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Regio nal Pla nning Pa rtnership
Wednesday, January 27, 2021, 2:00 to 3:30 p.m.

Meeting Information:
https://zoom.us/j/91688944772
You can also dial in using your phone:
Dial-in #: 877-853-5257 or 888-475-4499
Webinar ID: 916 8894 4772
Upon entry into the meeting please type your name for attendance.

The purpose of the Partnership is to assist SACOG with its transportation and air quality
planning and programming processes, with an emphasis on technical issues, by providing
consultation with a broad range of public and private constituencies. It also provides a
forum for local agencies in the region’s transportation and land use industry to contribute to
the policy-making and fund programming activities of SACOG, and to improve coordination
within the region.
The Regional Planning Partnership (RPP) consists of the five local air districts,
representatives of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources
Board (ARB), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
and state and local transportation agencies. The RPP meets bimonthly. Each RPP meeting is
open to the public and is currently being held virtually.
1. Introductions (Renée DeVere-Oki, 3 minutes)
o Welcome
o What is the RPP?
o Please enter your name upon logging in.
2. The SACOG Regional Agencies Partnership Update
o Updates from Staff (18 minutes)
 Topics in Transit – (Barbara VaughanBechtold, 3 minutes) Update on
any current topics in transit and SACOG’s Transit Coordinating
Committee.
 Update on SACOG Funding Programs/timelines (SACOG Staff, 3
minutes)
1. Transformative grant applications due February 1
2. Other Funding Instruments applications due February 1
3. Regional Early Action Planning grants due March 12
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4. Regional Active Transportation Program - 25 projects
received (recommendations released by April 1)
5. Community Design and Regional Program-Maintenance and
Modernization call for projects closed (recommendations
released by April 1)
 Statewide Funding Opportunities (Victoria Cacciatore, 3 minutes)
 Caltrans Sustainable Transportation Planning Grants due February 12,
5 p.m. (Victoria Cacciatore, 3 minutes)
 SACOG Board Update for 2021 (Clint Holtzen, 3 Minutes)
 Coordinated Rural Opportunities Plan (Renee DeVere-Oki, 3 minutes)
o Updates from Membership (5 minutes)
 Please feel free to share updates relevant to the region during this
time. Limit yourself to two minutes. (Raise your hand to be un-muted
or type an update to be read in the chat box)
3. ◄ CONSENSUS Item: 2021 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program
and Air Quality Conformity Analysis (Dustin Foster/Renee DeVere-Oki; 10 minutes)
RPP consensus is required to move the 2021-2024 MTIP and Air Quality Conformity
Analysis for SACOG committee and board approval. SACOG prepared the 2021-2024
MTIP and Air Quality Conformity Analysis in collaboration with federal, state,
regional and local partners, following all applicable rules and regulations. The public
review process ended on January 8, 2021 with minor administrative comments by
Caltrans and FHWA. SACOG staff addressed the comments and incorporated
necessary changes in the final documents, which can be accessed on SACOG’s
website. Final proposed drafts will be available early the week of 1/25.
4. Projects of Air Quality Concern (POAQC) Quarterly Update (Shengyi Gao/Renée
DeVere-Oki; 5 minutes) Since the last RPP on January 22, 2020, three projects were
reviewed by SACOG’s Project Level Conformity Group and were determined not to
be POAQCs. No projects were reviewed in eastern Solano County through MTC’s
process. A list of previous projects can be found at https://www.sacog.org/airquality. Projects reviewed were:
•
•
•

City of West Sacramento Broadway Bridge Project
Placer County Bell Road Ramp Project (Exempted)
Sacramento County Fair Oaks Complete Street Project

5. 2021 Regional Progress Report (Tina Glover/ Darren Conly; 30 minutes) SACOG has
released the 2021 Regional Progress Report, which tracks regional changes across
economic growth, development, travel and other important indicators. The report
includes new data sets and indicators that explore an even broader set of questions
and trends and serves as an early input to the next update to the region’s long-range
transportation plan.
6. Other Matters
7. Adjournment
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The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, March 24, 2021, 2:00 to 3:30 p.m. Please
visit www.sacog.org for more information.
◄ Indicates Action

This agenda and attachments are available on SACOG’s website at www.sacog.org. SACOG is
accessible to the disabled. As required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act
of 1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in implementation thereof, a person
who requires a modification or accommodation, auxiliary aids or services in order to
participate in a public meeting, including receiving this agenda and attachments in an
alternative format, should contact SACOG staff by e-mail (rdevere-oki@sacog.org) as soon
as possible and preferably at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.

2021 REGIONAL PROGRAM
TRANSFORMATIVE CATEGORY
GUIDELINES
APPLICATION AND GUIDELINES RELEASE DATE:
November 11, 2020
APPLICATIONS DUE:
4:00 p.m., Monday, February 1, 2021

This document contains the guidelines for the Transformative category of the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments (SACOG) 2021 Regional Program. The program grants funding from a variety of sources
to local government agencies and their partners to projects that meet performance outcomes, overall
policy, and selection considerations identified by the SACOG Board of Directors.
Please note: This funding program applies to the counties of Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba only.
Placer and El Dorado Counties have their own programming process through a Memorandum of
Understanding with SACOG. Projects must be located within the four-county portion of the region.
Section 1 contains the 2021 guidelines for the Transformative category of the Regional Program. Page 2
provides the schedule for this funding round.
Section 2 contains application instructions for the 2021 Transformative category of the Regional
Program. Please note the application itself is a separate document.
Section 3 contains evaluation guidance on addressing performance outcomes and evaluation criteria in
the 2021 Transformative category of the Regional Program.
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Reference Information
Schedule
Please note all dates are subject to change. To view the most recent information please go to:
https://www.sacog.org/regional-program.
November 11, 2020

Call for Projects begins with release of program guidelines and application

February 1, 2021

Project applications due by 4:00 p.m.

During the review period that follows, the applications will be evaluated and programming
recommendations for the various funding programs, including the Regional Program, will be made.
March 25, 2021

Staff releases project award recommendations

April 1, 2021

Transportation Committee recommends project awards to the
SACOG board for final approval

April 15, 2021

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

July 2021

Initiate programming and federal authorization request process,
depending on fund type received. The earliest opportunity anticipated to
receive funds is July 1, 20211

Program Contact
Please direct any questions regarding the Regional Program or the application process to the Regional
Program coordinator:
Garett Ballard-Rosa, Senior Planner
E-mail: gballard-rosa@sacog.org

1

Actual receipt of funds will vary. Please contact José Luis Cáceres, Team Manager of Project Delivery and the
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program at jcaceres@sacog.org for more precise information on
project delivery, such as how to accelerate the delivery of your project and when to expect receipt of funds,
especially if you would like to start state or federally-reimbursable work as soon as possible.
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Section 1: Program Guidelines
This section addresses the policy and processes to be utilized for the Regional Program. Application
instructions may be found in Section 2. The Regional Program is SACOG's largest competitive program
and is comprised of two primary categories.
•

The Transformative category is for all system expansion project requests (of any size) and for
larger (above $5m) non-expansion project requests that can demonstrate significant regional
benefit.

•

The Maintenance & Modernization category is for non-expansion project requests of $5 million
or less that improve the management and condition of existing transportation assets.

The below gives a simple decision tree chart between the Transformative and Maintenance &
Modernization categories. Sponsors can reach out to SACOG staff during the consultation phase if they
have detailed questions about project eligibility.
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Program Goal and Objectives
The policy framework adopted by the SACOG board in September 2020 provides the policy foundation
for this program. The emphasis of the Regional Program is to fund cost-effective transportation projects
that realize the performance benefits of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (MTP/SCS). The program seeks to promote effective and efficient use of limited state and
federal funding resources to both develop and maintain the regional transportation network and
provide regional benefits. This is accomplished through the funding of capital and lump-sum category
projects included in the 2020 MTP/SCS and reflected in the following performance objectives of the
MTP/SCS:
1. Reduce regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and/or greenhouse gases (GHG) per capita.
2. Reduce regional congested VMT per capita.
3. Increase multi-modal travel/alternative travel/choice of transportation options.
4. Provide long-term economic benefit within the region, recognizing the importance of sustaining
urban and rural economies.
5. Improve goods movement, including farm-to-market travel, in and through the region.
6. Significantly improve safety and security.
7. Demonstrate “state of good repair” benefits that maintain and improve the existing
transportation system.
The 2021 cycle adds “advance socioeconomic equity” as an eighth goal for the Regional Program. The
Transformative category incorporates this goal as a cross-cutting objective across the seven
performance outcomes, where sponsors can draw on data and analysis (including the environmental
justice data produced in the project performance assessment [PPA] tool) to evidence how the project
provides benefit for disadvantaged communities within the seven performance outcomes.

Funding
A budget of $163.9 million for the two Regional Program categories (Transformative, Maintenance &
Modernization) will be competitively available to project sponsors. The budget also supports the launch
of funding instrument tools—the revolving local match fund for federal or state competitive grant
applications (up to $16.4m total, $2m cap per sponsor) and the project funding gap program (up to
$8.2m total, $1.5m cap per sponsor) to cover budget gaps on previously funded projects. Guidelines and
applications for the funding instrument tools are provided as a separate document.
Each Regional Program category has different eligibility, screening, and selection criteria. The draft
budget target range for the Transformative category is $72m–$92m. An identical budget target range
will be used for the Maintenance & Modernization program category. The policy framework for the
2021 regional funding round also establishes an opportunity for a limited number of non-expansion
projects applying in the Transformative category to be considered for a multi-round (2+ year) funding
commitment. These longer-term funding commitments will be included as part of the staff
recommendation for awards.
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Financial support for this and other SACOG programs will come primarily from federal funding sources
expected to be available to the region. The SACOG board approved the amounts allocated to each
program before the start of the project selection process, according to the 2020 MTP/SCS and the
agency’s more immediate priorities. The overall selection of projects, across programs, is dependent on
the funding and fund sources available.
Most of the projects selected for this and other SACOG programs must qualify for the federal/state
funding sources available to SACOG. Federal funding requirements are applicable. For capital projects,
federal funds may be used for the preliminary engineering phase, which includes environmental work
and design, as well as for right-of-way and construction phases. Most of the available funding and
associated project programming in the MTIP will be between FY 2022-2023 and FY 2024-2025. It is likely,
however, that many projects will receive an earlier funding allocation if there is delivery failure for other
projects programmed earlier in the MTIP.
SACOG reserves the right to award less than the amount reserved for each funding program in a given
funding cycle. Additionally, SACOG encourages project applicants to seek other sources of funding that
may be available, and to demonstrate the ability to absorb any cost overruns and deliver the approved
project with no additional funding from the Regional Program.
Note that many projects selected for the Regional Program will receive State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) funding. Projects receiving this funding will be included in the SACOG
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) that is submitted to the California Transportation
Commission for approval. As such these projects will require supplemental information to be included
prior to the grant award.

Project Eligibility
A full application must be submitted to SACOG staff to be considered for funding. All of the following
conditions must be met for a project to proceed in the evaluation process. Failure to meet each
screening consideration will eliminate the project from further consideration.
1. Public agencies in the four-county region, Caltrans District 3, and special districts (e.g., air
districts, JPAs, transit agencies) are eligible to apply if they have a master agreement with
Caltrans to manage federal-aid funds or with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to manage
FTA funds as an FTA Grantee.
2. Projects must be listed in the 2020 MTP/SCS or fit within a lump-sum project category. Lump
sum project categories include road maintenance and reconstruction, transit vehicle
replacements, operational improvements, Intelligent Transportation Systems, and bicycle and
pedestrian investments. In other words, if your project is a road maintenance or operations,
transit vehicle replacement, and/or bicycle/pedestrian project it meets the lump sum MTP
eligibility requirement.
3. Project must be identified as either an “exempt” or “non-exempt” project on the application to
help determine eligibility related to air quality considerations. “Exempt” refers to any project
listed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as an approved exemption from a
regional air quality analysis per 40 CFR Subpart A § 93.126 and 93.127. Non-exempt projects are
still be eligible if they are explicitly listed in the current MTP/SCS project list that has undergone
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an air quality conformity approval process. Non-exempt project requests can be of any dollar
value. Funding requests for exempt project types need to be above $5 million (exempt projects
requesting $5 million or less apply in the Maintenance & Modernization category). “Exempt”
projects are typically considered “non-expansion” projects, while “Non-exempt” projects are
typically considered expansion projects.
4. Project scopes must be federal-aid eligible for Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ),
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) or State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) funding. Federal-aid eligible projects are those that significantly contain transportation
infrastructure in the public right-of-way. Activities or tasks within the project must be either
categorized as “construction,” “environmental,” “design” or “right-of-way.” Other planning
activities (e.g., general planning studies) are typically not federal-aid eligible and, therefore, not
eligible in the Transformative Category.
5. In addition to funding for capital projects, project development funding for federal-aid eligible
scope activities is also available for projects listed for implementation within the next 10 years
of the 2020 MTP/SCS.
6. Projects must provide a minimum of 11.47 percent match in non-federal funds towards the
project cost, as is required for all federal aid funding projects. In other words, for every
$100,000 of total project cost (grant and match combined), the Regional Program will pay up to
$88,530 for every $11,470 of match provided by the project applicant. State program funds that
are supported by federal revenues (e.g., HSIP, HBR) may also be used to meet the matching
requirements.
7. The project must be scheduled to begin construction no later than June 2025, with preliminary
engineering and environmental analysis scheduled within three years.
8. A request for construction funding must demonstrate that environmental, engineering, and
right-of-way are reasonably estimated in the application materials and the agency has the
financial capacity for ongoing operations and maintenance.
SACOG staff will advance any applications meeting all screening criteria into the project selection phase.

Project Selection Process
The process is simpler and streamlined from prior funding rounds so it reduces the time and resources
required from project sponsors. Streamlining elements include uniform Project Programming Requests
and eliminating several SACOG-specific forms. Project selection involves three distinct phases:

Advance Consultation & Sponsor Project Application Priorities
•

All potential applicants requesting a pre-application consultation are required to complete a
short “pre-application form” (which will be provided as part of the pre-application consultation).
The form provides background so that SACOG can offer input on project eligibility by program
category and will be a helpful reference for the advance consultation meeting.

•

SACOG staff and/or external working group member(s) will meet individually with any potential
applicant who makes a request for advance consultation. The consultation meetings are
optional for project sponsors. Through these meetings, a sponsor’s transportation investment
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needs for a two to five-year period will be discussed and SACOG staff will offer information and
advice about the various funding round programs. Technical assistance (e.g., data, mapping)
from SACOG will also be offered during the consultation.
•

Consultation will focus on the sponsor’s planning documents (e.g., capital improvement
program, pavement management system, transit asset management plan), as well as outreach
and engagement efforts (including activities to engage underserved communities), in the
context of the funding round policy framework.

•

SACOG seeks to engage with potential new project sponsors, including disadvantaged
communities, who were underrepresented in previous funding rounds. SACOG will ask sponsors
to describe their outreach to underserved communities or any need for technical assistance that
offers capacity building benefits towards application development.

•

Performance benefits and competitiveness of potential applications will be discussed, and
technical assistance offered during this phase of work. As part of this coordination, SACOG staff
will run the project performance assessment tool, a required part of the application, for any
sponsor that so wishes.

•

The consultation phase ends when the project sponsor submits their application and prioritizes
their funding requests.

Interagency Consultations & Application Submittal
•

Applicants are encouraged to coordinate their application preparation work with relevant
agencies and involve them in the consultation process (e.g., Caltrans, air quality management
districts, adjacent cities and counties, transit districts, or STA for Sacramento County project
sponsors). Jointly sponsored applications are offered special consideration in the project
selection phase.

•

Projects that were the subject of applications in a prior round can carry forward the prior
information into the new application with a simple update instead of brand-new material.

•

Eligible project sponsors must complete and submit all required application materials by the
February 1, 2021 deadline. As detailed in section 2.6, project sponsors must provide a priority
ranking for all submitted applications in all four Regional Program categories; if the sponsor is
applying to the Maintenance & Modernization category it must also include a table of priorities
just within that program category.

Project Evaluation and Selection Process
•

Work during this phase is primarily completed by working groups comprised of SACOG staff,
external experts, and project sponsors. All involved individuals will sign an agreement that
ensures conflict of interest requirements are met.

•

Section 3 defines the selection criteria and seven performance outcomes used by the working
groups. Applicants should use Section 3 to understand the approach that the working groups
will take when evaluating the proposed project against the performance outcomes. Applicants
should also consider the selection criteria when selecting competitive Transformative projects.
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•

The process begins with the technical project delivery working group comprised primarily of
experienced project engineers reviewing the project applications to confirm eligibility and
completing a programming risk assessment. The focus is on the sponsor’s project delivery trackrecord and the feasibility of the scope, schedule, and budget elements from the project
application. The technical working group review also looks at the cost-effectiveness and
leverage selection criteria.

•

Next, each project receives a quantitative evaluation of performance outcome indicators
provided through the PPA tool (or TAM data for certain transit projects). Many projects will
already have completed the PPA through the advance consultation phase. The quantitative
score is a more highly weighted criterion for Transformative project applications than for
Maintenance and Modernization project applications because these larger projects have
regional benefits that can be measured with more confidence.

•

A separate performance outcome working group then evaluates project benefits against the
performance selection criteria. The review occurs through sub-working groups, each focused on
a specific outcome (e.g., a set of experts to evaluate projects that selected the “multi-modal”
outcome, and a separate set of reviewers to review projects selecting the “support economic
prosperity” outcome). The performance outcome review draws on both the PPA/TAM results
and application material to evaluate the project benefit selection criteria.

•

The policy working group draws on input from the technical project delivery working group and
the performance outcomes-based working groups to complete the final evaluations. This
iterative process considers each application as an integrated whole. All application components
(engineering cost/feasibility analysis, cost-effectiveness, PPA outcomes, narrative responses) are
reviewed by experts individually and at the group level. The policy working group categorizes
submitted projects into three priority tiers (low, medium, and high) by the selection criteria
adopted by the SACOG board.

•

As a final step, SACOG staff and management review all working group recommendations across
the selection criteria and Regional Program categories to recommend a full project list to the
SACOG board for funding awards.

The following graphic illustrates this process.
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Implementation
Successful applicants who are awarded a grant will be asked to:
•

Amend their project into the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) via
SACTrak, the online MTIP project database.

•

Follow SACOG’s delivery policy at the time of the award for obligating and spending the grant
funds. The policy requires that project applicants honor the MTIP schedule and/or delivery
commitment schedules for obtaining funds and implementing the phases of the project.

•

Provide a local (non-federal) match. The required match for most federal funding is 11.47
percent of the participating phase cost and/or the total participating project cost required for
projects receiving federal funding in the Sacramento region. This does not include “in kind”
match but must be funding that is dedicated to eligible features within the project and included
in its overall cost.
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•

Comply with the California Transportation Commission’s State Transportation Improvement
Program Guidelines; the Caltrans’ Local Assistance Procedures Manual; and Caltrans’ Local
Assistance Program Guidelines.

•

Comply with SACOG’s delivery guidelines at the time of the award. SACOG makes RSTP and
CMAQ available on a first-come, first-served basis. STIP funds do not deliver on a first-come,
first-served basis, and so may not be as available for advancement. Some STIP funds may not be
available until SFY 2026/27. The earliest opportunity to receive awarded funding is July 1, 2021.2

•

When a project is programmed in the MTIP and is ready for implementation, the lead agency
requests a federal authorization (E-76) and/or STIP Allocation Request from Caltrans District 3
Local Assistance. Only after the project is authorized and/or allocated, can the sponsor incur
expenses that will then be reimbursed from the grant.

2

Actual receipt of funds will vary. Please contact José Luis Cáceres, Team Manager of Project Delivery and the
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program at jcaceres@sacog.org for more precise information on
project delivery, such as how to accelerate the delivery of your project and when to expect receipt of funds,
especially if you would like to start state or federally-reimbursable work as soon as possible.
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Section 2: Application Instructions
This section outlines the requirements for applying for a 2021 Regional Program grant in the
Transformative category. Check for any program updates under the 2021 Regional Program link at the
SACOG website: https://www.sacog.org/regional-program

Application Submittal
Applications are due by 4:00 p.m. PST on Monday, February 1, 2021. Submit your completed application
via email (i.e., no paper applications will be accepted) to the Regional Program coordinator:
Garett Ballard-Rosa
gballard-rosa@sacog.org
The subject line of your submittal email should use the following structure:
2021 Regional Program application: Project Sponsor, Project Title, Program Category (use
‘Transformative’ for the Transformative program category)
Example submittal email subject lines:
Ex. 1

2021 Regional Program application: Western Transit District, Light Rail Expansion,
Transformative

Ex. 2

2021 Regional Program application: County of Kalamazoo, Magnolia Way Expansion,
Transformative

All submittals will receive a confirmation of receipt email.

Applicant Reminders
1. Complete pre-application form in advance of consultation with SACOG prior to the application
deadline. Pre-application forms are shared as part of the consultation coordination.
2. Coordinate Project Performance Assessment (PPA) data table: SACOG will run the PPA tool for
any interested sponsor that requests a run prior to the deadline, 5:00 pm on December 18,
2020.
3. Check eligibility: If you require a co-applicant, please coordinate early with the eligible agency
to establish a partnership/sponsorship.
4. Include all required elements: The Regional Program application requires five components
detailed below.
5. Use the right templates: All SACOG-provided templates are available on the 2021 Regional
Program website: https://www.sacog.org/regional-funding-programs.
6. Submittal Deadline: By no later than 4:00 p.m. on Monday, February 1, 2021, please submit one
electronic (email) version of the application and corresponding components to Garett BallardRosa, Regional Program coordinator, at: gballard-rosa@sacog.org. Include each application
element/exhibit as a separate attachment in the submittal email.
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Application Contents Description
The Transformative category of the 2021 Regional Program includes five required components: (1)
Project Application, (2) Project Programming Request, (3) Engineer’s Cost Estimate, (4) either PPA or
Transit Asset Management (TAM) data table, and (5) Cost Effectiveness calculation. As explained below,
each sponsor needs to also include their Priority Ranking Table (6) once, either as part of the submission
for their highest priority project or separately to the SACOG program coordinator (i.e., no need to
include the table in every submission). Sponsors may include additional graphics, visuals, or support
letters (7), though these elements are optional. Applications must use the templates provided on the
SACOG website for the required elements.

Ref.
No. Application Content

Template
provided
by SACOG? Applies to

Submitted
as

1

Project Application

Yes

All projects

PDF

2

Simplified Project Programming Request

Yes

All projects

Excel

3

Engineer Cost Estimate

Yes

All projects

Excel

4a

Project Performance Assessment: Data Table Yes

All projects, except transit Excel
vehicle replacements

4b

Transit Asset Management Data

Yes

Transit vehicle
Excel
replacements/equipment

5

Cost Effectiveness calculation

Yes

All projects

Excel

6

Sponsor priority ranking table

Yes

Only need to include
once, not in every
application

PDF

7

Optional additional graphics, maps, visuals,
letters

No

All projects, but optional

PDF

All SACOG-provided templates are available on the 2021 Regional Funding Program website:
https://www.sacog.org/regional-program

2.1 Project Application
Complete the narrative-based questions and prompts contained in the application. The application
provides suggested lengths but does not require a minimum or maximum length for question responses.
If necessary, you may expand any of the application text boxes to fully answer the question, including
carrying the response or formatting over to the next page, or creating a new page.
Below are more detailed instructions for several of the questions.
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Project Background Section:
For the project description, be concise. Provide a one-to two-sentence description of your project. Do
not include purpose, benefits, or anything beyond a concise description of the work to be done. SACOG
will use the description to program the project in the MTIP and STIP via SACTrak (if it’s new). Therefore,
ensure that the description includes all relevant scope necessary for federal approvals. Do not include
any additional scope that won’t be delivered by this particular project. Use the following structure:
Location, facility, limits: Improvement (Repeat for multiple locations or limits).
Example Project Descriptions:
Ex. 1

In Rancho Cordova, on Folsom Blvd., from Bradshaw Rd. to Horn Rd.: Streetscape
improvements, including sidewalk gap closure, new bifurcated sidewalks (on south side
of Folsom Blvd.), new Class II bike lanes, and landscaped medians.

Ex. 2

In Elk Grove, along the south side of Elk Grove Creek from Laguna Springs Drive to Oneto
Park: Construct a separate Class I (off-street) bicycle/pedestrian trail. Along Laguna
Springs Drive, from Elk Grove Boulevard to Laguna Palms Way: Construct Class II (onstreet) bike lanes.

Performance Outcomes Section
In the Performance Outcomes section of the application, select two of the seven possible 2021 Regional
Program performance outcomes. Answer the narrative questions only for the two selected outcomes
(you can either delete or leave the sections for the other five outcomes blank). Projects will only be
evaluated on the applicant-selected two outcomes.
In the narrative component of the performance outcomes section the applicant can choose to include
any additional data, studies, or documentation to support the relevant performance outcome, especially
data the applicant feels is essential to describe the project conditions and purpose beyond data from the
PPA tool.

Leverage and Cost Effectiveness Section
Sponsors are asked to provide a simple cost effectiveness calculation. Section 2.5 gives more detail on
how to complete the simple calculation.

2.2 Simplified Project Programming Request (PPR)
The second required component of the 2021 Regional Program application is the Project Programming
Request (PPR). All projects need to complete a PPR that includes an estimated full project cost, even if
the project is for project development only (i.e., those seeking funds for environmental, design or rightof-way work). SACOG has simplified the standard PPR used by the state for the STIP. Projects that are
recommended for funding and programmed with STIP funds will be asked to update the PPR with
additional information as required by the California Transportation Commission. SACOG expects a
sizable portion of the 2021 awards to receive STIP funds.

How to fill out the simplified PPR?
Begin with the “Project Info” tab. Input the requested information in the white text boxes. Any cell that
is grey is either a header or will auto populate as you complete the form (i.e., do not input into any grey
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field, just white text boxes). The red triangles in the top right of the header cells provide reference for
each input.
For the “Project Milestone” table: for each phase of the project fill in either the “Completed” column
(date when milestone was completed) or the “Planned” column (date when you expect the milestone to
be completed). For example, a project that is currently in the design phase would use the “Completed”
column for all phases up to begin design, and then use the “Planned” column for all subsequent phases.
Transit vehicle replacement projects should have the vehicle purchase occur in the “construction” phase
of the PPR and need not fill out project milestones not applicable to transit.
Once the “Project Info” tab is complete, move to the “Funding Info” tab. All cells in rows 1 through 6 will
have automatically populated with material from the project info tab, except the SACOG ID cell. If your
project does not yet have a SacTrak project ID, you may leave this cell blank.
Next, fill in the various funding sources that comprise your project. The “Total Project Cost” table (rows
8-16) will auto-populate as you add in fund sources, so do not input any data into this grey table.
Instead, begin with Fund No. 1 (rows 18 through 27). Fund No. 1 is the request you are making on the
2021 SACOG funding round. Input your funding request (in $1,000s), split by project phase and
requested year of the funding. All requests should be rounded to the nearest $1,000. Then input all
additional funding sources for your project (in $1,000s). Reference the source of each fund in the cell
next to its fund number. For many projects this could include funding not yet secured. In the “note
funding status here” cell of each fund table, identify whether the funds are committed/already
programmed on the project, being competed through a separate funding source, or a different status.
In the case that you have more than eight funding sources, you may copy the “funding info” table or tab
with as many additional funding sources as you need. You would need to update the “Total Project Cost”
table if adding additional funding source tables.

2.3 Engineer’s Cost Estimate
Fill out the Engineer’s Cost Estimate with your project information. Please use the Excel version available
on the program website. Project development requests do need to include a cost estimate but can use
planning level estimates.

2.4 Project Performance Data
The 2021 Regional Program continues the tradition of using both quantitative and qualitative analysis as
part of project evaluation. As in prior cycles, each sponsor in the 2021 Regional Program is required to
include a project performance data table as part of the application package. Most projects will use the
Project Performance Assessment tool (4a) to create the required data table (for the 2021 round SACOG
has offered to run the PPA tool for any interested sponsors). Projects applying for transit vehicle
replacements or equipment are the one exception to using the PPA; these projects instead use the TAM
Data Table (4b).
The required data metrics are a uniform piece of information for each project’s evaluation but can only
provide part of the story of a project’s potential. As such, sponsors are encouraged to add any additional
data/analysis/evidence of project benefit in their application narrative response.
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4a. Project Performance Assessment Data Table
With the exception of projects falling under Section 4b, applicants to the 2021 Regional Program are
required to attach a Project Performance Assessment (PPA) data table as part of the application. The
data table for 4a must be submitted as an Excel file.
For the 2021 funding round SACOG has offered to run the PPA tool for all interested sponsors. If a
sponsor wants SACOG to complete any PPA runs, it should make a request to SACOG by 5:00 p.m. on
December 18, 2020. SACOG’s contact for the PPA runs is Darren Conly, dconly@sacog.org.
For any PPA requested by the sponsor by the deadline, SACOG will provide a completed PPA workbook
that the sponsor can use as element 4a. If the sponsor wishes to run the tool themselves, detailed
instructions are included as Attachment A.

4b. TAM Data Table
Transit agencies applying for transit vehicle replacements or equipment are required to submit Transit
Asset Management (TAM) data instead of using the PPA tool. Note that transit agencies submitting
requests for other types of projects (e.g., new service, new station, station improvements) are required
to attach the PPA data table (4a). Transit agencies should consult with SACOG staff in advance if unsure
whether they are required to provide TAM data or the PPA data table as part of their project
application.
Sponsors submitting TAM data will use the data table template on the Regional Program website. The
sponsor should use the most current data available and reference the data year in the table. Note that
sponsors using the TAM data will not have PPA indicators. Instead, the sponsor will provide evidence for
the program’s performance outcomes through the narrative section and with any additional data or
analysis provided in the application.

2.5 Cost-Effectiveness Calculation
Sponsors are required to complete a simple cost-effectiveness calculation. The measure looks at annual
total travel over annual cost and is calculated as:
(average daily travel x annualization factor) / (total project cost/ useful life estimate)
In preparing the inputs, use your best available estimates. We recognize the level of estimates may vary
based on the project’s stage. Planning level estimates are acceptable.

Input Description
Daily Travel: Use the estimated daily travel for once the investment is built. Road rehabilitation projects
can use existing ADT (average daily travel). For road expansion projects use your estimate for ADT once
the investment is complete (if you don’t have a build-year ADT you can reach out to SACOG, who will
provide an estimate based on lanes added and length). For transit projects use daily boardings.
Bike/ped/trail projects should report expected users.
Ex 1.

Main Street has an estimated ADT of 14,000 and bicycle and pedestrian counts estimate
a combined 1,000 walk and bike trips per day. The sponsor has requested a grant for
maintenance and modernization activities on Main Street including bike/ped
treatments. The sponsor should use 15,000 as the input in the daily travel cell.
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Ex 2.

Magnolia Way currently has an ADT of 10,000. The sponsor is adding an additional
vehicular lane and estimates ADT will increase by 5,000. The sponsor should use 15,000
(10,000 current + 5,000 new) as the input in the daily travel cell.

Ex 3.

Western Transit District is asking for a grant to replace part of their vehicle fleet. The
operator’s average number of daily boardings per bus is 1,500 and the award would
allow the sponsor to purchase 10 vehicles. The sponsor should use 15,000 boardings
(1,500 per bus x 10 buses) as the input in the daily travel cell.

Annualization: Factor to convert the typical daily travel/users into a yearly estimate. Use 365 as the
annualization factor.
Total project cost: Use the total cost to build (implement) the project, NOT just the project request.
Ex 1.

A sponsor is asking for $1 million for project development activities for a project that
will ultimately cost $5 million to complete. The sponsor should use $5 million in the
project cost cell.

Ex 2.

A sponsor is asking $4 million for construction and has already spent $1 million on
project development. The sponsor should use $5 million in the project cost cell.

Useful life estimate: This is the expected useful service life of the improvement (in years). The useful life
estimate covers the operating period during which the project provides full benefits. In other words, the
number of years until the same type of action (reconstruction, vehicle replacement, etc.) would need to
take place.

Input Tables (for application)
SPONSOR INPUTS ON COST EFFECTIVENESS
Daily Travel (ADT or boardings)
Annualization Factor

365

Project Cost
Useful Life Estimate (years)
COMPLETE THE COST EFFECTIVENESS CALCULATION
Cost Effectiveness Calculation = (daily travel x annualization factor) / (project cost/ useful life estimate)

2.6 Sponsor Priority Ranking Table
Project priority rankings are not a weighted selection criterion in the Transformative Category but are a
consideration in the evaluation and project selection efforts completed by the Policy Working Group.
Each sponsor needs to complete a single table that ranks all their submissions to the 2021 Regional
Program in terms of local agency priority (Sample Table 2, below). The table should include not only the
sponsor’s submissions to the Transformative and Maintenance & Modernization program categories,
but also any submissions to the smaller Revolving Local Match Fund and Project Funding Gap Fund.
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Note that project priority rankings are a weighted selection criterion in the Maintenance &
Modernization category so applicants in that category will need to complete a separate table of
priorities just within the category (Sample Table 1, below) if the applicant is submitting applications in
Maintenance & Modernization.
The sponsor should include these tables either in the application of their highest ranked project, or
directly to the SACOG program coordinator separate of the application (i.e., the table does not need to
be provided in every application submission) using the template provided on the program website.

Sample Table 1 –
MAINTENANCE & MODERNIZATION PROGRAM CATEGORY Funding Priorities for County of Kalamazoo
Sponsor Priority Rank w/in Maintenance
& Modernization
Project Name
1

Main Street Rehabilitation and Safety Project

2

Spruce Street Signalization and Operations

Sample Table 2 –
OVERALL 2021 REGIONAL PROGRAM Funding Priorities for County of Kalamazoo
Sponsor Priority
Rank

Project Name

Regional Program Category

1

Elm Avenue Complete Streets Gap Funding

Project Funding Gap

2

Main Street Rehabilitation and Safety Project

Maintenance & Modernization

3

Magnolia Avenue Widening

Transformative

4

Spruce Street Signalization and Operations

Maintenance & Modernization

5

Heartland Trail

Revolving Local Match

2.7 Optional Content
Project applicants may attach additional information to help the working groups understand the
significance of your project. This may include pictures of the project area, letters of support, and/or
other exhibits related to your project. Letters of support can be addressed to James Corless, SACOG’s
Executive Director. Do not send the letters of support directly to SACOG; instead, include any letters as
part of the overall application. Do not attach completed local planning documents.
SACOG encourages complete street and active transportation projects to include a cross section visual
as part of the application material. (StreetMix is available if you do not already have these documents.)
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Application checklist
Required content:
⃣

1. Complete project application. This includes selecting for evaluation two of the program’s
seven performance outcomes, and answering the associated questions for the selected two
outcomes
⃣

2. SACOG Project Programming Request
⃣

3. SACOG Engineer's Cost Estimate
⃣

4a. Project Performance Assessment Data Table or
⃣

4b. Transit Asset Management Data Table (for transit vehicle replacement and equipment
projects)
⃣

5. Cost-Effectiveness Calculation

Additional content:
⃣

6. Sponsor priority ranking tables (only needed once per sponsor, not in every application)
⃣

7. Additional graphics, maps, letters of support, visuals (optional)
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Section 3: Project Application Evaluation Guidance
The Transformative category of the 2021 Regional Program evaluates submitted applications across
three primary selection criteria: Project Benefit, Project Leverage & Cost Effectiveness, and Project
Readiness & Delivery. Each selection criteria category has two evaluation factors:
3.1

Project Benefit (50 points possible)
(1) Project Performance Assessment (PPA/TAM) score
(2) Project Benefit narrative score

3.2

Project Leverage & Cost Effectiveness (30 points possible)
(1) Project Leverage data and narrative score
(2) Cost-Effectiveness data calculation

3.3

Project Deliverability & Risk Assessment (20 points possible)
(1) Risk Assessment narrative score
(2) Project Readiness narrative score

Both quantitative data and qualitative narrative factors are part of the evaluation. This section provides
guidance on how the working groups will evaluate both the data and narrative components of the
selection criteria using high, medium, and low performance ranges.

3.1 Project Benefit
The Regional Program evaluates project benefit through seven performance outcomes and a crosscutting objective to advance socioeconomic equity as it supports the performance outcomes. Applicants
choose the two performance outcomes that best fit their project. Projects are then evaluated on the
two outcomes selected. The seven performance outcomes are:
1. Reduce regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and/or greenhouse gases (GHG) per capita.
2. Reduce regional congested VMT per capita.
3. Increase multi-modal travel/alternative travel/choice of transportation options.
4. Provide long-term economic benefit, recognizing the importance of sustaining urban and rural
economies.
5. Improve goods movement, including farm-to-market travel, in and through the region.
6. Significantly improve safety and security.
7. Demonstrate “state of good repair” benefits that maintain and improve the existing
transportation system.
Sponsors can incorporate any equity measures/analysis into the selected performance outcomes
narrative section to help demonstrate project need and benefit. The Project Performance Assessment
data table includes accessibility measures for disadvantaged communities to key services and amenities.
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Project Benefit review draws on quantitative and qualitative measures
•

Performance Outcomes are measured through the Project Performance Assessment (PPA)/TAM
and application narrative response. Any sponsor can also bring forward its own data in the
application material as part of the project evaluation.

•

Project Benefit is assessed relative to project size and within similar place types. The sponsor
provides evidence that the project is appropriate for the surrounding community’s current and
expected land uses and the application considers transportation needs for current and future
users. The project benefit criteria support project evaluation across a breadth of size, scope,
location, and context.

•

Project Benefit is also assessed relative to submitted applications for similar projects. This is a
secondary consideration but still important in the overall evaluation of the benefit.

Data Inputs to Performance Outcome Evaluation
Performance Outcome

Supporting Data Measure*

Reduce regional vehicle miles
- MTP/SCS change in jobs + dwelling units
travelled (VMT) and/or greenhouse - change in land use diversity
gases (GHG) per capita
- neighborhood services accessibility
Reduce regional congested VMT per - congestion severity
capita
- travel time reliability
- growth in project corridor
Increase multi-modal travel/
alternative travel/ choice of
transportation options

- street connectivity
- bike network connection
- transit activity
- residential travel mode split

Provide long-term economic
- job access & job growth
benefit, recognizing the importance (jobs sub outcome)
of sustaining urban and rural
- school access & enrollment
economies
(training sub outcome)

Data provided by
Data produced by
PPA tool. Sponsor
includes PPA results
in application.
Transit vehicle
replacement
projects will instead
use TAM data.
Any sponsor can
also provide their
own additional data
to speak to any
performance
outcome (optional).

- acres of ag land near project
(agriculture sub outcome)
Improve goods movement,
including farm-to-market travel, in
and through the region

- STAA truck route status
- industrial jobs share
- industrial job growth

Significantly improve safety and
security

- total collisions
- collision rate
- fatality and bike/ped collision rate

Demonstrate “state of good repair” - PCI (sponsor provided)
benefits
- volumes (sponsor provided)
- TAM data (sponsor provided)
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Cross-cutting measures (i.e., can
inform any of above performance
outcomes)

- Environmental justice (EJ) population
- EJ percent
- EJ accessibility

*Freeway projects use slightly different data measures to demonstrate performance outcomes, given their
different travel sheds. The PPA documentation has further detail for freeway projects.

Project Benefit Evaluation Scores
The project receives high scores for the quantitative (i.e., PPA/TAM/sponsor data) and
qualitative (i.e., narrative benefit description) measures relative to (1) its project size
and similar place types; and (2) submitted applications for similar projects.

High
(36 to 50)

The project receives medium scores for the quantitative (i.e., PPA/TAM/sponsor data)
and qualitative (i.e., narrative benefit description) measures relative to (1) its project
size and similar place types; and (2) submitted applications for similar projects.

Medium
(18 to 35)

The project receives low scores for the quantitative (i.e., PPA/TAM/sponsor data) and
qualitative (i.e., narrative benefit description) measures relative to (1) its project size
and similar place types; and (2) submitted applications for similar projects.

Low
(0 to 17)

3.2 Project Leverage and Cost Effectiveness Analysis
Longstanding SACOG board direction places an emphasis on making the most cost-effective funding
decisions, which is achieved by selecting projects that maximize performance outcomes and minimize
project costs. A related board interest is to fund projects that leverage additional funds and serve as a
catalyst for additional investments (public or private) in the immediate area.
Evaluation will draw on two related factors. Application narrative is the primary input because the data
required from project sponsors is limited for this criterion. The project delivery working group will be
responsible for the evaluation of project leverage and cost-effectiveness criteria. The working group will
consider both the applicant’s narrative response and Project Programming Request. In the Project
Programming Request the reviewer will look for leverage and any additional local funding secured that
can be a catalyst for other investments.

(1) Project Leverage (up to 15 points possible)
•

The sponsor commits a relatively high match of non-federal funds towards project
implementation. A higher score may still be possible if the sponsor demonstrates that they are
likely to later leverage other funds to accelerate project development work or to use towards
the construction phase of the project. For a project development application, the sponsor
should demonstrate that a SACOG funding award enhances the sponsor’s competitiveness in
pursuing a federal or state grant program. Application match will be compared across
applications to establish a high/medium/low ‘relative’ amount. In prior funding rounds, a high
match was roughly double the minimum match requirement and a medium match level was
approximately 1.5 the minimum match requirement level.

•

Evidence that supportive and related capital investments in the immediate project area are
more likely to happen by the implementation of the project. To evidence this criterion,
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sponsors will answer a brief narrative-based question in the application; the review will also look
at the PPA indicators discussed above for context of growth in the project area.
Project Leverage Scoring Template (for construction funding application)
The project has a large, committed match of non-federal funds, and/or clear evidence
that additional funding is likely to be secured by December 2022 to accelerate project
implementation. Likewise, the application makes a compelling case that additional
funding is very likely to support related capital investments in the immediate project
area.

High
(11 to 15)

The project’s match is about average, and the application offers some solid evidence
that additional local funding likely will be secured by December 2022 to accelerate
project implementation. The material provided in the narrative suggests additional
funding is somewhat likely to support related capital investment in the immediate
project area.

Medium
(5 to 14)

The project has a low match and little evidence of additional local funding likely by
December 2022 to accelerate project implementation. The application does not
provide sufficient evidence that additional funding is likely to support related capital
investment in the immediate project area.

Low
(0 to 4)

Project Leverage Scoring Template (for project development application)
The project has a large, committed match, and clear evidence that additional local
funding will be secured by December 2022 to accelerate project implementation.
Likewise, the application clearly identifies how a project development award enhances
the sponsor’s competitiveness pursuing a federal or state grant program.

High
(11 to 15)

The project’s match is about average, and the application has some evidence that
additional local funding likely will be secured by December 2022 to accelerate project
implementation. The application somewhat identifies how a project development
award enhances the sponsor’s competitiveness pursuing a federal or state grant
program.

Medium
(5 to 14)

The project has a low match and little evidence of additional local funding likely by
December 2022 to accelerate project implementation. The application does not
adequately account for how a project development award enhances the sponsor’s
competitiveness pursuing a federal or state grant program.

Low
(0 to 4)

(2) Cost-effectiveness (up to 15 points possible)
Applications will be evaluated by a simplified methodology that divides the project’s expected users by
its expected costs. See Section 2.5 for details on the methodology and directions for completing this
simple calculation as part of the application.

Page 22 of 30

Cost Effectiveness Scoring Template
The project’s cost elements are low relative to similar projects while the simple
benefit-to-cost calculation scored high compared to peer projects.

High
(11 to 15)

The project’s cost elements are average relative to similar projects while the simple
benefit-to-cost calculation scored average compared to peer projects.

Medium
(5 to 14)

The project’s cost elements are high relative to similar projects while the simple
benefit-to-cost calculation scored low compared to peer projects.

Low
(0 to 4)

3.3 Project Delivery Risk Assessment & Readiness
(1) Project Delivery Risk Assessment (up to 10 points possible)
Applications for construction or project development funding should include a well-defined funding
plan, budget and schedule that demonstrate the implementation of the project is feasible. Construction
funding requests will demonstrate coordination with stakeholders throughout the planning and project
implementation phases and identification of commitments to maintain the improvements after
completion. Project development requests will focus on the ability of the applicant to deliver the
phase(s) of the project for which funding is sought.
Applicant project delivery history is also a consideration. SACOG’s Programming & Project Delivery team
will supply the delivery information to the working group about project sponsors and prior funding
awards. For example, information will include whether the project sponsor has failed to deliver a SACOG
funded project commitment or lost any federal/state funding within the last three years.
The working group will consider both the applicant’s narrative response and Project Programming
Request. In the Project Programming Request the reviewer will assess if the project scope, schedule, and
budget are reasonable in comparison to similar project types. The technical project delivery working
group will use a risk assessment checklist:

Detailed Scope, Schedule, and Funding Plan
•
•
•

Well-defined project scope
Well-defined schedule and budget
Identified funding need to continue project development

Implementation Considerations
•
•
•
•
•

Evidence from plans that the project is identified as a priority investment for the sponsor
Identified implementation issue(s) can be resolved or mitigated
High levels of community and governing body support
Clear evidence of advance coordination with project partners
Sponsor has a solid track record delivering on earlier SACOG funding awards

Project Lifecycle
•
•

Clear evidence of funding sources to maintain the project after completed
Clear evidence of sponsor agency commitment for maintaining the project after it is completed
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Project Deliverability Risk Assessment Scoring Template
The application includes a well-defined funding plan, budget and schedule;
implementation of the project phase is feasible; a high level of support for the project
is demonstrated and there is a good financial plan to maintain the project once built or
launched; the project sponsor has a strong record delivering earlier federal/state
funding awards.

High
(7 to 10)

The application includes an adequate funding plan, budget and schedule;
implementation of the project phase is feasible, but some risks have been identified;
an adequate level of support for the project is demonstrated and there is reasonable
financial plan to maintain the project once built or launched; the project sponsor has
an average track record delivering earlier federal/state funding awards and/or some
delivery risks in the application are identified.

Medium
(3 to 6)

The sponsor does not adequately demonstrate through the application that it is an
implementable project, or the application does not provide sufficient evidence of
project support or the project support or does not include an adequate financial plan
to maintain the project once built or launched. The project has notable delivery risks,
and/or the project sponsor has failed to deliver on prior federal/state funding awards.

Low
(0 to 2)

(2) Project Readiness (up to 10 points possible)
For construction funding requests, projects demonstrating a higher state of construction readiness will
receive a higher score. Readiness includes technical and financial readiness such as completion of
engineering, environmental and design, secured funding towards project completion, feasible schedule,
etc. Readiness considerations for project development funding requests focus on evidence the sponsor
can complete the project phases for which SACOG funding is requested (e.g., environmental, design,
right-of-way).
Working groups will use a project readiness checklist for project status (not initiated, underway,
complete):
•
•
•
•

Status of planning and scoping documents (this is especially important for project development
applications that are seeking funds for environmental, design or right-of-way work)
Status of environmental phase and clearances
Status of preliminary engineering & design phase
Status of right-of-way acquisitions

Project Readiness Scoring Template
For construction funding requests, the sponsor has completed all project development
phases and/or clearly demonstrates in the application they have the resources and
commitment to complete the remaining phases in the near-term.

High
(7 to 10)

For project development funding requests, the application provides clear evidence that
the sponsor is ready to complete the project phases for which SACOG funding is
requested (e.g., environmental, design, right-of-way) in a timely manner.
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For construction funding requests, the sponsor has completed nearly all project
development phases and/or offers adequate evidence in the application they are likely
to have the resources and commitment to complete the remaining phases in a timely
manner. Some timing or resource concerns may lead to a medium range score vs. a
high range score.

Medium
(3 to 6)

For project development funding requests, the application provides adequate evidence
that the sponsor is ready to complete the project phases for which SACOG funding is
requested (e.g., environmental, design, right-of-way). Some timing or resource
concerns may lead to a medium range vs. high range score.
For construction funding requests, the sponsor has not completed many project
development phases and/or does not offer adequate evidence in the application they
are likely to have the resources and commitment to complete the remaining phases in
a timely manner. Many timing or resource concerns may lead to a low range vs.
medium range score.

Low
(0 to 2)

For project development funding requests, the application does not provide adequate
evidence that the sponsor is ready to complete the project phases for which SACOG
funding is requested (e.g., environmental, design, right-of-way). Many timing or
resource concerns may lead to a low range vs. medium range score.

3.4 Policy Working Group and Project Tiering
The policy working group completes the final evaluations through taking input from the technical
project delivery working group and the performance outcome-based working groups. A key integration
role is to sort the projects into three project tiers (low, medium, and high). The qualitative assessment of
other project application details (e.g., application narrative,) are then considered to establish final
project selection tiers for award consideration.
The project tiers consider evaluation inputs (1) and (2) together for each criterion. This method
simplifies a series of numbers into a relative score of four tiers by selection criteria. Figures 1 through 3
illustrate the tiers to evaluate Transformative project applications.
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Figure 1 – Project Tiers for Project Benefit

Figure 2 – Project Tiers for Project Leverage & Cost Effectiveness
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Figure 3 – Project Tiers for Project Delivery & Risk Assessment

*A project that receives a high numeric score on the risk assessment signifies the review found the
project had low associated risks.
The benefit of using a tiering system is that it gives the policy working group the ability to quickly
reference how all scored projects relatively compare to each other. Each project is grouped into a
high/medium/low category by the three selection criteria using the groupings shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1 – Project Selection Tiers
Tier

Factor 1

Factor 2

Grouping

1

High

High

High

2

High

Low

Medium

3

Low

High

Medium

4

Low

Low

Low
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Attachment A: How to use the online Project Performance Assessment tool
Step 1: Open the online PPA tool
•

Applicants can access the PPA tool on the funding round website or through the
following link: https://www.sacog.org/project-performance-assessment.

Step 2 – Explore data layers
•

Prior to running the tool, you can explore a rich variety of transportation and
demographic data in and near your project area. To browse through these data layers,
click on the Layers icon in the top left part of the window, indicated below:

Step 3: Choose which tool you will be using
•

For the Regional Program application, click the below icon in the header bar to open the
Regional Program tool.

Step 4: Draw out your project in the Inputs Tab
•

Zoom in to the location of your project on the map. Use the mouse to move around in
the map and to zoom in.

•

Select the line input project line type. (From left to right: straight, segmented, curvy.)
o

NOTE: draw the full extent of the project, being as accurate as possible.

o

If your project extent is too large for the screen, the segmented (polyline) line
input allows you to scroll while drawing a line

•

Clicking red trash bucket button will clear the entire segment.

•

For intersection projects, draw a very short line that just covers the width of the
intersection. Zooming in to the intersection location(s) will help with accuracy.

Projects with unique geographies (new facility, system wide investments, or any project not
tied to a specific geography or facility) or projects whose primary benefits are to provide an
alternative to an existing facility need to work with SACOG staff to create a custom
geography in the PPA tool by the PPA deadline of December 18, 2020. SACOG’s contact for
the PPA tool is Darren Conly, dconly@sacog.org.
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Step 5: Fill in your project’s information in the Inputs Tab
•

Enter a unique name of the project. The project name should tie to the project title of
your application but cannot exceed 30 characters.

•

Enter the Jurisdiction/Agency that is the project sponsor.

•

Select the project type. For projects using the Regional Program interface there are
three different project types: (1) freeway projects (any freeway project, regardless of
program category), (2) arterial or transit expansion projects (for Transformative
program category), and (3) complete streets/state of good repair (for Maintenance and
Modernization program category). Note that transit vehicle replacement projects do
not use the PPA, as there is no spatial component to the project. Instead, transit vehicle
replacement projects use the separate Transit Asset Management data.

•

For the Regional Program, select the performance outcomes that you want to evaluate
your project on. The script will bring these performance outcomes to the front of the
output sheet.

•

Input the user provided data (Average Daily Traffic Volumes, Posted Speed Limit, and
Pavement Condition Score).
o

Annual Daily Traffic (ADT) only applies to Performance Outcome #3 (multimodal) and Performance Outcome #7 (State of Good Repair). If the applicant is
not claiming either of those Performance Outcomes, put a “0” (zero) in the ADT
field.

o

Speed Limit only applies to Performance Outcome #3 (multi-modal). If the
applicant is not claiming that Performance Outcome, put a “0” (zero) in the
speed limit field.

o

Pavement Condition Index (PCI) only applies to Performance Outcome #7 (State
of Good Repair). If the applicant is not claiming that Performance Outcome, put
a “0” (zero) in the PCI field.

Step 6: Execute the tool
•

After you’ve reviewed the information for completeness and reviewed the segment to
ensure it is correctly drawn, click the Run button at the bottom right of the input tab.

•

Wait for the tool to complete. This could take between 5 and 10 minutes. The more
people using the tool at a given time, the longer it will take to complete the run.

Step 7: Review the Summary Table
•
•

After the tool completes, it will return a link to download an Excel file containing your
project’s report.
The Regional Program guidelines and PPA documentation provide further guidance on
how the working group will interpret the PPA data results.
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Step 8: Save report pages
•

With the Excel spreadsheet open, go to File > Save and save for workbook as an excel.

•

Attach the excel to your application as element 4a.
To create a second project, navigate back to the input tab, hit the red trash icon to clear
the project line. You also need to manually delete the inputs. Then start over from Step 2.
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2021 REGIONAL PROGRAM
Revolving Match Fund
Project Funding Gap Support
APPLICATION AND GUIDELINES RELEASE DATE:
December 7, 2020
APPLICATIONS DUE:
4:00 p.m., Monday, February 1, 2021

This document contains the guidelines and applications for the Revolving Match Fund and the Project
Funding Gap Fund of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 2021 Regional Program.
Please note: This Funding Program applies to the counties of Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba only.
Placer and El Dorado Counties have their own programming process through a Memorandum of
Understanding with SACOG. Projects must be located within the four-county portion of the region.
Section 1 contains the guidelines
Section 2 contains application instructions
Section 3 contains evaluation guidance for the applications

Schedule
Please note all dates are subject to change. To view the most recent information please go to:
https://www.sacog.org/regional-program.
December 7, 2020

Call for Projects begins with release of program guidelines and application

February 1, 2021

Project applications due by 4:00 p.m.

During the review period that follows, the applications will be evaluated and programming
recommendations for the various funding programs, including the Regional Program, will be made.
March 25, 2021

Staff releases project award recommendations

April 1, 2021

Transportation Committee recommends project awards to the
SACOG board for final approval

April 15, 2021

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

July 2021

Initiate programming and federal authorization request process,
depending on fund type received. The earliest opportunity anticipated to
receive funds is July 1, 2021

Program Contact
Please direct any questions regarding the Regional Program or the application process to the Regional
Program coordinator:
Garett Ballard-Rosa, Senior Planner
E-mail: gballard-rosa@sacog.org
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Section 1: Guidelines
This section addresses the policy and processes to be utilized for the Project Funding Gap Support and
Revolving Local Match Fund. Applications instructions for both programs are available in Section 2.
These funding instruments are a component of SACOG’s Regional Program and consistent with the
requirements for the Maintenance & Modernization and Transformative program categories.
•

A budget of up to $16.39 million (10% of total Regional Program) will be made available for the
Revolving Match Fund category.

•

A budget of up to $8.19 million (5% of total Regional Program) will be made available for the
Project Gap Funding Support category.

Objectives
The policy framework adopted by the SACOG Board in September 2020 provides the policy foundation
for the Regional Program that encompasses the two funding instrument categories. Both funding
instruments are intended to help project sponsors with additional funding to help pursue federal or
state grants and to support the delivery of their maintenance and capital programs.
•

The Project Funding Gap Support provides new funding to a sponsor who needs to cover with a
budget gap on a project that received a SACOG funding award since 2015.

•

The Revolving Local Match Fund provides SACOG funding to help a sponsor meet match
requirements for a federal or state grant. Match awards provided for unsuccessful grant
applications are returned to the fund and recirculated for future applicants.

Most of the projects selected for this and other SACOG programs must qualify for the federal/state
funding sources available to SACOG. Federal funding requirements are applicable. For capital projects,
federal funds may be used for the preliminary engineering phase, which includes environmental work
and design, as well as for right-of-way and construction phases.

Project Eligibility: Project Funding Gap Support
A complete application must be submitted to SACOG staff to be considered for funding. All of the
following conditions must be met for a project to proceed in the evaluation process. Failure to meet
each screening consideration will eliminate the project from further consideration.
1. Applicants with a SACOG funding award in the 2015, 2018, or 2019 regional funding round
cycles are eligible to apply. All federal-aid eligible projects in the Regional/Local (Regional
Program in 2018 round onwards), Community Design, and Green Region programs will be
considered. Eligible sponsors must still have a master agreement with Caltrans to manage
federal-aid funds or with the Federal Transit Administration. Member agencies, Caltrans District
3, and transit districts can independently submit their application. Other special districts and
public agencies (e.g., air districts, JPAs, transportation management associations) are eligible to
apply directly, but they must have a member agency co-applicant with whom they coordinate
with during the consultation process to receive a funding request priority ranking.
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2. There is a $1.5 million cap per funding award and no more than one award is available per
project sponsor through the 2021 Regional Program.
3. Project must be listed in the 2020 MTP/SCS or fit within a lump-sum project category. Lump sum
project categories include road maintenance and reconstruction, transit vehicle replacements,
operational improvements, Intelligent Transportation Systems, and bicycle and pedestrian
investments. In other words, if your project is a road maintenance or operations, transit vehicle
replacement, and/or bicycle/pedestrian project it meets the MTP/SCS eligibility requirement.
4. Project must be scheduled for construction within one year of the gap funding award. SACOG
board action on funding awards is anticipated for April 15, 2021 so eligible projects will be
scheduled for construction by April 15, 2022.
5. Projects must still be federal-aid eligible for Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ),
Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) or State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) funding. Federal-aid eligible projects are those that significantly contain transportation
infrastructure in public right-of-way. Activities or tasks within the project must be either
categorized as “construction,” “environmental,” “design” or “right-of-way.” Other planning
activities (e.g., general planning studies) are typically not federal-aid eligible and, therefore, not
eligible for the Project Funding Gap Support fund.
6. Sponsors must continue to provide a minimum of 11.47 percent match in non-federal funds
towards the project cost, unless the project is in a disadvantaged community; in that case, the
match requirement on the gap award is waived. In other words, for every $100,000 of total
project cost (grant and match combined), the fund will pay up to $88,530 for every $11,470 of
match provided by the project applicant. State program funds that are supported by federal
revenues (e.g., HSIP, HBR) may also be used to meet the matching requirements.
SACOG staff will advance any applications meeting all screening criteria into the project selection phase.

Project Eligibility: Revolving Local Match Fund
A full application must be submitted to SACOG staff to be considered for funding. All of the following
conditions must be met for a project to proceed in the evaluation process. Failure to meet each
screening consideration will eliminate the project from further consideration.
1. Eligibility extends to any public agency in the four-county region, Caltrans District 3, and special
districts (e.g. air districts, JPAs, transit agencies) if they have a master agreement with Caltrans
to manage federal-aid funds or with the Federal Transit Administration to manage FTA funds as
an FTA Grantee. Member agencies, Caltrans District 3, and transit districts can independently
submit their application. Other special districts and public agencies (e.g., air districts, JPAs,
transportation management associations) are eligible to apply directly, but they must have a
member agency co-applicant with whom they coordinate with during the consultation process
to receive a funding request priority ranking.
2. Projects must be listed in the 2020 MTP/SCS or fit within a lump-sum project category. Lump
sum project categories include road maintenance and reconstruction, transit vehicle
replacements, operational improvements, Intelligent Transportation Systems, and bicycle and
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pedestrian investments. In other words, if your project is a road maintenance or operations,
transit vehicle replacement, and/or bicycle/pedestrian project it meets the MTP eligibility
requirement.
3. Projects must be federal-aid eligible for Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ), Regional
Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) or State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
funding. Federal-aid eligible projects are those that significantly contain transportation
infrastructure in public right-of-way. Activities or tasks within the project must be either
categorized as “construction,” “environmental,” “design” or “right-of-way.” Other planning
activities (e.g., general planning studies) are typically not federal-aid eligible and, therefore, not
eligible in the Maintenance & Modernization category.
4. Projects in disadvantaged communities may use a match award to meet a minimum match
requirement on a federal or state grant. Projects outside of these geographies are eligible for a
match award if they can separately meet the minimum match required on a grant. In these
cases, sponsors must already have committed a minimum of 11.47 percent match in non-federal
funds towards the project cost. State program funds that are supported by federal revenues
(e.g., HSIP, HBR) may also be used to meet the matching requirements.
5. Federal or state grant programs eligible for funding support must be primarily transportationfocused. Federal program examples include the BUILD and INFRA programs from the Federal
Highway Administration and Low or No Emission Vehicle Program from the Federal Transit
Administration. State grant program examples include the Senate Bill 1 competitive grant
programs: Local Partnership, Solutions for Congested Corridors and Trade Corridor
Enhancement.
6. Match awards must be used on a federal or state transportation grant application within one
year from the time of receipt. If the grant application is unsuccessful, the unused match awards
return to the fund and reprogrammed. SACOG board action on funding awards is anticipated for
April 15, 2021 so match funding requests should be for applications that will be submitted by
April 15, 2022.
SACOG staff will advance any applications meeting all screening criteria into the project selection phase.

Project Selection & Implementation Process
Please review the Maintenance & Modernization or Transformative program guidelines for details on
the advance consultation, application, evaluation, and implementation phases. Pay particular attention
to the process and requirements for prioritizing funding requests. Project sponsors must provide an
‘overall prioritization’ for the Revolving Local Match Fund and Project Gap Funding Support fund in
comparison to other applications submitted in the Maintenance & Modernization or Transformative
categories.
Evaluation of applications is primarily completed by working groups comprised of SACOG staff, external
experts, and project sponsors. As a final step, SACOG staff and management review all working group
recommendations across the selection criteria and Regional Program categories to recommend a full
project list to the SACOG board for funding awards.
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Section 2: Application Instructions
This section outlines the requirements for applying for a 2021 Regional Program grant in the Project Gap
Funding Support or Revolving Match Fund program categories. Check for any program updates under
the 2021 Regional Program link at the SACOG website: https://www.sacog.org/regional-program.

Application Submittal
Applications are due by 4:00 p.m. PST on Monday, February 1, 2021. Submit your completed application
via email (i.e., no paper applications are required) to the Regional Program coordinator:
Garett Ballard-Rosa
gballard-rosa@sacog.org
The subject line of your submittal email should use the following structure:
2021 Regional Program application: Project Sponsor, Project Title, Program Category
Example submittal email subject lines:
2021 Regional Program application: County of Kalamazoo, Elm Avenue Complete Streets, Project
Gap Funding Support Category
2021 Regional Program application: County of Kalamazoo, Heartland Trail, Revolving Match
Fund Category
All submittals will receive a confirmation of receipt email.

Applicant Reminders
1. Complete pre-application form in advance of consultation with SACOG prior to application
deadline.
2. Check eligibility: If you require a co-applicant, please coordinate early with the eligible agency
to establish a partnership/sponsorship.
3. Include all required elements: Review checklist at the end of the application.
4. Use the right templates: All SACOG-provided templates are available on the 2021 Regional
Program website: https://www.sacog.org/regional-program
5. Submittal Deadline: By no later than 4:00 p.m. on Monday, February 1, 2021, please submit one
electronic (email) version of the application and corresponding components to Garett BallardRosa, Regional Program coordinator, at: gballard-rosa@sacog.org.

Application Contents Description:
The Project Gap Funding Support and Revolving Match Fund categories of the 2021 Regional Program
include a required application plus associated exhibits. The Project Gap Funding Support category
requires a Project Programming Request and Engineers Estimate. As explained below, each sponsor
needs to also include a ranking table once, as part of the submission for their highest priority project
(i.e., no need to include the table in every submission, just one). Sponsors in either category that are
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requesting to waive the local match requirement must also include a brief supplemental section. Finally,
sponsors may include additional graphics, visuals, or support letters, though these elements are
optional. Applications must use the templates provided on the SACOG website for the required
elements.
All SACOG-provided templates are available on the 2021 Regional Funding Program website:
https://www.sacog.org/regional-program.

2.1 Project Application
Complete the questions and prompts contained in the application. The application provides suggested
lengths for question responses but does not require a minimum or maximum length. If necessary, you
may expand any of the application text boxes to fully answer the question, including carrying the
response or formatting over to the next page, or creating a new page.

2.2 Project Programming Request (PPR): only for Project Gap Funding
Support applications
The second required component of the Project Gap Funding Support application is an updated
streamlined Project Programming Request (PPR) or an edit to the PPR submitted in the original
application that makes clear any changes to the scope, schedule, and budget to the project since the
time of the initial funding award.
If a new PPR is needed, please see the guidelines for the Maintenance & Modernization or
Transformative categories for directions on preparing the new PPR.

2.3 Engineer’s Cost Estimate: only for Project Gap Funding Support
applications
The Engineer’s Cost Estimate from the original application should be included with your project
information in the Project Gap Funding Support application, along with any notes as to why the project
will cost more to implement than originally estimated.

2.4 Sponsor Priority Ranking Table
Project priority rankings are an important consideration for both the Project Gap Funding Support and
Revolving Match Fund categories. As such, each sponsor needs to complete an overall priorities table
that includes any funding requests from the Project Gap Funding or Revolving Match Fund categories.
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Sample Table 1 –
OVERALL 2021 REGIONAL PROGRAM Funding Priorities for County of Kalamazoo
Sponsor Priority
Rank

Project Name

Regional Program Category

1

Elm Avenue Complete Streets

Project Gap Funding Support

2

Main Street Rehabilitation and Safety Project

Maintenance & Modernization

3

Magnolia Avenue Widening

Transformative

4

Spruce Street Signalization and Operations

Maintenance & Modernization

5

Heartland Trail

Revolving Local Match

2.5 Supplemental Section for Projects in Disadvantaged Communities
If you have requested to waive the program’s local match requirement you must fill out the
supplemental section on how your project serves a disadvantaged or vulnerable community. If you are
providing at least 11.47 percent match you may leave this section blank. See the guidelines for the
Maintenance & Modernization program category for guidance on completing this supplemental section.

2.6 Optional Content
Project applicants may attach additional information to help the working groups understand your
funding request, however, the intent is to minimize the application resource and time needed to apply
within these two program categories.

Application checklist
Your application must include:

⃣

⃣

⃣

⃣

⃣

1. Complete project application.
2. SACOG Project Programming Request (only for Project Gap Funding Support applications)
3. Original Engineers Estimate (only for Project Gap Funding Support applications)
4. Sponsor priority ranking table(s) (only needed on submission of sponsor’s highest ranked
project)
5. Supplemental Section for Local Match Waiver (for eligible applicants)
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Section 3: Project Application Evaluation Guidance
The Project Gap Funding Award and Revolving Match Fund categories of the 2021 Regional Program
evaluate submitted applications across two selection criteria: Project Sponsor Priorities and Project
Deliverability & Readiness. Each selection criteria category has two evaluation factors:
Project Sponsor Priorities (50 points possible)
(1) Sponsor Priority Ranking
(2) Documentation & Support for Priorities
Project Deliverability & Readiness (50 points possible)
(1) Risk Assessment narrative score
(2) Project Readiness narrative score
This section provides guidance on how the working groups will evaluate both the data and narrative
components of the selection criteria using high, medium, and low performance ranges.

3.1 Project Sponsor Priorities
Sponsors will provide a table of their overall Regional Program priority rankings, including both the
Project Gap Funding Support and Revolving Match Fund categories, as described in Section 2.4.

3.2 Project Deliverability & Readiness:
(1) Project Delivery Assessment (up to 25 points possible)
Applications for Project Gap Funding Support funding will be more competitive if the scope, support,
and implementation feasibility of the project has not changed significantly since the time of the initial
SACOG funding award. It should be clear that the project can be under construction within one year of a
funding award.
Applications for the Revolving Match Fund should be for projects that are feasible and likely to be
implemented on the schedule anticipated by the sponsor.
Applicant project delivery history is also a consideration. SACOG’s Programming & Project Delivery team
will supply the delivery information to the working group about project sponsors and prior funding
awards. For example, information will include whether the project sponsor has failed to deliver a SACOG
funded project commitment or lost any federal/state funding within the last three years.
Project Deliverability Risk Assessment Scoring Template
The sponsor demonstrates that project has a well-defined funding plan, budget and
schedule; implementation of the project phase is feasible; a high level of support for
the project is still demonstrated and there is a good financial plan to maintain the
project once built or launched; the project sponsor has a strong record delivering
earlier federal/state funding awards.

High
(18 to 25)

The sponsor demonstrates that there is an adequate funding plan, budget and
schedule; implementation of the project phase is feasible, but some risks have been
identified; an adequate level of support for the project is demonstrated and there is
reasonable financial plan to maintain the project once built or launched; the project

Medium
(9 to 17)
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sponsor has an average track record delivering earlier federal/state funding awards
and/or some delivery risks in the application are identified.
The sponsor does not adequately demonstrate that it is an implementable project, or
the application does not provide sufficient evidence of project support or the project
support or does not include an adequate financial plan to maintain the project once
built or launched. The project has notable delivery risks, and/or the project sponsor has
failed to deliver on prior federal/state funding awards.

Low
(0 to 8)

(2) Project Readiness (up to 25 points possible)
Projects demonstrating a higher state of construction readiness will receive a higher score. Readiness
includes technical and financial readiness such as completion of engineering, environmental and design
studies, secured funding towards project completion, feasible schedule, etc. Readiness considerations
for project development funding requests focus on evidence the sponsor is ready to complete the
project phases for which SACOG funding is requested (e.g., environmental, design, right-of-way).
Working groups will use a project readiness checklist for project status (underway, complete)
•
•
•
•

Status of planning and scoping documents (this is especially important for project development
applications that are seeking funds for environmental, design or right-of-way work)
Status of environmental phase and clearances
Status of preliminary engineering & design phase
Status of right-of-way acquisitions

Project Readiness Scoring Template
The sponsor has completed all project development phases and/or clearly
demonstrates in the application they have the resources and commitment to complete
the remaining phases in the near-term if they receive additional funding.

High
(18 to 25)

The sponsor has completed nearly all project development phases and/or offers
adequate evidence in the application they are likely to have the resources and
commitment to complete the remaining phases in a timely manner if they receive
additional funding. Some timing or resource concerns may lead to a medium range
score vs. a high range score.

Medium
(9 to 17)

The sponsor has not completed many project development phases and/or does not
offer adequate evidence in the application they are likely to have the resources and
commitment to complete the remaining phases in a timely manner if they receive
additional funding. Many timing or resource concerns may lead to a low range vs.
medium range score.

Low
(0 to 8)
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2021 REGIONAL EARLY ACTION PLANNING
COMPETITIVE GRANT
PROGRAM & APPLICATION GUIDELINES
APPLICATION AND GUIDELINES RELEASE DATE:
January 11, 2021
APPLICATIONS DUE:
11:59 p.m, Friday, March 12, 2021
This document contains information regarding the Sacramento Area Council of Government’s 2021
Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) Competitive Grant Program. Assembly Bill 101 established the
Local Government Planning Support Grants Program to provide regions and jurisdictions with one-time
funding to support housing planning and accelerate housing production. Under this program, the state
Housing and Community Development Department (HCD) will award funding to regional agencies
through the Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) program. SACOG, as the regional council of
governments, is eligible for $6,762,880 in REAP funds to address our region’s unique housing priorities
and planning needs.
In March 2020, the SACOG Board adopted a framework for spending the first 25-percent of funds. In
June, the SACOG Board adopted a framework for the remaining 75-percent of REAP funds. This
approved framework includes two grant programs: one competitive and one non-competitive. Both
programs include technical assistance to participants through an accelerated “mini” Civic Lab series
focused on planning and policy tools local agencies can use to support increased housing production.
The approved framework allocates a minimum of $1,727,000 to this competitive place-based pilot grant
program. This pilot program is designed to leverage the Civic Lab Housing Series and advance the Green
Means Go strategy. The SACOG Board approved the funding framework specific to the REAP
Competitive Grant Program on December 17, 2020. This document provides background and
instructions for applying to the Competitive Grant Program.

Table of Contents
SECTION 1: Program Information ............................................................................................................ 2
A. Program Description & Goals ....................................................................................................... 2
B. Eligible Applicants and Areas........................................................................................................ 2
C. Eligible Planning Activities ............................................................................................................ 2
D. Additional Requirements ............................................................................................................. 3
E. Awards......................................................................................................................................... 3
F. Consultant Bench ......................................................................................................................... 4
G. Program Schedule ....................................................................................................................... 4
H. SACOG REAP Program Coordinator .............................................................................................. 4
SECTION 2: Application and Selection Criteria ......................................................................................... 4
I. Application and Selection Process ................................................................................................. 5
J. Selection Criteria .......................................................................................................................... 5
K. Application Contents.................................................................................................................... 7

Page 1

SECTION 1:
Program Information
A. Program Description & Goals
SACOG’s guiding principle for the REAP funds is to ensure that funded activities support the
implementation of the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS), which is directly linked to the Regional Housing Needs Plan. Specifically, REAP funds should
be used to plan and accelerate more infill housing, expand housing product choices, affirmatively further
fair housing, and better leverage future funding opportunities, such as Green Means Go.
The goals for this pilot grant program are to:
•
•
•
•
•

Increase and/or accelerate housing supply and production
Support infill housing and revitalization in Green Zones
Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) through location efficient housing and/or VMT reduction
strategies including walking, biking, transit, etc.
Retain and expand community assets in Green Zones
Provide public engagement and support equitable outcomes for low-income households and
people of color

B. Eligible Applicants and Areas – Green Zones and Green Means Go
SACOG city and county member jurisdictions within the six-county SACOG region (Placer, Yolo, Yuba,
Sutter, Sacramento, and El Dorado counties) with identified Green Zones are eligible for this competitive
pilot planning grant program.
Planning activities must be for a specific Green Zone or Green Zones, as adopted by the SACOG Board in
December 2020. Green Zones are jurisdiction-nominated priority areas for development. SACOG
underwent a local nomination process to establish Green Zones, as a part of Green Means Go, which is a
multi-year pilot program to lower greenhouse gas emissions in the six-county Sacramento region by
accelerating infill development, reducing vehicle trips, and electrifying remaining trips. Competitive
Grant Program applicant jurisdictions must have participated in, or watched, two of the four Civic Lab
Housing Series workshops held in 2020 to be eligible. Partnerships with other organizations (e.g., transit
agencies, utility providers, local non-profit groups and community-based organizations) are encouraged
and are reimbursable for their time through this grant.

C. Eligible Planning Activities
This pilot grant program provides funding for planning work that seeks to accelerate, increase, and/or
intensify housing in Green Zones. Zoning code updates and specific plans that include an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) and infrastructure needs and cost analysis are strongly encouraged because these
planning activities are identified as priorities in Green Means Go. The planning activity must support the
entire Green Zone or many parcels within the Green Zone. Planning activities that support a single
parcel are not eligible per the REAP funding guidelines set by the state.
Funding for planning activities that are partially complete or in progress is allowed; however, the grant
can only reimburse for costs incurred from January 1, 2021 or later. This may also require a contract
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amendment to ensure that any provisions or obligations relating this grant are included in any existing
contracts.
Eligible activities include the concepts highlighted through the Civic Lab Housing Series, including but not
limited to:
•
•
•
•

Specific plans or equivalent with an EIR
Zoning code updates to allow by-right housing, increase density, or address development
impediments such as parking, lot coverage or setback requirements
Infrastructure planning, including for sewers, water systems, transit, roads, or other public
facilities necessary to support increased housing capacity, new housing, and new residents
Changes to fee structures that result in lower fees in the Green Zone for attached housing
products

Ineligible activities:
•
•
•
•

Preliminary engineering for infrastructure without complementary housing planning nexus
Capital improvements
Any planning without a direct nexus to increasing or accelerating housing
Planning for an area outside of a Green Zone

D. Additional Requirements
All planning activities must have a strong commitment to implementation, including agreement to
formally adopt the plan or related document. All activities must include a commitment to public
engagement and equity. For most projects, this should include a strong public engagement component
and mitigations against displacement. In some cases, SACOG will accept previously completed
analysis/engagement or a commitment to conducting such analysis/engagement as a part of future
planning efforts in the project area.
Awarded projects will be required to evaluate and report outcomes, potentially including but not limited
to:
•
•
•
•

New housing starts
New housing capacity created (measured in potential units)
New acres of underutilized or vacant land rezoned for housing
Acres of land or potential units effected by development review process improvements
(changing to by-right approvals)

E. Awards
There is no match required for this pilot planning grant. No more than one-third of the total funding will
go to a single jurisdiction. The minimum total program funding amount of $1,727,000 could increase by
the time of awards. Per the adopted REAP framework, all unused funds from the other REAP programs,
such as Civic Lab Housing Series and non-competitive grants will be added to the total funding for this
pilot planning grant program.
Awarded projects for this program will be funded on a reimbursement basis. In most instances, this
means the local agency will submit invoices to SACOG for review, processing, and forwarding to HCD.
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SACOG will reimburse the local agency following approval and reimbursement from HCD. All grant funds
must be fully expended by August 30, 2023.

F. Consultant Bench
As a part of the REAP framework, SACOG is establishing a bench of consultants that will be pre-qualified
to do any of the eligible planning activities in the REAP Competitive Grant. If awarded grant funding,
jurisdictions can choose to use a consultant from the bench to streamline local procurement processes.
Should awarded applicants choose to pursue this option, the grant recipient could select a consultant
firm from the bench without any additional procurement steps. Additionally, if a jurisdiction does elect
to use a consultant from the pre-qualified bench, they can also choose to have SACOG administer the
consultant contract and avoid the carrying costs required by the reimbursement model described above.

G. Program Schedule
The following are the key dates of the application process.
December 17, 2020

SACOG Board approved competitive grant funding framework and
Green Zones

January 11, 2021

Open application period, notice of funding availability

March 12, 2021

Applications due

June 2021

Recommendations to SACOG Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee

June-July 2021

Awards, with funding available after contracting

August 30, 2023

Fund expenditure deadline

H. SACOG REAP Program Coordinator and Further Information
Please direct any questions regarding the REAP Competitive Grant Program or the application process to
the SACOG REAP Program Coordinator:
Jennifer Hargrove, Senior Planner
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
E-mail: jhargrove@sacog.org
SACOG staff will provide consultation to all interested applicants regarding eligibility, deliverability and
the application and selection process. Staff may also provide preliminary draft application review.

SECTION 2:
Application and Selection Criteria
Section 2 below serves as the Request for Applications and directly addresses the requirements for
applying for REAP Competitive Grant. Please read the instructions in this section with the background
information from the Guidelines in Section 1 when considering and preparing a grant application.

Page 4

Application and Deadline: The application must be submitted on SACOG’s Screendoor Application Portal
and by email to the SACOG REAP Program Coordinator Jennifer Hargrove at jhargrove@sacog.org by
11:59 pm on March 12, 2021.

I. Application and Selection Process
The application consists of a project description, including some quantitative data, and four narrative
questions. Planning activities that have the greatest potential for increasing housing will be the most
competitive. The review committee is not yet formed. SACOG is considering a review committee of up
to five reviewers, including two SACOG staff and up to three external professionals with experience in
housing, planning, economic development, or other related activities. The review committee will have
an opportunity to discuss all applications as a committee but will individually score each application.
Based on the highest overall scores, SACOG staff and management will recommend a full project list to
the SACOG Board for funding awards.

J. Selection Criteria
There are two eligibility requirements that must be met. The review committee will determine whether
projects meet these criteria on a yes/no basis, no points are awarded for meeting these requirements.
Eligibility Screening
Is the project location a Green Zone?
Does the project explain the strategy and/or commitment to community
engagement and/or displacement mitigation?

Yes or No
Yes or No

There are two general evaluation criteria used by the review committee to determine funding
recommendations:
How will the proposed project accelerate the construction of small lot and attached housing in Green
Zones? (75 points possible)
Scoring Rubric
The project proposal demonstrates that the proposed activities will significantly increase the
amount and/or improve the likelihood of multifamily housing being built within the Green
Zone(s). Highest scoring projects are both impactful in terms of the number of new units they
facilitate and in terms of units per dollar requested (e.g., new units facilitated/funding ask). The
project clearly results in new multifamily housing that wouldn't have otherwise occurred at the
same scale.

High
(51 to 75)

The project proposal will improve the amount and/or likelihood of new small lot or attached
housing within the Green Zone(s) but may not be both impactful in terms of total units facilitated
and in terms of units per dollar requested. It’s less clear how much the proposed activities would
result in new housing that wasn’t already going to happen.

Medium
(25 to 50)

The project proposal has a loose nexus to accelerating housing production within the Green Zone.
It’s unclear how much the project will result in housing that would not otherwise have occurred.

Low
(0 to 24)
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How will the proposed project help to implement the MTP/SCS and the Green Means Go strategy to
reduce vehicle miles traveled? (25 points possible)
Scoring Rubric
The proposed project has a clear nexus to reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by
both improving housing product type choice and the amount of infill housing in a
lower than average VMT area. High scoring projects support more multifamily
products (not just small lot/attached products) and/or are adding significant new
housing to areas with lower than regional average VMT.*

High
(17 to 25)

The proposed project has a nexus to reducing VMT, but on a smaller scale due to
further distances from existing or projected employment and services. Medium
scoring projects support more small lot/attached products, but not as much
multifamily and are located in areas with lower than average or average VMT.*

Medium
(8 to 16)

The proposed project could reduce VMT, but the nexus is less clear. Low scoring
projects do not make meaningful efforts to improve housing product type choice
and/or are not located in areas with lower than average or average VMT.*

Low
(1 to 7)

*For the purposes of this application, average VMT is defined as regional average. The 2016 or 2040
regional average household VMT from the MTP/SCS can be used (see MTP/SCS Chapter 3, page 34).
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K. Application Contents
All applications must contain the following elements with page limits as listed.
Max
Pages
email

Required Application
Contents
Email transmission to
Program Coordinator

Content Description
Message stating that (name of jurisdiction) is submitting a REAP
Competitive Grant application through screendoor, and who the point
of contact is for the application.

The following contents must be uploaded on the Screendoor application portal:
https://sacog.forms.fm/2021-regional-early-action-planning-competitive-grant-program
1

Project Summary

Summary of grant application using provided table.

1

Project Area
Information

High level description of project and the project area characteristics
outlined below.

3

Narrative Questions
and Answers

This narrative section is the key focus for the application. The applicant
has flexibility to describe the project, its importance, and what impact
it will have.

2

Green Zone and
Project Area Map

Provide a map that shows adopted green zone and proposed project
area. This can be provided in a single map or separately.

Project Summary (1 page)
Please fill out the contents of this table as the first element of the application. The table must fit on one
page.
Content
Project title

Official name of the project

Sponsoring Agency

Lead organization for grant application; entity that assumes all responsibility
regarding management of Regional Early Action Planning grants.

Lead Person and contact
This person is the project manager and the point of contact for this
information (phone, email, application and all grant-related matters. Please be sure this contains: the
mailing address)
person’s name, title, organization, mailing address, phone number, and email
address.
Partner Organization(s)

Names of other organizations officially affiliated with the grant project. A
partner agency bears some responsibility in the activities of the grant.

Funds Requested

Amount of money requested from REAP Competitive Grant

Other funds

List other planning funding sources in project area (e.g., SB 2 Planning Grants,
Local Early Action Planning Grants, non-competitive Regional Early Action
Planning Grants)

Project Summary

For the project description, provide a one to two sentence summary of your
project
Page 7

Project Area Information (1 page)
Project Description. Please provide a brief project description (e.g., project objectives, anticipated policy
or action, challenge this project seeks to address)
Project Area Characteristics. Answer the following questions either through jurisdiction-specific data or
extracted from data SACOG provides on each Green Zone. An online tool with this information will be
available on SACOG’s website.
1. Number of existing housing units and employees by sector
2. Demographic makeup of the current residents in the project area (i.e., proportion low-income
and people of color)
3. Current and future residential VMT in the project area
4. What resource category is the project area in using the TCAC/HCD 2021 Opportunity Maps

Project Narrative Questions and Answers (3 pages)
Please answer the following questions in 3 pages or less. We recognize that there are a variety of eligible
activities and answers will vary based on the type of project proposed. Please answer all questions as
best as possible.
1. How will the proposed project accelerate the construction of small lot and/or attached housing
in Green Zones? If applicable, discuss any other public/private investment or planning work and
how project builds/supports these efforts.
2. What is the existing residential capacity in the proposed project area on vacant and
underutilized sites? To the extent possible, please provide a summary of the number of acres,
allowed density, and realistic yield on these sites. Does the proposed project seek to change
allowed uses, densities, or intensities? If so, how much new residential capacity will be created
within the Green Zone (estimate)? If not, does the proposed project make realizing that
development potential more likely? If so, how?
3. How will the proposed project help to implement the MTP/SCS and the Green Means Go
strategy to reduce vehicle miles traveled1? Does the project improve housing product choice
through the creation of more missing middle or multifamily housing product? What are the
nearest employment centers to the housing this project seeks to facilitate? Does the project
help to encourage shorter vehicle trips, transit, biking, or walking?
4. How will the project engage the community about the proposed policy changes? Will the project
help to reduce or mitigate against displacement? Does the project affirmatively further fair
housing2?
1

See Chapter 4 of the 2020 MTP/SCS for reference.
Affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH) is enshrined in California State law by AB 686 and applies directly to
activities related to housing and community development undertaken by all local, regional, and state
governments. It means taking meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns
of segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on
protected characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful actions that,
taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated
living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated
areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair
housing laws.
2
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2021 Regional ATP Applications

State ATP Funding
Regional ATP
Request
Funding request
$9,984,000 $
2,115,000.00

Project sponsor
Citrus Heights

Project Title
Old Auburn Road Complete Streets - Phase I

El Dorado County

Marysville
Placerville

Ponderosa Road Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
El Dorado Trail/Missouri Flat Road Pedestrian
Overcrossing
Pollock Pines - Pony Express Trail Bicycle and Pedestrian
Improvements
Laguna Creek Inter-Regional Trail Crossing at State Route
99
Riley Street Sidewalks
City of Marysville -14th Street Corridor ATP
Improvements
Placerville Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Rancho Cordova
Rancho Cordova
Roseville
Sacramento (city)
Sacramento (city)

Safe Routes to School Safety Enhancement Project
Olson Drive Corridor Safety Enhancement Project
Dry Creek Greenway East Trail, Phase 2***
Franklin Boulevard Complete Street Project
American River Bridge Shared-Use Path

$1,987,000
$1,042,000
$5,176,000
$9,323,000
Did not apply

$
$
$
$
$

1,826,000
969,000.00
5,176,000.00
3,588,000.00
2,700,000.00

Sacramento Regional
Transit District

SacRT Light Rail Modernization Station Improvements
for Active Transportation Enhancement

Did not apply

$

4,788,000.00

$1,946,000 $
Did not apply
$

1,809,000.00
1,756,000.00

$4,201,000 $

4,201,000.00

$22,810,000 $

2,600,000.00

$3,500,000 $
Did not apply
$

3,500,000.00
2,500,000.00

$9,703,000 $

2,754,000.00

$3,994,000 $

4,007,000.00

$1,900,000 $
$2,320,000 $

1,767,000.00
2,320,000.00

$5,070,000 $
110,047,000 $

2,230,000.00
61,677,000.00

El Dorado County
El Dorado County
Elk Grove
Folsom

South Sacramento County Safe Routes to School***
Sacramento County
Dry Creek
Sacramento County Regional
ParksTrail, Phase 2
Folsom Boulevard Complete Street Improvements,
Phase 2
Sacramento County
I Street Bridge Deck Conversion for Active
Transportation Project
West Sacramento
Sycamore Trail (Phase 2) Bicycle/Pedestrian
Overcrossing
West Sacramento
Sycamore Trail (Phase 3)
West Sacramento
SR128/I-505 Overcrossing (Br. 22-0110)/Russell Blvd
Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
Winters
Matmor Road and E. Gum Avenue Complete Streets
Project
Woodland
Yolo-80 Corridor Improvement Project - Bikeway
Connectivity
Yolo County
Garden Avenue Safe Routes to School Project
Yuba County
Yuba County

9th Avenue & Fleming Way Safe Routes to School Project
$

$496,000 $

496,000.000

$5,129,000 $

5,129,000.00

$1,440,000 $

1,440,000.00

$434,000 $
$4,917,000 $

504,000.00
1,783,000.00

$490,000 $
$14,185,000 $

499,000.00
1,220,000.00

***Project scope includes a non-infrastructure program.
Applied to state, did not apply to region
Project sponsor

Project Title

Sacramento County
El Dorado County

Watt Avenue Complete Streets Improvements, Phase 1
Diamond Springs Parkway Phase 1B
Golden Center Drive/Forni Road Pedestrian and Bicycle
Improvements Project

El Dorado County

State ATP Funding
Request
$8,767,000
$1,000,000
$1,982,000

2021 State Funding Opportunities and Milestones
(Updated January 21, 2021)

Program

Total Funding Available

Max Award
Amount

Current Round
Deadline

Regional Early Action
Planning
(REAP)

$2.8 million in noncompetitive grants,
$1.7 million in
competitive grants

No more than 1/3
of total
competitive
funding amount

March 12, 2021

SB 2 Permanent Local
Housing Allocation
(PLHA)

$140-$175 Million
(ongoing, amount based
on transaction fee)

Affordable Housing
Sustainable
Communities
(AHSC Round 6)

(ongoing based on State
auction proceeds)

Funds
administered
yearly using CDBG
formula
$30 Million

Transformative Climate
Communities
(TCC Round 3)

No current cycle

$28 million for
implementation
grants
$200k for planning
grants

Infill Infrastructure
Grant (IIG) for
Large Jurisdictions

$500 Million
(one-time Statewide)

$7.5 Million

Eligible Activities

Staff Contact

Housing planning activities that accelerate housing production

Jenn Hargrove
JHargrove@sacog.org

Housing Planning Grants

Affordable Housing/Housing Related Infrastructure

(project in Sacramento
or Placer Counties)

(depends on size
of affordable
housing project)

Current cycle
applications
were due
12/31/20
NOFA not out
yet, but
deadline
expected Spring
2021
No current
cycle

No current
cycle, but
future round
expected in
2021

Affordable housing construction, affordable ADU construction,
homelessness services

Dov Kadin
DKadin@sacog.org

Affordable Housing,
Bike/Ped, and Transit Infrastructure

Dov Kadin
DKadin@sacog.org

Same as AHSC, plus emphasis on narrative and “transformative” nature
of project

Dov Kadin
DKadin@sacog.org

-Development or rehabilitation of parks or open space - Water, sewer,
or other utility service improvements -Streets, roads, parking structures,
transit linkages, transit shelters, traffic mitigation features, sidewalks,
and streetscape improvements

Dov Kadin
DKadin@sacog.org

1 of 3

Program

Total Funding Available

Infill Infrastructure
Grant (IIG) for
Small Jurisdictions

$500 Million
(one-time Statewide)

Max Award
Amount
$7.5 Million

Application
Deadline
No current
cycle, but
future round
expected in
2021

(depends on size
of affordable
housing project)

(project in Yolo, Sutter,
Yuba, El Dorado
Counties)

Eligible Activities

Staff Contact

-Development or rehabilitation of parks or open space - Water, sewer,
or other utility service improvements -Streets, roads, parking structures,
transit linkages, transit shelters, traffic mitigation features, sidewalks,
and streetscape improvements

Dov Kadin
DKadin@sacog.org

Transportation Competitive Funding Grants
Sustainable
Transportation
Planning Grants
Transit Intercity Rail
Capital Program

$25 Million

$1 Million

No current cycle

N/A

Trade Corridor
Enhancement
Program*

No current cycle

Solutions for
Congested Corridors
Program

No current cycle

TBA – Draft
Program
Guidelines
Expected Jan 2020
None

State Active
Transportation
Program (Cycle 5)

$220 Million

Minimum of
$250,000

Local Partnership
Program

No current cycle

None

Commuter Rail

$19 Million

Intercity Rail

$19 Million

2/12/2021

Planning that furthers state transportation goals

No current
Transit and Rail Capital Projects that expand and/or improve existing or
cycle, future
new services to increase ridership.
round expected
in 2022
No current
Infrastructure improvements on federally designated Trade Corridors of
cycle, future
National and Regional significance.
round expected
in 2022
No current
Infrastructure improvements that reduce congestion on highly traveled
cycle, future
congested corridors.
round expected
in 2022
Cycle 5 awards
Active transportation infrastructure projects and programs
announced Feb
15; next round
anticipated
2022
No current
Capital Infrastructure Transportation Projects
cycle, future
round expected
in 2022
Eligibility limited to intercity and commuter rail operators
SACOG Contact can answer questions and provide technical assistance

Victoria Cacciatore
VCacciatore@sacog.org
Chris Dougherty
CDougherty@sacog.org
Chris Dougherty
CDougherty@sacog.org
Chris Dougherty
CDougherty@sacog.org
Victoria Cacciatore
VCacciatore@sacog.org

Jose Luis Caceres
JCaceres@sacog.org
Mike Rosson
MRosson@sacog.org
Mike Rosson
MRosson@sacog.org

2 of 3

Program

Total Funding Amount

Urban Greening Grant
Program

$19 Million

Max Award
Amount
None

Sustainable
Transportation Equity
Project

No current cycle

Not yet specified

Application
Deadline
awards will be
announced
March 2021
No current
cycle

Eligible Activities

Staff Contact

Sequester and store carbon by tree planting, reduce building energy use
by tree planting, and reduce commute VMT by building bike trails, bike
lanes, or pedestrian facilities.

Victoria Cacciatore
VCacciatore@sacog.org

Planning and Capacity Building Grants: community engagement for
transportation/land use planning, plan development, capacity building
to implement existing plan

Jenn Hargrove
JHargrove@sacog.org

Implementation Grants: active transportation subsidies or capital costs,
transit subsidies or improvements, shared mobility strategies, land use
plans to support TOD, pricing and/or TDM incentives, space conversion
projects (like road diets)
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R e g i o n a l P l a n n i n g P a r t n e r s h ip

Item #4
I n f o r ma t i o n

January 27, 2021

Update on Project of Air Quality Concern Determinations
Issue: What actions have MTC and the SACOG Project Level Conformity Group taken since September
23, 2021?
Recommendation: None, this item is for information only.
Discussion: The Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA) for PM2.5 includes all of Sacramento
County and portions of El Dorado, Placer, Yolo, and Solano Counties. The majority of the PM2.5 SFNA
and all of the PM10 SFNA (i.e., Sacramento County) fall within the boundaries of SACOG’s metropolitan
planning area. Using delegated authority from the RPP, the Project Level Conformity Group (PLCG) is
tasked with reviewing and taking action on PM2.5 and PM10 Project of Air Quality Concern (POAQC)
determinations and hot spot analyses within the SACOG region.
For the portion of the PM2.5 SFNA outside of the SACOG region, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) is responsible for making conformity determinations for projects. A representative
of the SFNA is responsible for participating in MTC’s interagency consultation and providing quarterly
reports of POAQC determinations in Eastern Solano County to the SACOG Regional Planning
Partnership, and determining if individual projects need to be presented to both MTC’s Air Quality
Conformity Task Force and SACOG’s PLCG. Mr. Matt Jones of Yolo Solano Air Quality Management
District serves as the SFNA representative for MTC’s interagency consultation.
Since September 23, 2020, three projects were reviewed by SACOG’s PLCG: two projects were
determined not to be POAQCs and one was exempted for POAQC. No projects were reviewed in
eastern Solano County through MTC’s process.
1. City of West Sacramento Broadway Bridge Project
2. Placer County Bell Road Ramp Project (Exempted)
3. Sacramento County Fair Oaks Complete Street Project
Since the adoption of this process in 2011, the PLCG has reviewed 67 projects (Attachment A). Anyone
from the RPP is welcome to be a member of the PLCG (Attachment B) and review POAQCs within the
SACOG region. If you would like to join, please contact sgao@sacog.org.
Attachments
Key Staff:

Renée Devere-Oki, Regional Air Quality and Climate Planning Program Manager, (916)
340-6219
Shengyi Gao, Transportation Analyst, (916) 340-6239

Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments

SACOG Board of Directors
Thursday, January 21, 2021 at 9:30 AM
SACOG Board Room, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
The Board may take up any agenda item at any time, regardless of the order listed. Public comment will be taken on
the item at the time that it is taken up by the Board. We ask that members of the public complete a request to speak
form, submit it to the Clerk of the Board, and keep their remarks brief. If several persons wish to address the board on
a single item, the chair may impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of the discussion. Action may
be taken on any item on this agenda.
Note: Time durations are estimates only.
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2021 Regional Progress Report () (Est. Time: )
•

Board of Directors

Meeting Date: January 21, 2021
Agenda Item No. 6

2021 Regional Progress Report
Information
Prepared by: Garett Ballard-Rosa
Attachments: Yes

Approved by: James Corless

1. Issue:
SACOG has released the 2021 Regional Progress Report, which tracks regional changes across economic
growth, development, travel and other important indicators. The report includes new data sets and indicators
that explore an even broader set of questions and trends and serves as an early input to the next update to
the region’s long-range transportation plan.
2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information and discussion purposes only.
3. Background/Analysis:
By assessing where the six-county Sacramento region is on a range of key indicators, the Regional Progress
Report helps identify if the region has made progress on shared goals and serves as a first step for updating
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The MTP/SCS is SACOG’s
long-range plan to pro-actively link land use, air quality, and transportation needs in the Sacramento region.
The next MTP/SCS is currently slated to be adopted in 2024. The Progress Report is provided in part to help
identify important issues that should be prioritized in the upcoming MTP/SCS update.
SACOG last updated the Regional Progress Report in 2017, which explored questions such as how the region
had recovered from the Great Recession compared to our California peers, or the trends for key development
metrics as measured in the Blueprint, SACOG’s 2004 smart growth vision for the region. The material served
as a foundational element for the board’s early deliberation on the 2020 MTP/SCS as well as an input to “Our
Path Forward: The Prosperity Strategy,” a joint effort of the Greater Sacramento Economic Council,
Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce, SACOG, and Valley Vision.
4. Discussion/Analysis:
The 2021 Regional Progress Report is provided as Attachment A. At the January 2021, board meeting staff will
present a highlight of the report’s major findings. The purpose of the staff presentation is to set up a board
conversation about the most relevant findings and how these could relate to the next MTP/SCS update.
The Progress Report opens by exploring Who We Are, delving into population, demographics including race
and income, and other foundational indicators that help explain the unique makeup of the six-county
Sacramento region of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties. Next, a section on

Economic Prosperity explores the regional economy from a lens of growth, innovation, and inclusion. Such
indications help illuminate, for example, how the region’s recent job growth compares to peer regions, or
existing disparities within the regional economy.
The Vibrant Places theme of the report looks at development, housing production, and affordability. These
indicators can help answer questions such as: has the region’s housing production rebounded from the
recession or is the region growing in a manner envisioned by the Blueprint, SACOG’s 2004 smart growth vision
for the region? Finally, SACOG tracks a wide number of transportation-related metrics. Contained within the
Progress Report’s Connected Communities section, these indicators look to the changing experience of
regional residents in using the transportation system.
How does the 2021 update differ from the 2017 version?
In addition to bringing in the most current available data to update existing indicators, in preparing the 2021
Regional Progress Report staff explored other regional data reporting efforts, emerging data sets, and new
ways to display and report regionally significant findings.
Notably, the 2021 update introduces a new section of peer comparisons focused on fellow mid-sized
metropolitan regions identified by the Brooking Institution and follow up SACOG work. Comparing to fellow
mid-sized regions such as Indianapolis or Portland, Oregon, allows a fuller picture of how the Sacramento
region is performing relative to regions with similar economies and markets.
Second, the 2021 version incorporates new monitoring data. Often referred to as “big data”, these new
sources allow the report to focus on a second overarching outcome: analyzing the effect of the COVID-19
pandemic. Many of these metrics fall in the Connected Communities theme, as the update explores not only
the precipitous drop in travel and other metrics during the early months of 2020, but also the recent rebound
in traffic volumes and vehicle miles travelled.
Third, the 2021 update makes a concerted effort to bring forward a fuller discussion of differences and
disparities by race/ethnicity, income, and other factors. As such, the update includes new equity indicators
across the themes of vibrant places, economic prosperity, and connected communities.
Given the breadth and range of indicators covered, the Progress Report focuses on documenting trends and
change through time, not on delving into causative factors. In other words, the report is meant to help shed
light on if the region is moving in the right direction on indicators important to the success of the MTP/SCS.
And by identifying those areas where the region seems to be lagging, the Progress Report can help set up not
only what needs to be better understood, but also potential areas of focus for the policies and priorities of the
MTP/SCS.
5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
Staff time to develop the Progress Report is covered in the agency's current overall work program.
6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:
Goal 1 : Advance Economic Prosperity
Goal 2 : Connected Communities
Goal 3 : Vibrant Places

2021 Regional
Progress Report
How the Greater Sacramento region is
tracking on key measures of economic
prosperity, vibrant places, and
connected communities
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Introduction

The Regional Progress Report tracks change
across economic growth, development, travel,
and other important indicators in the Sacramento
region. By assessing where the region is on a
range of key topics the Progress Report serves
as a first step for updating the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (MTP/SCS), SACOG’s long-range plan
updated every four years to pro-actively link
land use, air quality, and transportation needs in
the Sacramento region. The Progress Report is
provided in part to help identify important issues
that should be prioritized in the next MTP/SCS
update, currently slated to be adopted in 2024.
Given the breadth and range of indicators
covered, the Progress Report focuses on
documenting trends and change through time,
not on delving into causative factors. In other
words, the report is meant to shed light on
indicators that are important to the success of the
MTP/SCS, and whether the region is moving in
the right direction to meet these metrics. And by
identifying those areas where the region seems to
be lagging, the Progress Report can help set up
not only what needs to be better understood, but
also potential areas of focus for the policies and
priorities of the MTP/SCS.
SACOG last updated the Regional Progress
Report in 2017, exploring questions such as
how the region had recovered from the Great
Recession compared to our California peers or
the trends within key development metrics. In this
updated version SACOG has incorporated new
questions, emerging data sets, and novel ways
to display and report on regionally significant
findings.
The 2021 Progress Report opens by exploring
Who We Are, delving into population,
demographics, and other foundational indicators
that help explain the unique makeup of the sixcounty Sacramento region of El Dorado, Placer,
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties
(see the “About the Data” section at the end of
this document for more detail on how the report
defines the Sacramento region). Next, a section
on Economic Prosperity explores the regional
economy from a lens of growth, innovation, and
inclusion. Such indications help illuminate, for
example, how the region’s recent job growth
compares to peer regions, or existing disparities
within the regional economy.

The Vibrant Places theme looks at development,
housing production, and affordability. These
indicators can help answer questions such as:
has the region’s housing production rebounded
from the recession or is the region growing in a
manner envisioned by the Blueprint, SACOG’s
2004 smart growth vision for the region? Finally,
SACOG tracks a wide number of transportationrelated metrics. Contained within the Progress
Report’s Connected Communities section, these
indicators look to the changing experience of
regional residents in using the transportation
system.

Executive Summary
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Executive Summary

Who we are
•

Population growth in the state has shifted from the
coast to valley and foothills: Sacramento and San
Joaquin are now the fastest growing regions in the
state, both on a percentage and absolute level. But
these inland regions continue to lag the coast in
multifamily and attached housing production, as
key barriers for infill persist. Efforts like Green Means
Go are needed to ensure growth in the region is
consistent with the state’s climate and other broader
goals.

•

The region continues to become more diverse in its
population and demographics, and is now almost 50
percent people of color.

•

Yet disparities by race/ethnicity persist and will
likely only widen unless the region addresses head
on. Key disparities by race/ethnicity highlighted in
the progress report include educational attainment,
household income, and housing-cost burden.

Vibrant places
•

The region has made strides in recent years in
increasing and diversifying its housing stock, in
particular in small lot single family housing. But
despite modest improvements, the region continues
to underproduce attached and infill housing in relation
to MTP/SCS goals and despite having ample land
designated for attached housing.

•

The region is heavily housing-cost burdened: over
one third of Sacramento region households pay more
than 30 percent of gross monthly income on housing.
Part of this stems from wages/income, which need
to keep up with rising housing costs. But the region is
also underproducing housing in relation to population
growth, which puts upward pressure on prices.

Connected communities
•

Compared to other mid-sized peer areas, the
Sacramento region does well on system congestion
and reliability, yet state of good repair and collision
indicators are going in the wrong direction. The
next MTP/SCS will explore how much of the plan’s
investment budget should be directed towards
expansion projects compared to system maintenance
and modernization.

•

The biggest changes in commute patterns have been
a decrease in carpooling and an increase in workfrom-home. The share of commuters driving to work
remains almost unchanged the last 20 years. And
while transit is essential in meeting the performance
outcomes of the MTP/SCS, transit boardings in the
region have dropped (as they have in other regions).
Efforts such as Next Gen Transit and other important
regional initiatives look to the future of transit in the
region, while an important question for the next MTP/
SCS is how much the region has invested across
different parts of the transportation system.

Economic prosperity
•

The jobs gained since the Great Recession (in
healthcare, education, leisure/hospitality) have been
different than the jobs lost (in manufacturing, finance,
local government). Overall, the region has seen a shift
towards locally-serving industries.

•

The health sector has been the fastest growing part
of the regional economy (growing faster than the
national rate). Yet the region needs other sectors,
especially tradable industries, to better diversify the
economy. In addition to health, the Prosperity Strategy
highlights food/agriculture and innovative mobility as
other areas of promise for the region.

•

Covid-19 and the associated shelter-in-place efforts
have had a pronounced impact on both the regional
economy and travel. The jobs lost in early 2020
greatly outpaced what was witnessed during the
last recession, while travel in early 2020 was about
half of normal. Equally pronounced though has been
the recent rebound in both employment and vehicle
miles traveled. It is still too soon however to know
if this represents a temporary blip or will lead to
structural changes in the regional economy and travel
behavior.

Who We Are
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The six-county Sacramento region exemplifies physical,
cultural, and economic diversity. Its landscapes range from
fertile agricultural lands to the high Sierra Nevada mountains,
encompassing a vibrant collection of small towns, established
and emerging suburbs, and an urban core that houses the
capital of the fifth largest economy in the world. The people
that call this region home and the communities where they
live are a further reflection of the growing diversity of the state
and nation. The Progress Report opens by looking at who we
are and what makes this region unique, delving into recent
demographic trends as well as how the region situates within
the larger state.

Who We Are key findings:
•

Growth in the state has shifted from the coast to valley and foothills: Sacramento and
San Joaquin are now the fastest growing regions in the state, both on a percentage
and absolute level. But these inland regions continue to lag the coast in multifamily
and attached housing production, as key barriers for infill persist. Efforts like Green
Means Go are needed to ensure growth in the region is consistent with the state’s
climate and other broader goals.

•

The region continues to become more diverse in its population and demographics,
and is now almost 50 percent people of color.

•

Yet disparities by race/ethnicity persist and will likely only widen unless the region
addresses head on. Key disparities by race/ethnicity highlighted in the progress report
include educational attainment and household income.

•

Over one third of the Sacramento region is housing-cost burdened, with the rate even
higher for Black and Hispanic households.
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Region’s population growing…but rate of growth slowing
The 2017 Regional Progress Report showed population growth in the
Sacramento region had dropped from its high (over 50,000 a year) to less
than 20,000 a year during the Great Recession.
In the last five years, the region’s population growth has steadied, adding
between 25,000 to 30,000 new residents per year.
Who We Are Figure 1. Total Population by County, 2000 to 2020
6-County Sacramento Region
3,000,000
2,500,000

2,316,000

2,170,000
2,000,000

2,417,000

2,554,000

6-County Total
Yuba

1,936,000

Sutter
El Dorado

1,500,000

Yolo

1,000,000

Placer
500,000
Sacramento
0

2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on population estimates from the California Department of Finance.

Who We Are Table 1. Population Growth, 2000 to 2020
Annual Average Growth Rate
20002005

20052010

20102015

20152020

Sacramento

2.0%

1.0%

0.9%

1.0%

Placer

4.4%

2.5%

1.3%

1.7%

Yolo

2.0%

1.5%

1.0%

1.0%

El Dorado

1.9%

1.1%

0.2%

1.1%

Sutter

2.0%

1.7%

0.3%

1.0%

Yuba

2.0%

1.7%

0.5%

1.3%

6-County Total

2.3%

1.3%

0.9%

1.1%

County

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on population estimates from the California Department of Finance.
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As coastal growth slows, Sacramento region becomes fastest
growing in California
State-wide growth has shrunk significantly over the last several years: at 0.2%
annually, population growth in the state has never been lower.
The Sacramento region’s steady population growth the last five years places
the region as the fastest growing in the state, as population growth has
shifted inland: Sacramento and the San Joaquin Valley have reclaimed their
status as the fastest-growing California regions, not only on a percentage but
on an absolute basis.
Who We Are Figure 2. Annual Population Growth, Sacramento Region and
Other California Regions, 2000 to 2020
3.0%
2.5%
2.0%

Sacramento
San Joaquin Valley

1.5%

San Francisco Bay Area
1.0%

Rest of CA
San Diego

0.5%

Los Angeles
Total CA

0.0%
-0.5%
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on DOF/DRU E-5 series.
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Region is getting older
The region continues to age. Those aged 65 or older consisted of 11% of the
resident population in 2000 but were 16% of the population by 2019. In the
meantime, the share of residents younger than 18 continues to shrink, from
27% in 2000 to 23% by 2019.
Who We Are Figure 3. Population Age Distribution in the Sacramento
Region, 2000 to 2019
100%
90%

11%

12%

14%

16%

65+

62%

63%

62%

61%

20-64

27%

25%

24%

23%

2000

2010

2015

2019

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on year 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census, and American Community
Survey 2015 and 2019 1-year sample.

Under 18
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Region on the cusp of becoming more than 50 percent people of
color
The Sacramento region continues to grow in diversity. In 2000, 64% of all
residents in the region were non-Hispanic white. By 2019 this had shrunk
to 51%. The region’s Black population has remained around 6.5% the last 20
years. Hispanic and Asian populations continue to grow steadily.
Who We Are Figure 4. Race and Ethnicity in the Sacramento Region, 2000
to 2019
6-County Sacramento Region
0.2%
0.8%
0.4%

3.6%
6.6%
8.9%
15.8%

0.2%
0.6%
0.7%

3.9%
6.7%

0.2%
0.3%
0.7%

4.4%
6.6%

0.1%
0.5%
0.8%

4.9%
6.4%

11.6%

12.8%

13.4%

20.7%

21.8%

22.6%

Other (NH)
American Indian or
Alaskan Native (NH)
Native Hawaiian or
Paciﬁc Islander (NH)
Two+ Races (NH)
Black (NH)

63.6%

55.6%

53.0%

51.1%

Asian (NH)
Hispanic
White (Not Hispanic or “NH”)

2000

2010

2015

2019

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on Census and American Community Survey data.
Notes: “NH” = non-Hispanic origin. Hispanic population includes population of all races that also reported
Hispanic origin. See discussion in “About the Data” chapter of this report.
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Education attainment illustrates disparity in Sacramento region
There are significant differences in the highest level of educational
attainment when the residents of the region 26 years-or-older are grouped
by their reported race and ethnicity. Although there has been progress in
closing the educational attainment gap (for example, the percentage of
Hispanic residents aged 26+ with less than a high school education has
dropped by 8 percentage points since 2010), white non-Hispanic and Asian
populations make up the highest share with bachelor’s degrees or higher.
Higher educational attainment is correlated with higher incomes and labor
force participation rates.
Who We Are Figure 5. Education Attainment for Persons Aged 26+, 2018
6-County Sacramento Region
100%
17%

90%
80%

36%

70%

22%
42%

Some College

30%

60%
50%
40%

43%
38%

26%

30%
20%
10%
0%

32%

24%

17%
21%

28%

17%

5%
White (NH)

Hispanic

Bachelors' Degree
or Higher

Asian

35%

24%

21%

10%

12%

Black

All Races &
Ethnicities

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on American Community Survey 2018 5-year sample. Statistic in the
paragraph compares to the 2010 5-year sample.
Notes: “NH” = non-Hispanic origin. Data for American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander,
Multi-Race, or the Census’ other race/ethnicity categories is not included because of the high margin of error
due to smaller sample sizes. See discussion in “About the Data” chapter of this report.

High School or GED

Less than High School
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Disparity also seen in labor force participation
Census data organizes the working age (aged 16 to 64) labor force into three
components:
•

Employed (those currently employed)

•

Unemployed (those not employed but actively looking for work), and

•

Not in labor force (not actively seeking employment or are employed outside the
official labor market)

The Brookings study “Charting a course to the Sacramento region’s future
economic prosperity” noted employment rates (ratio of employed to working
age population) differ by race/ethnicity, a finding also seen in the last five
years of labor force data in the Sacramento region.
The reasons individuals are not participating in the formal labor force vary
greatly. Some are pursuing educational or training opportunities while others
are involved in work that occurs outside of the official labor market (home
maker, family care, etc.). Many though are discouraged workers — those who
want to work but have given up trying to find employment due to repeated
unsuccess or unequal access to opportunities.
Who We Are Figure 6. Working Age (Age 16-64) Labor Force in Sacramento
Region by Race/Ethnicity, 2018
100%
90%

27%

28%

30%

4%

5%

5%

80%
70%
60%

34%

28%
5%

50%
40%
30%

Not in Labor Force

9%
Unemployed

69%

66%

65%

Hispanic

Asian

58%

67%

20%
10%
0%
White (NH)

Black

All Races
& Ethnicities

Source: SACOG, December 2020 based on the 2018 American Community Survey 5-year sample. Data for
American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, Multi-Race, or the Census’ other race/
ethnicity categories is not included because of the high margin of error due to smaller sample size. See
discussion in “About the Data” chapter of this report.

Employed
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Disparities in education attainment and labor force participation
reflected in income
Non-Hispanic white and Asian households in the region have higher median
incomes compared to Black and Hispanic households. Put another way,
the median income of Black households in the region is only 70% of total
households, while median incomes of white households exceed 110% of the
regional level.
Who We Are Figure 7. Median Annual Household Income by Race and
Ethnicity in Sacramento Region, 2018
6-County Sacramento Region
$80,000
$70,000

$74,429

$72,890

$60,000

$67,773

$50,000

$54,861

$40,000

$47,228

$30,000
$20,000
$10,000
$0
White (NH)

Black

Asian

Hispanic

All Races
& Ethnicities

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on American Community Survey 2018 5-year sample data.
Notes: “NH” = non-Hispanic origin. Data for American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, Multi-Race, or the Census’ other race/ethnicity categories is not included because of the high margin of
error due to smaller sample sizes. See discussion in “About the Data” chapter of this report.
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Disparities in income reflected in housing-cost burden
Well over one third of all households in the Sacramento region are housingcost burdened, defined as those households that spend more than a third of
gross monthly income on the cost of housing.
And there are clear disparities in housing-cost burden by race/ethnicity,
given the differences in household incomes. Hispanic and Black households
must contribute a higher share of income to cover basic housing costs
compared to white and Asian households. Indeed, over half of all Black
households in the region are housing-cost burdened (and over half of these
households pay above 50 percent of gross income just to cover housing).
Contributing such a high percentage of gross income towards housing leaves
little left over for saving or discretionary spending. The Economic Prosperity
section of this Progress Report tracks the increasing housing costs in the
region while the Vibrant Places section calls attention to underproduction of
different housing product types.
Who We Are Figure 8. Housing-cost burden by Race and Ethnicity, 2016
6-County Sacramento Region
51%
50%
40%

44%
37%
36%

34%
21%

30%

28%
18%

18%

15%

Combined 30%+
PAY 50%+

20%
10%

18%

23%

18%

23%

20%

0%
White (NH)

Hispanic

Asian (NH)

Black (NH)

All Races &
Ethnicities

Source: 2016 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, HUD. Data for American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, Multi-Race, or the Census’ other race/ethnicity categories is
not included because of the high margin of error due to smaller sample sizes. See discussion in “About the
Data” chapter of this report.
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Economic Prosperity

The goal of “Economic Prosperity” means developing a
diversified and inclusive regional economy by supporting the
expansion of key economic clusters including agriculture and
food, health sciences, and innovative mobility. It also means
supporting development that provides a high quality of life
for all and is attractive to both new and existing businesses.
The region’s Prosperity Strategy lays out a pathway for a
more aligned, prosperous, and resilient Sacramento region.
Importantly, the strategy argues that a truly prosperous region
must tackle both growth (e.g., increasing jobs, household
incomes) and inclusion (e.g., reducing disparities, providing
equal access to opportunities). This report provides indicators
of how the region has fared within these two economic
prosperity themes.

Economic Prosperity key findings:
•

The jobs gained since the Great Recession (in healthcare, education, leisure/
hospitality) have been different than the jobs lost (in manufacturing, finance, local
government). Overall, the region has seen a shift towards locally-serving industries.

•

The health sector has been the fastest growing part of the regional economy in terms
of employment (and growing faster than the national rate). Yet the region needs other
sectors, especially tradable industries, to better diversify the economy. In addition to
health, the Prosperity Strategy highlights food/agriculture and innovative mobility as
other areas of promise for the Sacramento region.

•

High and rising housing costs offset the region’s relatively high median wages. Renters
are especially vulnerable to housing-cost burden. Wages need to keep up with
housing costs, else housing-cost burden will increase.

•

Recent output growth in the region has been promising, though a lack of new young
firms could be a damper on the region’s innovative economy.

•

Covid-19 and the associated shelter-in-place efforts have had a pronounced impact
on the regional economy. The jobs lost in early 2020 greatly outpaced what was
witnessed during the last recession. Equally pronounced though has been the
recent employment rebound. It is still too soon however to know if the employment
rollercoaster represents a temporary blip or will lead to structural changes in the
regional economy.

Economic Prosperity

Region’s household income among highest of mid-sized regions
The Sacramento region’s economy remains relatively prosperous. Only three
of the 19 studied mid-sized regions had higher median household incomes
than greater Sacramento, though incomes in Yuba and Sutter trail the rest of
the region.
Economic Prosperity Figure 1. 2018 Median Household Income by Region
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Source: SACOG, December 2020 based on the 2018 American Community Survey five-year sample for metropolitan statistical areas.
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But recent job growth lags other mid-sized metro areas
The Sacramento region’s job growth was relatively stronger prior to the
recession (ranking seventh among peers), but post-recession has not kept up
with its fellow mid-sized regions. Notably, the region has fallen to 14 out of 19
in its peer group of mid-sized regions in the post-recession job growth rate,
and the Sacramento regional rate now mirrors that of the nation as a whole.
Economic Prosperity Figure 2. Annual Job Growth Comparison: Sacramento
and other Mid-Sized Metro Areas
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2.0%
1.5%
1.0%

US average
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0.0%
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(2008 to 11)
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Source: SACOG analysis of Current Employment Survey (CES) data from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

Economic Prosperity

Covid-19 has pronounced near-term effect on employment
As in the nation and other mid-sized regions, Covid-19 has had stark nearterm impacts on the number of jobs in our region, which dropped about
15% in the early part of the year. While fellow regions also have witnessed
drastic declines in jobs, the speed of this job loss greatly outpaces what was
witnessed in the Great Recession.
Since the nadir in April of 2020, job levels have steadily rebounded, and now
stand at about 5% less than the beginning of the year. The Sacramento region
closely mirrors the U.S. in this trend.
It’s still too soon to tell if the job loss and rebound represent a temporary blip
or a more structural change in both the regional and national economy like
was seen in 2008 and 2009.
Economic Prosperity Figure 3. Total Jobs in the Sacramento Region by
Month:
January 2000 to October 2020
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Source: SACOG analysis of Current Employment Survey (CES) data from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).
Job estimates for October of 2020 are preliminary.
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Regional economy dominated by government, health, and
education sectors
Over 40% of regional employment is in just three sectors: government,
healthcare, and education.
Location quotient (LQ) is a method to gauge regional concentration by
sector. The measure compares the concentration of employment in an
industry in the Sacramento region to the same industry’s concentration in the
national economy. LQ values above 1 signify areas where the region is more
concentrated than the nation. The only industry with a noticeable regional
concentration (besides of course the incredibly high LQ in state government)
is the non-base construction industry.
The region’s Prosperity Strategy highlights the food/agriculture cluster,
health sciences, and innovative mobility as promising areas for growth. While
the region has a lower concentration of farm employment relative to the
nation, work under SACOG’s Rural-Urban Connections Strategy program has
shown the broader food/ag cluster contributes over $7 billion annually to the
regional economy. Health is one of the fastest growing parts of the economy,
with the Prosperity Strategy emphasizing the need to focus on the tradable
component of that sector. Finally, innovative mobility is an emerging activity
that spans multiple sectors (i.e., is too small and broad to be measured in
these top-level sector groupings). However, the region’s lower concentration
in manufacturing could be a challenge for work underway to grow this cluster.
Economic Prosperity Table 1. Sacramento Region Employment Mix, 2020
% of Regional
Employment

Location
Quotient

Construction

6%

1.21

Education and Health

16%

1.04

Farm

1%

0.63

Federal Government

1%

0.78

Finance

5%

0.89

Information

1%

0.59

Leisure and Hospitality

10%

0.97

Local government

11%

1.14

Manufacturing

4%

0.44

Other Services

3%

0.77

Professional and Business Services

13%

0.93

Retail

10%

0.97

State Government

12%

3.44

Transportation, Warehouse, Wholesale,
Utilities

6%

0.79

Sector

Source: SACOG analysis of EDD Industry Employment & Labor Force benchmark series for regional
employment and BLS Employment by Major Industry Sector data series for national location quotient
comparison.

Economic Prosperity

Health/education the fastest growing sector in region, while
manufacturing, local government, and finance sectors lag
The jobs gained since the Great Recession (in healthcare, education, leisure/
hospitality) have been different than the jobs lost (in manufacturing, finance,
local government). Overall, the region has seen a shift towards locallyserving industries.
•

The construction sector was the hardest hit industry in the region by far during
the recession. The sector has come back since, with especially high employment
growth in the last few years. In contrast, neither the finance, manufacturing or local
government sectors have regained their pre-recession employment levels.

•

The fastest job gainers since the recession (in addition to construction’s recovery
mentioned above) come from the education/healthcare, leisure/hospitality, and
professional/business service sectors, continuing the shift towards service sector
employment.

•

These job totals predate the mid 2020 drop in employment, which affected leisure,
hospitality, retail and other services most heavily.

Economic Prosperity Figure 4. Job Change in Sacramento Region by Sector:
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Source: SACOG analysis of EDD sector data from January 2008 to January 2020.
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Recent GRP growth in Sacramento region in top third of peer
group
Employment change only tells half the story of trends in the regional
economy. Gross regional product (GRP) measures the size of the regional
economy by totaling the market value of all final goods and services
produced in the region. GRP is a good complement to total jobs in that it
reflects output and productivity, not just number of jobs. A look at real GRP
allows us to ask: is the regional economy growing on an inflation-adjusted
basis?
While post-recession job growth in greater Sacramento has trailed peer
regions (14th out of 18 regions), annual real GRP growth in the Sacramento
region between 2011 and 2018 averaged 3.5%, or 6th in its peer group over
this time.
Economic Prosperity Figure 5. Real Annual GRP Growth: 2011 to 2018
Sacramento Region compared to Mid-sized Peers
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Source: SACOG compilation of Gross Domestic Product at MSA level data series from the BEA.
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Yet startup and firm scaling could be lagging in the Sacramento
region
Work by the Brookings Institution for the Sacramento region notes the
proportion of employment in young firms (firms in existence five years
or fewer) compared to total regional employment is a useful indicator of
innovation and startup activity. It can serve as a proxy for the dynamism of
the region’s startup and scale-up activity.
The region has lagged somewhat in employment opportunities at new
startup firms relative to the overall economy and to other metropolitan
areas. While some of the young firms of prior years have scaled and are now
successful established firms, the lack of new young firms in the region could
be a damper on the innovative economy. The Prosperity Strategy includes
near and longer-term priorities to build out the region’s innovative economy.
Economic Prosperity Figure 6. Percent of Sacramento Regional
Employment in Firms Less than Five Years Old
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Source: SACOG analysis of LED extraction tool of Quarterly Workforce Indicators series
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Housing prices in Sacramento region lower than coastal areas
but high from national perspective
The Sacramento region is like many other California areas, where home
values have just re-reached (or are almost back to) pre-recession levels on
an inflation-adjusted basis. The outlier is the Bay Area, where home values
have greatly outpaced inflation, and are now around 50% higher than the
peak before the recession.
While housing in the Sacramento region is less expensive relative to the
large coastal areas of the state, it is more expensive compared to the nation
at large. Zillow estimates the typical value of homes in the United States at
about $262,000, compared to about $440,000 in the Sacramento MSA. As
more people move to the region from high-cost coastal areas, the upward
pressure on housing-cost burden will likely increase.
Economic Prosperity Figure 7. Median Home Values by California
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (in $2020)
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Source: SACOG analysis of Zillow monthly median home values by metro area, January 2000 to April 2020.
Calculation of home values uses the 35th to 65th percentile by month, and is compiled at the MSA level (so
includes the Sacramento MSA but not the Yuba City MSA) and is chained in 2020 dollars.
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While home values have steadily recovered, rents have
skyrocketed
Sacramento is an expensive market for renters compared to other mid-sized
areas. Of its peer group, only Miami and Riverside/San Bernardino have
higher median rents.
And rents are growing rapidly here. Between 2014 and 2020, Sacramento
metro area rents have increased at a greater rate than all the other mid-sized
peer regions analyzed in this progress report.
High home and rental costs lead to the significant regional housing-cost
burden noted in the opening. Indeed, almost half of all renters in the region
pay more than 30% of gross monthly income to cover rent.
Economic Prosperity Figure 8a. Average Rents (April 2020) by Metro Area
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Economic Prosperity Figure 8b. Rent Increase between January 2014 and
January 2020
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Source: SACOG analysis of Zillow monthly average rent between 2014 and 2020, for MSA. Measure is calculation
of average rent in the 40 to 60th percentile. Data for Sacramento region only includes the Sacramento MSA,
not the Yuba City MSA.
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The second of SACOG’s three key goals, Vibrant Places means
ensuring the region’s growth patterns enhance the vitality of
existing communities and foster multi-modal mobility. We
want to ensure new development encourages a healthy mix of
uses that include a diversity of housing, businesses, essential
services, and amenities near one another.

Vibrant Places key findings:
•

The region is heavily housing-cost burdened. Part of this stems from wages and
income, but the region is also underproducing housing in relation to population
growth, which puts upward pressure on prices.

•

Not only the total number, but the type and location of housing matters. During the
early 2000s the region produced upwards of 20,000 new housing units per year, but
also lost prime agricultural land at an alarming rate. Efforts such as the Sacramento
Region Blueprint showed how such growth would be unsustainable from a fiscal,
economic, and environmental perspective, especially as the food/agriculture cluster is
a leading tradable component of the regional economy.

•

The region has made strides in recent years in increasing and diversifying its
housing stock, particularly in small-lot single-family housing. But despite modest
improvements, the region continues to underproduce attached and infill housing in
relation to MTP/SCS goals and despite having ample land designated for attached
housing. The region’s Green Means Go initiative aims to tackle barriers to multifamily
and infill development in greater Sacramento.
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Housing production not keeping up with population growth
Housing production in the region continues to lag population, although it
has risen slightly over the last several years. However, production is still not
keeping up with what is needed relative to population growth.
From 2009 onward the region has added about 65,000 new housing units.
The region would have needed to add an additional 80,000 units in that
timeframe (or about 6,500 more units per year above what is has been
building) just to meet the new population growth.
This indicator only compares new housing to new population and does
not account for any existing housing shortage. Each year the region
underproduces housing adds to the cumulative impact of the housing
shortage.
Vibrant Places Figure 1. Annual Population and Housing Unit Growth in
Sacramento Region
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Source: SACOG analysis of DOF E-5 annual population and housing estimates. “Healthy housing market growth”
is defined as 1 new housing unit to 2 new residents (or 0.5 new units per new resident) using a static 5%
vacancy rate assumption. Importantly, the indicator doesn’t account for an existing housing shortage
(for example, SACOG’s analysis for the 2021 Regional Housing Needs Allocation found the region had an
overcrowding rate of nearly 4.5%), just measuring new housing to new population growth. Some of the other
housing indicators in the progress report use the separate SACOG permit database, which differs slightly to
the DOF in geography and based on when jurisdictions report new housing starts compared to when the
housing is built.
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Largest shortfall between actual housing production and
regional goals is in attached housing product
Most of the new growth in the housing boom of the early 2000s came in the
form of large single-family homes, largely in developments entitled decades
prior.
More recently, rural residential and large-lot product types account for less
than half of new homes built. The largest noticeable shift in housing product
the last ten years has been growth in small-lot single-family as a percentage
of all new homes built, with much of this from new plans entitled in the last
15 years.
While the trend of denser housing helps toward the goal of more compact
development and housing choice, the region still has a long way to go to
meet the outcomes of the MTP/SCS, which suggests that 54 % of the new
homes the region builds should be in attached product (e.g., apartments,
townhomes, duplexes), and much of this as infill in existing communities. The
region’s share of new attached product in relation to all new housing starts
stands little changed from early 20 years ago and trails the early part of the
2000s in terms of absolute attached units built.
Housing product type examples:
Attached
(Rental and
Owned)

Single-Family
Small-Lot
(<5500 sq ft
lot size)

Single-Family
Large-Lot
(1/4 -1 acre
lot size)

Single-Family
Rural Residential
(1 acre or larger
per lot)
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Vibrant Places Figure 2. Annual New Dwelling Units by Product Type
compared to MTP/SCS Goals
18,000

940

Rural Residential

16,000
14,000

Single Family--Large Lot

12,000

10,700

110

10,000

2,600

8,000

410

6,000
4,000
2,000

2,900

260

210
1,900

3,100

1,600
900
1,100

-

2001 - 2007

2008 - 2011

1,000
800

2012 - 2015

2,900
2,500

Attached
5,700

1,200

2016 - 2019

2016 - 2040
(2020 MTP/SCS)

Source: SACOG analysis of regional permits database and SACOG MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast for 2016 to
2040. Note the final column (MTP 2020) represents the average annual new dwelling units forecasted in the
2020 MTP/SCS. Totals are for the SACOG region only, so do not include the Tahoe Basin of Placer and El
Dorado Counties. See the “About the Data” section at end of document for more details.
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Unlike Sacramento, other California regions increasing share of
attached product
The Sacramento region (and also the San Joaquin Valley) continue to
differ from the other large California regions that produce a much higher
percentage of multifamily housing units (multifamily includes not only
apartments but also products such as townhomes, duplexes, etc.).
In 2001, the Sacramento region was tied with the Bay Area with the highest
percentage of new multifamily units in the state. Since then, however, the
coastal regions have greatly increased their share of multifamily as new
construction, while the share in Sacramento has slightly declined. In other
words, the Sacramento region continues to miss out on the coastal “attached
product boom.” While the region has ample multifamily zoning, challenges
could be in part due to requirements/barriers within multifamily zoning
codes, such as setbacks, parking, etc.
Vibrant Places Figure 3. Percent of Total New Units that are Multi-Family by
California Region
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Source: SACOG analysis of DOF/DRU E-5 series. The negative numbers for 2019 in rest of CA represent the
large number of housing units that burned down. The DOF dataset does not separate out demolitions in this
data set from new growth, so it measures a slightly different total from the regional permit database used
above.
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Underproduction of attached product exacerbates housing-cost
burden, especially for low-income residents
The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) is a process that quantifies
the need for housing by income category and sets housing goals for
jurisdictions across the state. The California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) releases annual reports that track housing
permits by RHNA category. The permit data available for this progress
report update is from 2013 to 2018, while the corresponding RHNA (cycle 5)
covers 2013 to 2021 (in other words, the available permit data doesn’t cover
every year of the cycle 5 RHNA). Yet even with a few years to go in terms of
reported permits, the data show stark challenges the region and state have
faced in meeting housing goals.
Most notably, the Sacramento region is not producing enough new housing
to serve lower-income segments of population (i.e., nearly two-thirds into
the 2013-2021 RHNA in terms of permit data, the region has only built 5% of
the very low-income housing RHNA says is needed, and 7% of housing that
serves the low-income cohort). And while building housing that serves lowerincome families is a challenge across the full state, it seems particularly
pronounced here.
The region’s underproduction of attached product likely contributes to this
outcome. While there is not always a one-to-one relationship (e.g., some
multi-family units such as luxury condos serve a high-income market),
attached housing products generally are more affordable than large-lot
single-family homes.
Vibrant Places Table 1. Reported Housing Permits between 2013 and 2018
as Percentage of RHNA Cycle 5 Allocation
RHNA Income category

Sacramento Region

California

Very low

5%

9%

Low

7%

14%

Moderate

57%

32%

Above moderate

61%

81%

Source: SACOG analysis of HCD annual progress report permit summary. Methodology sums self-reported
permits up to 2018. The table compares reported housing permits (how much housing has been built) by
income category between 2013 and 2018 compared to state goals for production. Note the state goals for
production in the comparison RHNA (cycle 5) go until 2021. A new cycle 6 of RHNA has been adopted which
covers 2021-2029.
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As large lot single-family production slows, so does
consumption of agricultural land
In the housing building boom of the early 2000s the Sacramento region was
losing farmland at an alarming rate: as mentioned above, the region was
adding over 10,000 new large lot single family homes a year, many of which
were sited on converted agricultural lands. Since the recession this trend has
slowed, in particular the amount of prime farmland converted to housing. As
home building has picked up the last few years, so too has the pressure on
agricultural lands.
As noted above, food/agriculture is a leading tradable industry in the region,
so conversion of agriculture land has an outsized impact on this key sector.
Vibrant Places Figure 4. Annual Acres of Important Farmland in Sacramento
Region Urbanized by Housing: 2005 to 2019
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Source: SACOG analysis of regional permits database and the CA Department of Conservation’s Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program, 2019.
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The goal of “Connected Communities” means better
connecting the region through a safe, well-maintained,
multimodal transportation network, and an abundance of
clean mobility options that provide for the efficient movement
of people and goods.

Connected Communities key findings:
•

Compared to other mid-sized peer areas, the Sacramento region does well on
system congestion and reliability, yet state of good repair and collision indicators are
going in the wrong direction. The next MTP/SCS will explore how much of the plan’s
investment budget should be directed towards expansion projects compared to
system maintenance and modernization.

•

The biggest changes in commute patterns have been a decrease in carpooling and an
increase in work-from-home. The share of commuters driving to work remains almost
unchanged the last 20 years.

•

Transit is essential in meeting the performance outcomes of the MTP/SCS, yet like
other regions, it is a challenging time for the mode: transit boardings in the region have
continued to drop even as service hours have stabilized. Efforts such as Next Gen
Transit and other important regional initiatives look to the future of transit in the region.

•

Covid-19 has had a big near-term impact not only on the economy, but also travel.
Yet the region has also been quick to rebound. It is still too soon to know if 2020 travel
patterns are just a short-term blip or will lead to longer term changes in travel behavior.

Connected Communities

Sacramento region in middle of peers in extreme congestion
Annual person-hours of excessive delay per capita is a standard way to
measure congestion across areas. The measure is calculated by summing
the total number of person-hours in which people were significantly delayed
due to traffic congestion (i.e., in which the traffic was traveling less than 60%
of the posted speed limit), then dividing that by the population.
In our peer group, Austin, San Antonio, and the Inland Empire (i.e., Riverside
and San Bernardino) stand out in terms of the significant level of freeway
congestion. Freeway congestion in the Sacramento region is noticeably
less compared to these three, though is a bit higher than several midsized Midwest peers (this measure looks only at delay on grade-separated
freeways due to insufficient data on traffic volumes on non-freeway roads).
Connected Communities Figure 1. Annual Person Hours of Delay, 2019
Sacramento Urbanized Area and National Peers

16.0
14.0
12.0
10.0
8.0
6.0
4.0
2.0
Indicates State Capital
Pittsburgh

Detroit

Columbus

Phoenix
Mesa

St. Louis

Sacramento

Cincinnati

Charlotte

San Antonio

Riverside
San Bernardino

0.0
Austin

39

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on National Performance Measurement Research Data Set (NPMRDS);
University of Maryland Center for Advanced Transportation Technology (CATT Lab). For Sacramento Urbanized Area (UZA). Chart excludes regions that were missing PHED data on more than 10% of directional miles
on qualifying roads.
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Traffic fatality rate trending up since 2014, won’t meet state
goals
SACOG tracks the number of vehicle collisions in the region as part of the
agency’s performance monitoring. After a decrease during the recession
(when travel was down) vehicle collisions have been increasing in the
Sacramento region: in 2016 and 2017, fatal collisions surpassed pre-recession
levels.
In addition to overall incidents, the Sacramento region has a growing rate of
fatal collisions (on a per 100 million vehicle miles traveled basis). The region’s
fatality rate has been about 10% higher than the state, and this gap grew in
2016-2017.
At this rate the region won’t meet its contribution to state safety performance
management goals.
Connected Communities Figure 2. Traffic Fatality Rates, 2006 to 2017
Sacramento Region and California Statewide
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Note: “MVMT” = Million Vehicle Miles Traveled.
Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on Statewide Integrated Traffic Record System. California targets for
fatality rate from Samuelson, Dean, and Saurabh Jayant. “Safety Performance Management Targets for 2021.”
Caltrans Federal Liaison, 2020.

Connected Communities

Similar finding for serious injuries — increasing rate, unlikely to
meet state goals
The story for serious injuries resulting from a vehicle collision is the same as
for fatal collisions: the Sacramento region has had an increase in both the
absolute and incidence of serious injury incidents. As for the fatality rate,
the Sacramento region has a higher rate of serious injury per vehicle mile
traveled compared to the state.
Connected Communities Figure 3. Traffic Injury Rates, 2006 to 2017
Sacramento Region and California Statewide
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Note: “MVMT” = Million Vehicle Miles Traveled.
Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on Statewide Integrated Traffic Record System. California targets for
fatality rate from Samuelson, Dean, and Saurabh Jayant. “Safety Performance Management Targets for 2021.”
Caltrans Federal Liaison, 2020.
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And fatalities and injuries for non-motorized travelers
also increasing
While varying year over year, the overall trend in fatalities and injuries
for non-motorized road users has been an increase through time. Unlike
the rate-based measures above (e.g., collisions per 100 million VMT), this
measure tracks total incidents, in that we do not have appropriate data for
normalizing non-motorized fatalities/injuries (e.g. fatalities per pedestrian or
bike trip, etc.)
Connected Communities Figure 4. Non-Motorized Fatalities and Injuries,
2006 to 2017
Sacramento Region and California Statewide
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Note: “MVMT” = Million Vehicle Miles Traveled.
Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on Statewide Integrated Traffic Record System. California targets for
fatality rate from Samuelson, Dean, and Saurabh Jayant. “Safety Performance Management Targets for 2021.”
Caltrans Federal Liaison, 2020.
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Region faces critical challenge in preserving existing
transportation system
SACOG’s MTP/SCS notes the region faces a critical challenge in preserving
our existing transportation system in a time of increasing costs and
decreasing revenues. During the last decade our local road conditions have
declined significantly, leading to a growing backlog of maintenance projects
— between 2008 and today, our roadway conditions have dropped from
an average pavement condition index score of 70 to a score closer to 60 (a
pavement condition index is a consistent way to monitor the condition of
roads. A score of 70 or above generally means a road is in good condition,
requiring routine maintenance. Scores in the 60s are signs that road
conditions are deteriorating at an increasing pace, and at risk of failing).
The infusion of California’s SB 1 funding will help cities and counties curtail
further deterioration of our roadways, at least in the short term, but falls short
of helping us climb out of the hole we’ve accumulated over the past decade.
To bring our roads to a state of good repair in the next decade would require
nearly $900 million annually, a far cry from the $350 to $400 million we’re
spending today.
Connected Communities Figure 5. Local Street and Road Pavement
Conditions, 2008 to 2018
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Source: California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessments, 2008 - 2018, accessed August 2019.
*Due to limited observed data, PCI for Sutter and Yuba counties is estimated for years 2009-2015.

The picture for transit is similar. In just the next five years, roughly half of our
region’s more than 500 buses are due for replacement. Nearly 60% of the
light rail vehicles still in operation today are over 25 years old and in need
of replacement or significant refurbishing. The cost of replacing all these
vehicles likely exceeds $400 million.

Connected Communities

Share of commuters driving alone almost unchanged
The share of commuters opting to drive alone to work has remained largely
unchanged since the year 2000. This share has increased slightly over this
time period, going from about 76% to about 77%. The overall stability of this
metric however masks a lot of change both in the region and how workers
travel:
•

The total number of workers in the region has increased by over 260,000 (31%) since
2000.

•

The location of jobs for those workers has shifted. A smaller share are located in the
Downtown Sacramento Central Business District (CBD), and a larger share in other jobs
centers outside the CBD—Rancho Cordova, South Placer County, West Sacramento, El
Dorado County, and others.

•

The rates of some non-drive-alone modes have also changed dramatically (see
following page for details).

Connected Communities Figure 6. Drive Alone and All Other Mode
Commute Shares, 2000 to 2018
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Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on American Community Survey 3-year sample data for 2007 to 2018,
and the 2000 Decennial Census for year 2000.
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Carpooling and work-at-home show biggest changes in
commuting
The relative stability in the share of commuters driving alone to work does
not mean that significant changes in other modes are not happening.
•

The carpool share of commuters in the region has declined, from nearly 14% in 2000
to just under 10% in 2018. Similar declines have been observed in other regions in the
U.S. Good news in recent years is that decline in commuter carpooling appears to be
slowing—2018 showed no decline from 2017.

•

The share of workers who normally work at home has nearly doubled, from about 4%
in 2000 to 7.2% in 2018, with the fastest growth between 2015 and 2018. At this increase
rate, the work-at-home share would reach 10% by 2025 (and note too that this data
predates any impact from Covid-19 on commuting patterns).

•

The share of workers reporting bicycling, taking public transit, or walking as their main
commute mode remained relatively small during the entire time series.

Connected Communities Figure 7. Alternative Modes of Commute, 2000 to
2018
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Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on American Community Survey 3-year sample data for 2007 to 2018,
and the 2000 Decennial Census for year 2000.
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Sacramento region ranks high in commuters who do not drive
alone
The Sacramento region ranks 5th among a peer group of 19 mid-sized
metropolitan areas, including five other state capitals, in commuting by
modes other than driving alone.
The Sacramento region ranks 2nd in share of workers commuting by
bicycle—only the Portland metropolitan area is higher.
Connected Communities Figure 8. Peer Comparison of Alternative Modes
of Commute, 2018
Sacramento Region and National Peers
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Higher alternative mode commuting by Black, Hispanic, and
Asian workers
Using Census American Community Survey (ACS) micro-sample data, it is
possible to tally commuting mode shares by the race and ethnicity of the
worker surveyed. Note that these data are for 2016.
Black, Asian, and Hispanic workers all report higher rates of alternative mode
commuting, compared to white workers.
•

Black workers reported an overall alternative mode share of 29% (7% higher than white
workers), but that overall share includes 2.5% lower work-at-home share, and 4.5%
higher transit share (more than triple the share reported by white workers).

•

For Hispanic workers, overall alternative mode share was 25% (3% higher than white
workers), but Hispanic workers reported an even lower share of work-at-home (3.5%
compared to 7.4% for white workers), and over 14% carpooling (more than 6% higher
than white workers).

•

Asian workers also reported nearly double the rate of carpooling than white workers
(15% compared to 8%), and a lower rate of working-at-home than white workers (4.6%
compared to 7.4%).

Household income is one factor that can account for some of the observed
differences in commute mode, which will be looked at in greater detail on the
following pages.
Connected Communities Figure 9. Alternative Modes of Commute by Race
and Ethnicity, 2016
6-County Sacramento Region
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of the high margin of error due to smaller sample sizes. See discussion in “About the Data” chapter of this
report.
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Auto ownership lower for people in Black households
Because personal vehicles handle the majority of trips in our region,
ownership of automobiles is a key indicator of mobility.
•

13% of the Black population reside in households with no automobiles, more than
three times the rate for white, Hispanic, or Asian populations.

•

35% of the Black population reside in households with only one automobile, nearly
twice the rate for white, Hispanic, or Asian populations.

Connected Communities Figure 10. Auto Ownership by Race and Ethnicity,
2016
6-County Sacramento Region
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of the high margin of error due to smaller sample sizes. See discussion in “About the Data” chapter of this
report.
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Work-at-home lower, non-drive alone modes higher, for workers
in lower-income households
The same 2016 ACS micro-sample data also sheds insights into alternative
modes of commute by level of household income.
•

Workers in higher-income households reported higher rates of working-at-home than
workers in lower-income households (10 to 12% for the two highest income categories,
compared to 6 to 7% for the lowest).

•

In contrast, workers in lower-income households reported higher rates of bike/walk/
transit usage (8 to 11% for the two lowest income categories, compared to 3 to 5% for
the highest).

•

Workers in lower-income households also reported higher rates of carpooling (13 to
14% for the two lowest income categories, compared to 6 to 7% for the highest).

It is clear that income may be a part of the explanation of the observed
difference in commute modes by race and ethnicity of the worker (see Who
We Are Figure 7 for illustration of income disparity by race and ethnicity).
However, other differences in occupation, location of place of work, and
household structure may account for some of the difference in mode of
commute by race and ethnicity.
Connected Communities Figure 11. Alternative Modes of Commute by
Household Income of Worker, 2016
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Transit service provided down from peak, but stable through
2018
An effective transit system in the region is a cornerstone of SACOG’s MTP/
SCS and in meeting vital air quality and economic prosperity goals for the
region.
Transit service hours (the number of hours transit vehicles are providing
revenue service) per capita peaked at about 0.8 annual service hours per
resident. The metric fell during the recession but has now stabilized. The
MTP/SCS calls for roughly 1.1 transit service hours per capita by 2040.
Connected Communities Figure 12. Transit Service Hours Per Capita, 2006
to 2018
All Operators in Sacramento Region
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Source: SACOG, December 2020. Transit vehicle hours based on operator TDA Triennial Performance Audits
and the National Transit Database. Transit service includes fixed route, commuter, and demand responsive.
Population from California Department of Finance.
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Transit ridership on steady decline since 2009
Like service hours, transit boardings per capita also peaked before the
Great Recession. Boardings declined as service hours were reduced during
the recession but haven’t rebounded as have many other Progress Report
indicators. In fact, transit boardings per resident have continued to drop even
as service hours have stabilized. Note that these data only go to 2018, so the
more recent changes to both service and ridership as a result of Covid-19 are
not captured in these charts.
As in other regions across the country, these recent trends on transit
ridership and service point to challenges in meeting the goals placed on
the transit system. Efforts such as the Next Generation Transit Study seek to
envision how public transit in the Sacramento region can most effectively
serve current and future riders.
Connected Communities Figure 13. Transit Passenger Boardings Per Capita,
2006 to 2018
All Operators in Sacramento Region
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Source: SACOG, December 2020. Transit vehicle hours based on operator TDA Triennial Performance Audits
and the National Transit Database. Transit service includes fixed route, commuter, and demand responsive.
Population from California Department of Finance.
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Gasoline prices down sharply from historic high in 2012
Gasoline prices are a key component to the cost of driving. Because driving
is the dominant mode of travel in our region, the cost of fuel is very important.
In particular, the cost of gasoline influences travel mode, vehicle choice, and
trip frequency and length. The average price of gasoline in the state is the
lowest since 2004, and well below the peak of 2012.
Connected Communities Figure 14. California Average Gasoline Price (in
2019 Dollars), 2008 to 2020
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Vehicle miles traveled flat to decreasing after recovery from
Great Recession
While total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the state is growing due to growth
in population, jobs, and visitation to the state, the focus on VMT as a metric
has been on the rate of VMT, rather than on the total. The most significant
VMT goals set by the state for metropolitan planning organizations (such as
SACOG), cities and counties focus on reduction of VMT per capita.
Daily VMT per capita declined in the state and region during the Great
Recession, then rose through the recovery. Even with the uptick the last
few years, all major regions in the state have lower VMT per capita today
compared to the high in the early 2000s.
The larger metro areas in California continue to have lower daily VMT per
capita compared to the state as a whole. Of the large metropolitan areas,
Sacramento and San Diego have higher VMT/capita (about 25 miles per day
in 2018) compared to Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area (about 23
miles per day in 2018). While a difference of a few VMT may not seem much,
it quickly adds up on a daily per capita basis and in relation to climate goals.
Connected Communities Figure 15. Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Per Capita,
2000 to 2018
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Source: SACOG, December 2020. Vehicle miles traveled based on Caltrans’ “Public Road Data” reports; population estimates used for “per capita” calculations from California Department of Finance.
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Covid-19: After initial 2020 drop, vehicle miles traveled returning
to “normal” level
The impacts of Covid-19 on travel everywhere have been profound — this
is true in the Sacramento region, too. The primary impacts have been
generated by various public health measures (shelter-in-place orders,
lay-offs of workers, closures and modification of operations of schools
and businesses, etc.) as well as more voluntary changes in daily activities
individuals have taken in order to minimize risks of exposure to the virus.
Early in the Covid-19 period (March through April of 2020) total VMT per day
in the Sacramento region dropped significantly, to about one-half of “normal”
(or what was seen in the years prior). Yet starting in late April, VMT began to
steadily increase. By June, VMT had nearly returned to “normal” levels, at only
10% or less below years prior.
Connected Communities Figure 16. Vehicle Miles Traveled in Covid-19
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Drop in travel caused major reduction in congestion
As shown above, Covid-19 and the associated public health responses had
a dramatic near-term effect on travel, particularly commute trips, in the early
part of 2020. Congestion dropped dramatically when comparing April of 2020
to the April of prior years, with the share of directional miles on major roads
experiencing congestion in the region dropping by nearly two thirds.
Connected Communities Figure 17. Percent Road Miles Congested, April
Averages, 2017 to 2020
Sacramento Region National Highway System Roadways
40%
34%

35%
30%

34%

28%

25%
20%
15%
10%

10%
5%
0%

2017

2018

2019

2020

Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on National Performance Measurement Research Data Set (NPMRDS).
National Highway System is a subset of roadways including freeways and most major surface streets.
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Yet as travel volumes rebound, some level of congestion returns
SACOG studied speed and traffic volumes on major locations in the region.
Among these locations, traffic volumes showed a consistent “V” shape,
dropping during the early weeks on the lockdown period then increasing
again, in some cases to pre-Covid levels. As volumes increased, travel
speeds decreased, in some cases to near pre-Covid levels.
The below charts show volumes and speeds on the northbound segment of
Business 80 (Capital City Freeway) over the American River as an example of
this broader trend. The traffic volumes illustrate the familiar “V” shape. Traffic
speeds then are shown not just for 2020, but for prior years too. With the
drop in volumes early in the Covid-19 period, traffic speeds during the worst
hours of the day increased from under 30 MPH to over 50 MPH. By June, as
volumes returned to nearly pre-Covid-19 levels, speeds also began to drop,
to below 40 MPH.
While the broader “V” shape trend broadly describes the regional level,
the magnitude and duration of the drop and rebound did vary (sometimes
significantly) by studied facility. And while it is clear that Covid-19 has had
a big near-term impact on travel, it is still too soon to know if 2020 travel
patterns are just a short-term blip, or will lead to longer term changes in
travel behavior.
Connected Communities Figure 18. Traffic Volumes and Speeds, Capital
City Freeway at American River Bridge
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Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on Caltrans “Performance Monitoring System” (PeMS) data downloads
and speed data from NPMRDS, processed by SACOG.
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Geography

Race/ethnicity data

The 2021 Regional Progress Report covers the sixcounty Sacramento region, which consists of El Dorado,
Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties.
Indicators, statistics, and charts in the Progress Report
titled or referenced as the “Sacramento region” or
“greater Sacramento” are for this six-county area, unless
otherwise explicitly mentioned in the corresponding
text/chart.

The Progress Report draws on a wide variety of data
sources. Many on race and ethnicity come from the
US Census Bureau based on the respondent’s selfidentification within Census categories. The Census
recognizes race as a social construct, noting the racial
categories used “generally reflect a social definition
of race recognized in this country and not an attempt
to define race biologically, anthropologically, or
genetically.” In the Census, the concept of Hispanic
origin is separate from race. In other words, the Census
asks respondents if they identify as being of Hispanic,
Latino, or Spanish origin, and then a separate question
on how they identify within Census racial categories
of Alaskan Native or American Indian; Asian; Black or
African American; Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander; White; Some Other Race. This two-question
approach to race and ethnicity means there can be
overlap between several of the reported categories in
indicators that compare across groups. For example,
a person who identified as being of Hispanic origin
on the ethnicity question and as Black or African
American on the race question would be included in
both the Hispanic and Black reported categories in
certain indicators. However, in other measures the data
separates out Hispanic from non-Hispanic across all
race categories. The Progress Report documents if
the reported race/ethnicity category includes those
that identify as of Hispanic origin or not, using (NH) to
distinguish non-Hispanic. For example, an indicator
for Black (NH) means the category covers those
who selected Black or African American on the race
question and ‘not of Hispanic origin’ on the ethnicity
question. An indicator for Black (no ‘NH’ following in
the legend) encompasses those who selected Black
or African American on the race question regardless of
how they answered the ethnicity question.

Several indicators/charts however are instead at the
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) level. There are
two different MSAs in the Sacramento region—the
Sacramento MSA (also referred to as the Sacramento
metro area), consisting of El Dorado, Placer,
Sacramento, and Yolo counties, and the Yuba City
MSA (also referred to as the Yuba-Sutter metro area),
consisting of Yuba and Sutter counties. Due to data
restrictions some indicators only have data for the
Sacramento MSA, not the Yuba City MSA; these will
be noted in the source documentation. Finally, one
transportation-related indicator uses the Sacramento
Urbanized Area geography, a measure of the urbanized
core of the region, while the indicators drawing on
SACOG’s regional permit database are just for the
SACOG planning region (i.e., do not include the Tahoe
Basin portion of Placer and El Dorado counties). Each of
these unique geographies is referenced in the source
documentation.

Comparator regions
The 2021 Progress Report compares the Sacramento
region to a variety of other metropolitan areas. First,
the report compares greater Sacramento to fellow
California regions: the Bay Area, greater Los Angeles,
and San Diego are defined as the areas covered by their
respective Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MTC,
SCAG, and SANDAG), while the Progress Report defines
the San Joaquin Valley as Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera,
Merced, San Joaquin, and Stanislaus counties.
Several indicators in the report include a comparison
to other national mid-sized regions. Recent work by
the Brookings Institution found these comparators
share similar economic size, wealth, productivity,
industrial structure, and competitiveness factors to
the Sacramento region. To Brookings’ list of 15 national
comparators SACOG added two fellow state capitals
(Austin and Salt Lake City) and another West Coast
mid-sized region (Portland). In short, while regions in
California are important points of comparison across
many indicators (such as the population growth or
housing cost measures), Brookings’ work shows how
benchmarking across fellow mid-sized regions instead
of larger coastal areas can be an effective way to
track other trends captured in the Progress Report.
Comparator mid-sized regions are defined as their MSA.

Because the Census is only conducted once every
ten years, the bureau uses surveying techniques such
as the American Community Survey (ACS) to gather
important information about metropolitan regions,
states, and the nation. Much of the race and ethnicity
data in this Progress Report is from the ACS. The ACS
source documentation details the scientific approach
to these surveys, including margin of error. Data
indicators on several Census racial categories in the
region have high margins of error given the relatively
small population and sampling size for these racial
categories. As a result, outside of the total population
indicator, the Progress Report does not report individual
data on American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native
Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, Multi-Race, or the Census’
Other category. SACOG staff reviewed the available
data and believe that it is not possible in the data
for these categories to distinguish a true population
value from a random sample error given the reported
margins. However, ACS data for these racial categories
can be found at https://www.census.gov/programssurveys/acs

