69-3. SACOG is required by SB 375 to have a Sustainable Communities Strategy (or 

Alternative Planning Strategy) that strives to achieve a passenger vehicle greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction target for the region.  For more information on SACOG’s regulatory 
requirements, please see Appendix G-5. 

 
69-4. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
69-5. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
69-6. The MTP/SCS invests roughly $11.5 billion in maintenance and rehabilitation projects, 

which includes highways, freeways, and local streets and roads.  Additionally it includes 
about $7.4 billion in road capital and operations projects, including new and widened 
roads, river crossing, and interchanges.  The majority of these projects directly benefit 
vehicle travel throughout the region.  The MTP/SCS aims to provide transportation 
choice and not limit residents to any one single mode of transportation. 

 
69-7. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Lincoln Community Meeting Comments from January 9, 2012 

Ruth Crone  Is this a map of what you want it to look like in the future or what you want it to 

look like now? If Yolo County is ag center of our region, why isn’t there  more 

rural residential showing there.   

What is the difference between current map and the map you want us to be on?   

Map is still assuming that our region will be growing.  Heard several references to 

state and federal statutes, and legal foundation at SACOG, asked if SACOG staff 

could elaborate so public could understand. 

SACOG and its plan create another level of separation because local jurisdictions 

joined into this regional function with support of state and federal government in 

some cases. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS COMMENT 70 – Ruth Crone 
 
70-1. Based on the comment, SACOG assumes the commenter is referring to Figure 3.2, a map 

depicting the Community Types.  This map is intended to cover the region without 
specific reference to time.  It represents the region today and in the future.  Page 3-12 
through 3-17 explains the land use changes forecast in the MTP/SCS between today and 
2035 by these Community Types.  Yolo County is predominately agriculture.  The “Rural 
Residential” Community Type on the SACOG map is intended to show areas in the 
region where rural residential development is the primary use.  While these areas do have 
some small-scale commercial or hobby farming, the primary use is residential and not 
agriculture.  In much of Yolo County, the primary use is agriculture and the county has 
policies prohibiting rural residential development in these areas.  The SACOG 
Community Type map is reflective of this policy. 

 
70-2. Federal law requires SACOG to update the MTP/SCS every four years, this includes 

updating our assumptions about how much growth the region may anticipate and where it 
will likely occur in the region.  The MTP/SCS land use forecast does assume the region 
will grow in population by 2035.  Please see Appendix D-1 for detailed information on 
how our growth projections were created.    

 
70-3. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

Neil Wilson Concerned about loss of private property rights, freedom and judgment with 

everything being planned by government.   
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 71 – Neil Wilson 

 
71-1. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

Ed Duffek Does not understand how priority development areas, sustainable living is going 

to take place. Are we going to be forced to do this? Is he going to move into a 

stack building? The map showing that there will be very little rural development. 

Does not understand how moving a lot of people into a little city will conclude 

the global warming. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 72 – Ed Duffek 

 
72-1. SACOG updates the MTP/SCS every four years in cooperation with local planning 

departments, using local jurisdiction planning documents and market trend research.  
This document represents a requirement associated with the use of federal funds for 
transportation projects.  Many local transportation projects require a mix of funding from 
federal, state and local sources to be constructed.  Federal law requires this plan to ensure 
compliance with the federal Clean Air Act.  The land use forecast of the MTP/SCS is our 
best estimate of how development will look and where it will occur in the future and is 
informed by input from local governments throughout the six county region.  On the land 
use side, the MTP/SCS is not a regulatory document and SACOG has no regulatory land 
use authority.  SACOG believes the land use forecast of the MTP/SCS is a reasonable 
projection of the future growth pattern in this region.  The MTP/SCS land use forecast 
includes new housing of all type, from large-lot single-family to high density attached 
and includes new housing in all parts of the region, from rural to urban, therefore 
providing housing choice to all residents for all the diverse unique housing preferences of 
the region.  
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Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

John Larimer This plan is stacking and packing housing and development. 

This planned ties in with United Nations Agenda 21 and that ICLEI is the United 

Nations' private organization immediately beneath and apart of Agenda 21. 

There is no such thing as greenhouse gases. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 73 – John Larimer 

 
73-1. The draft land use forecast of the MTP/SCS includes housing of all types because local 

plans, demographic trends, and economic trends indicate that future housing will be more 
varied than past housing.  The plan does include some new high density housing that is 
greater than three stories; however, that is only in the City of Sacramento where such 
uses are currently planned for in the city’s general plan. 

 
73-2. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
73-3. SACOG is required by state law SB 375 to have a Sustainable Communities Strategy (or 

Alternative Planning Strategy) that strives to achieve a passenger vehicle greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction target for the region.  For more information on SACOG’s regulatory 
requirements, please see Appendix G-5. 
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Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

Judy Caler 

  

  

Encouraged the city council to continue avoiding this scheme.    

Government has its eyes set on money that it believes is theirs when it really 

belongs to the people. Bureaucrats are unknowingly threatening our freedoms. 

How do planners know better than us? To projection that the population will 

increase is an insult to us. 

Where in this document is any authority given to private property rights? 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 74 – Judy Caler 

 
74-1. Comment noted. 
 
74-2. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
 
74-3. SACOG’s research indicates the population will increase in the next 25 years.  Please see 

Appendix D-1 for detailed information on how our population projections were created. 
 
74-4. Private property rights are unchanged by the draft MTP/SCS.  The land use forecast of 

the draft MTP/SCS is not regulating land use and SACOG has no land use authority.  
SACOG is required by federal and state law to create a land use forecast as part of the 
MTP/SCS that is our most reasonable estimate of how and where growth will occur in the 
future.  
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Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

RayAnn Vowell Sustainable development sounds very good. What it really is a leading to an 

abolition of private property rights. They are trying to get people off their farms 

and off their lands. Most Americans do not know or understand the integrated 

policy of sustainability. 

Concerned that this plans has ties with United Nations Agenda 21 and will lead to 

control over land, water use, energy use, food production, and number of 

children families can have. 
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 75 – RayAnn Vowell 

 
75-1. Private property rights are unchanged by the draft MTP/SCS.  The land use forecast of 

the draft MTP/SCS is not regulating land use and SACOG has no land use authority.  
SACOG is required by federal and state law to create a land use forecast as part of the 
MTP/SCS that is our most reasonable estimate of how and where growth will occur in the 
future 

 
75-2. Please see Master Response G: Sustainable Communities. 
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Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

Bob Rafighi Problem with the word sustainability is that everything is supposed to be 

sustainable. We have always had everything we need in this country. Suddenly 

we have this agenda that is appearing before everyone in the US that says we 

have problems with water, endangered species, utility meters...everything has to 

be sustainable.    

I don’t think my utility meter needs to be smart. It is a fabricated crisis that we 

are jumping against. Do you think we are going to be here in 2035 to cut 

ribbons? 

Where is the transportation to forests and farmland? Concerned about not 

having access to forests and farmland. Local land use and property rights will be 

taken away. 

 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-358

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Line

GGreene
Typewritten Text
76-1

GGreene
Typewritten Text
76-2

GGreene
Typewritten Text
76-3



 

RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 76 – Bob Rafighi 

 
76-1. Comment noted.   
 
76-2. Comment noted; however, SACOG has nothing to do with utility meters.  
 
76-3. SACOG works with all jurisdictions in the region to create and prioritize the 

transportation project list, which includes new roads and road maintenance in our rural 
areas.  Private property rights are unchanged by the draft MTP/SCS.  The land use 
forecast of the draft MTP/SCS is not regulating land use and SACOG has no land use 
authority.  SACOG is required by federal and state law to create a land use forecast as 
part of the MTP/SCS that is our most reasonable estimate of how and where growth will 
occur in the future 
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Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

Dwayne Armstrong Disagreed with the outcome that SACOG  was proposing. If you put people into 

confined areas, major pollutions are going to go up. There will be impacts to 

sewer system, crime will increase and government is going to control the water. 

A lot of cities are going to reclaim water. 

By 2035, SACOG’s agenda is going to change. How can you come up with a 

conclusion when you do not have all the facts? 

Technology is going to replace the fossil fuel burning.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 77 – Dwayne Armstrong 

 
77-1. Your comment is noted.  With respect to the environmental impacts of the MTP/SCS, 

they are analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the plan.  The 
DEIR is available at: http://www.sacog.org/2035/2011/11/draft-environmental-
impact-review-released/.  Additionally, SACOG updates the MTP/SCS every four years 
so the plans priorities will change over time.  

 
77-2. Comment noted.  
 
 
 
 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-361



Colfax City Council Meeting Comments from February 8, 2012 

Pat Patterson Concerned about being able to grow own food and that government may take 

that away. We need to be extremely careful and watch the details.  
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RESPONSE TO MTP/SCS LETTER 78 – Pat Patterson 

 
78-1. Private property rights are unchanged by the draft MTP/SCS.  The land use forecast of 

the draft MTP/SCS is not regulating land use and SACOG has no land use authority.  
SACOG is required by federal and state law to create a land use forecast as part of the 
MTP/SCS that is our most reasonable estimate of how and where growth will occur in the 
future.  Additionally, preserving the ability for our region to produce food is an important 
issue that SACOG fully supports and has begun researching as part of our Rural Urban 
Connection Strategy project. For more information on this project, please see Appendix 
E-2 and the SACOG website at: http://www.sacog.org/rucs/. 
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CHAPTER 4 – SUMMARIES OF ELECTED OFFICIAL 
INFORMATION MEETINGS  
 
 
Pursuant to state Senate Bill 375, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO’s), such as 
SACOG, now conduct informational meetings in each county of the region for members of the 
boards of supervisors and city councils on the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  Two 
meetings per county are required unless one meeting is held and it is attended by representatives 
of the county board of supervisors and city council members representing a majority of the cities 
representing a majority of the population in the incorporated areas of that county.  Notice of the 
meetings must be sent to the clerk of the board of supervisors and the clerk of the city councils.   
 
SACOG has conducted five elected official information sessions on the MTP/SCS: 
 

• Placer County, 2640 Sunset Blvd., Rocklin, CA on 1/5/2012 
• Yolo County, 10 College Park, Davis, CA on 1/9/2012 
• El Dorado County, 6767 Green Valley Ranch, Placerville, CA on 1/17/12 
• Yuba County, 920 D Street, Marysville, CA on 1/25/12 
• Sacramento County, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA on 2/16/12 
• Sutter County, To be scheduled 

 
Meetings that occur after February 16, 2012 will be added to the next draft of this Appendix G-
7.  In addition, SACOG offered individual briefings to the councils and boards of each of its 
member jurisdictions. The meetings that occurred prior to February 16, 2012 are included in this 
draft document.  
 
At each meeting SACOG staff presented information on the Draft Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) in order to solicit and consider input from 
the elected officials.  Below is a summary of the comments received from elected officials’ 
meetings. Please see Chapter 3 for public comments provided at these meetings; Chapter 3 
summarizes and responds to each public comment individually, in the same manner as with 
written public comments.  
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Summary of Elected Official Comments from Information Sessions and Local 
Meetings on the Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy for 2035 
 
Summary for: Placer County Elected Official Information Session 
Meeting Date: January 5, 2012 
 
Participants:  
Lincoln City Councilmember Spencer Short  
Lincoln City Councilmember Gabriel Hydrick  
Lincoln City Councilmember Stan Nader  
Lincoln City Councilmember Tom Cosgrove  
Loomis City Councilmember Miguel Ucovich  
Placer County Supervisor Jim Holmes  
Rocklin City Councilmember & 2012 SACOG Board Chair Peter Hill  
Rocklin City Councilmember Diana Ruslin  
Rocklin City Councilmember Scott Yuill  
Roseville City Councilmember Pauline Roccuci  
Roseville City Councilmember Susan Rohan  
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency Executive Director Celia McAdam  
Staff from Rocklin, Roseville, Loomis, and Placer County  
Members of the public 
 
Total participants: 17 
 
Summary of Elected Officials’ comments:  
Participants discussed land use considerations and growth forecasts associated with the Draft 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS), including 
how small community downtowns, specifically the size of the Lincoln Center/Corridor 
Community Type, were reflected in the land use map. They asked how the impacts of changes 
to small community downtowns impact the Draft MTP/SCS and related CEQA benefits.  
Participants spent time dialoguing about current economic conditions, ability to project growth, 
and the unique differences between retail and housing growth.  Some specific comments were 
made relative to challenges with planning for jobs/housing balance and density issues within 
general plan zoning.   Participant discussion on the issue of balancing growth within Placer 
County brought comments related to coordination, infrastructure, and water.    
 
Some comments focused on the issue of senior housing trends unique to small communities in 
Placer County in contrast to other communities in the region. Participants commented on the use 
of rural roads as commute alternatives, noting the safety, road maintenance and bridge issues 
that result from these uses. They also mentioned the projected impacts of MTP/SCS plan 
investments and supportive land uses to reduce congestion, with some skepticism from a few 
participants.  
 
Staff responded to all comments and questions in the Elected Official Information 
sessions. There were no comments that resulted in changes to the draft MTP/SCS. 
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Summary for: Yolo County Elected Official Information Session 
Meeting Date: January 9, 2012 
 
Participants:  
Davis City Councilmember Joe Krovoza 
Davis City Councilmember Rochelle Swanson 
West Sacramento Councilmember Christopher Ledesma  
Winters City Councilmember Harold Anderson 
Winters City Councilmember Celia Aguiar-Curry 
Woodland City Councilmember Tom Stallard 
Yolo County Supervisor Don Saylor 
Yolo County Supervisor Mike McGowan 
Yolo County Supervisor Duane Chamberlain 
Staff from Davis and Winters 
 
Total participants: 12 
 
Summary of Elected Officials’ comments:  
 
Participants noted unique transportation project needs in Yolo County (e.g. County Road 98), 
benefits of compact infrastructure regarding transportation reliance from comprehensive 
planning, unique concerns for maintenance and safety on rural roads, and supportive 
investments of farm-to-market travel. Participants also commented on the need for expansion of 
light rail or Amtrak service. 
 
The group spent some time discussing growth fluctuations, the expected speed of economic 
recovery, flexibility in MTP/SCS phasing and financing, and the term for adjustments to the 
MTP/SCS.  Several participants were interested in unique strategies to improve revenues to 
move toward visioning levels of investment beyond the current fiscally-constrained nature of the 
MTP/SCS.  Participants also expressed interest in understanding the nature of the next revision 
to the MTP/SCS, (i.e., whether an update approach or a wholly new plan development in four 
years). 
 
 
Staff responded to all comments and questions in the Elected Official Information 
sessions. There were no comments that resulted in changes to the draft MTP/SCS. 
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Summary for: El Dorado County Elected Official Information Session 
Meeting Date: January 17, 2012 
 
Participants:  
El Dorado County Supervisor John Knight 
Placerville City Councilmember Wendy Mattson 
Placerville City Councilmember Pat Borelli 
Placerville City Councilmember Carl Hagen 
El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC) Executive Director Sharon 
Scherzinger 
Staff from Placerville 
Member of the public 
 
Total participants: 8 
 
Summary of Elected Officials’ comments:  
 
Several questions from participants related to unique challenges in rural communities, including 
funding needed for transportation investments for local road improvements, and bicycle and 
sidewalk improvements.  There was a specific inquiry about the availability of Caltrans grant 
funding to support two planned multi-modal projects.  Some EDCTC-specific comments were 
addressed by EDCTC staff. 
 
Participants commented on the relationship between community infrastructure development and 
transportation infrastructure.  A comment was made about the critical need to ensure adequate 
federal surface transportation authorization funding.  This comment resulted in several 
comments and suggestions related to the need for increased flexibility for federal funding for 
specific types of road projects, including road rehabilitation, bicycle facilities, and high-
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes.  A participant also noted a unique interest in ensuring 
investments to support goods and freight movement, reductions in traffic congestion, and 
meeting air quality standards. 
 
A participant asked about the eligible uses of federal funds and the possibility of condemning 
old facilities and opening new road projects to replace them, including the requirements for 
dedicated High Occupancy Vehicle lanes. A participant also asked whether the timelines are 
aligned for the MTP/SCS update process and the federal surface transportation authorization 
legislation. 
 
 
Staff responded to all comments and questions in the Elected Official Information 
sessions. There were no comments that resulted in changes to the draft MTP/SCS. 
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Summary for: Yuba County Elected Official Information Session 
Meeting Date: January 25, 2012 
 
Participants:  
Marysville City Councilmember Christina Billeci 
Sutter County Supervisors Stan Cleveland  
Wheatland City Councilmember Rick West 
Yuba County Supervisors Mary Jane Griego 
Members of the public 
 
Total participants: 21 
 
Summary of Elected Officials’ comments:  
 
There was a specific comment from a participant about the uniqueness of Sutter County from 
other counties in the region regarding land use and transportation preferences. The participant 
also disagreed with legislation using rewards and incentives to encourage specific land use 
planning.   
 
Another comment was made appreciating the process for developing the Draft MTP/SCS 
including public meetings, workshops, gathering of data from local governments, and other 
work to help capture public input.  The comment included references to Assembly Bill 32 and 
Senate Bill 375 and the health benefits to children with asthma from improving the region’s air 
quality conditions. 
 
 
Staff responded to all comments and questions in the Elected Official Information 
sessions. There were no comments that resulted in changes to the draft MTP/SCS. 
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Summary for: Lincoln Community Meeting 
Meeting Date: January 9, 2012 
 
Participants: 
Colfax City Councilmember Suzanne Roberts  
Lincoln Mayor Spencer Short 
Lincoln City Councilmember Lincoln Tom Cosgrove 
Lincoln City Councilmember Gabriel Hydrick 
Lincoln City Councilmember Paul Joiner 
 
Members of the public 
 
Total participants: 17 
 
Summary of Elected Officials’ comments:  
 
No additional elected official comments were provided at this meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 

MTP/SCS 
Appendix G-7

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Page G7-369



Summary for: Colfax City Council Meeting 
Meeting Date: February 8, 2012 
 
Participants: 
Colfax Mayor Steve Harvey 
Colfax City Councilmember Suzanne Roberts 
Colfax City Councilmember Ken Delfino 
Colfax City Councilmember Donna Barkle 
Colfax City Councilmember Joshua Alpine 
Members of the public 
Lincoln City Councilmember Gabriel Hydrick spoke during public comment 
 
Total participants: 25 
 
Summary of Elected Officials’ comments:  
 
Participants from the Colfax City Council raised questions with sustainability being the basis for 
AB 32 and SB 375. Concerns included local control, local land use authority, regional planning, 
the representative relationship between local elected officials and their constituents and concern 
that the SACOG staff was not elected by the public. 
 
Questions of clarification were raised by the City Council relative to any request from SACOG 
for the Council to sign a memorandum of understanding, land uses included in the Draft 
MTP/SCS relative to Colfax, and whether there would be any actual implications to Colfax as a 
result of the adoption of the MTP/SCS.  The council indicated that in communications with 
SACOG staff that regardless of the Colfax City Council’s position on the Draft MTP/SCS, it 
appeared SACOG would proceed with adoption of the MTP/SCS. 
 
Several councilmembers also expressed frustration about increasing state and federal 
requirements at a time when budgets are being cut and the economy is bad.  
 
Other questions of clarification included who was represented in organizations including the 
Green Alliance and the Morgan Family Foundation.  
 
 
Staff responded to all comments and questions in the Elected Official Information 
sessions. There were no comments that resulted in changes to the draft MTP/SCS. 
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Summary for: Sacramento County Elected Official Information Session 
Meeting Date: February 16, 2012 
 
Participants included 
Galt Mayor Barbara Payne 
Isleton Mayor Robert Jankovitz 
Elk Grove City Councilmember Gary Davis 
Rancho Cordova Mayor David Sander 
Sacramento City Councilmember Steve Cohn 
Sacramento City County Supervisor Susan Peters 
 
Total participants: 6 
 
Summary of Elected Officials’ comments:  
 
No additional elected official comments were provided at this meeting. 
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