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Land Use & Natural  Resources Committee     

Thursday, March 5, 2015, at 1:00 p.m. 
SACOG Rivers Rooms, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA  
 
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee may take up any agenda item at any time, regardless of the 
order listed.  Public comment will be taken on the item at the time that it is taken up by the committee.  We 
ask that members of the public complete a request to speak form, submit it to the clerk of the committee, and 
keep their remarks brief.   If several persons wish to address the committee on a single item, the chair may 
impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of the discussion.  Action may be taken on any 
item on this agenda.   

 
Roll Call: Directors Frerichs, Jankovitz, Kennedy, Powers, Rohan, Veerkamp, West, Vice 
Chair Diane Hodges and Chair Aguiar-Curry 
 
Public Communications:  Any person wishing to address the Committee on any item not 
on the agenda may do so at this time.  After ten minutes of testimony, any additional 
testimony will be heard following the action items.  

 
1. Minutes of the February 5, 2014, Meeting◄ (Ms. Lizon) 
2. North State Water Alliance Update (Mr. Shabazian) 
3. 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Update 

A. Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario (Ms. Lizon)  
B. Elected Officials Information Meetings (Ms. Hernández) 
C. Final Report from Public Attitude Survey (Mr. Chew) 

4. Rural Urban Connections Strategy 
A. Labor and Agricultural Production in the Sacramento Region (Ms. Sprowls) 
B. Yolo Case Study Status Report (Mr. Shabazian) 

5. Draft Frameworks for Regional Funding Programs in 2015 (Ms. DeVere-Oki) 
 
Other Matters 
Adjournment 

◄ Indicates Action 

Prepared by:    Approved by: 

 

Mike McKeever    Aguiar-Curry 
Chief Executive Officer   Chair 

Next committee meeting: April 2, 2015  

The Meridian Plaza Building is accessible to the disabled.  If requested, this agenda, and documents in the agenda packet 
can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in implementation thereof.  
Persons seeking an alternative format should contact SACOG for further information.  In addition, a person with a 
disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a 
public meeting should contact SACOG by phone at 916-321-9000, e-mail (contact@sacog.org) or in person as soon as 
possible and preferably at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.   Parking is available at 15th and K Streets 

 



      
 
 

 

 Item #15-3-1 
L a n d  U s e  &  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  C o m m i t t e e  Ac t i o n  

 
February 26, 2015 
  
Minutes of the February 5, 2015, Meeting 
     
Issue:  The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on February 5, 2015. 
   
Recommendation:  Approve the minutes of the meeting as submitted.  
 
Discussion:  Attached are the minutes of the February 5, 2015 Land Use & Natural Resources 
Committee meeting for approval. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:KL:ts 
 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265 
 



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

 
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES 

  
 
The SACOG Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on February 5, 2014 in the Sacramento & 
American Rivers rooms on the Third Floor of the Meridian Plaza Building located at 1415 L Street, 
Sacramento, CA at 1:00 p.m. 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  Chair Aguiar-Curry called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present: Directors Frerichs, Kennedy, Powers, Rohan, Vice Chair Diane Hodges and Chair 

Aguiar-Curry. 
 
   Directors West, Jankovitz and Veerkamp. 
   
1. Minutes of the October 30, and December 4, 2014, Meetings 
 

Upon motion by Director Rohan, seconded by Director Frerichs, and carried by majority (Powers abstain), 
the minutes of the October 30, and December 4, 2014 Land Use & Natural Resources Committee meetings 
were approved without any changes.  
 

2. Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Update 
 

A. Briefing on Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario 
 
The Committee received and reviewed this report. 
 

B. Outreach Update/Elected Officials Meetings 
 

The Committee received and reviewed this report. 
 

3. Conceptual Framework for Integrating Upcoming Funding Programs with Air Quality and Planning 
Efforts 

 
 The Committee received and reviewed this report. 

 
4. Update on Cap-and-Trade Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program 

Implementation 
 

 The Committee received and reviewed this report. 
 
5. Receive & File:  Committee Charge 

 
 This was a receive & file item.  No staff presentation was made. 
 
6. Receive & File:  Cap-to-Cap 2015 

 
 This was a receive & file item.  No staff presentation was made. 
  
Other Matters 
 
Adjournment 
 
Chair Aguiar-Curry adjourned the meeting at 2:19 p.m. 



 
 Item #15-3-2 

Land Use & Natural  Resources Committee Information 
February 26, 2015 
 
North State Water Alliance Update 
 
Issue: The North State Water Alliance continues to formulate strategies to address water resource management and 
legislation issues. 
 
Recommendation: None; this item is for information only. 
 
Discussion:  While 2014 brought historic drought conditions as well as historic actions in the legislature, 2015 may 
prove to be just as challenging for water managers and the region's residents, farms, and businesses. 
 
The North State Water Alliance continues to provide a framework for alignment throughout the Sacramento Valley and 
neighboring Sierra Nevada on water issues. The NSWA principles have been adopted by a number of water agencies, 
municipalities, and business groups and were adopted by SACOG in April 2014 (Attachment A).  Three of the founding 
members of the NSWA are water organizations, Northern California Water Association, Mountain Counties Water 
Resources Association, and Regional Water Authority, which collectively represent many of the same interests as 
SACOG members.   
 
The region's water managers continue to prepare for and respond to a fourth year of drought in California. Although water 
storage in reservoirs is somewhat above this time last year, January was exceedingly dry, and the snowpack is well below 
average. The region's municipal water suppliers responded to drought in 2014 by using nearly 20% less water than in 
2013. In addition, water suppliers identified a number of projects that could make supplies more resilient in an ongoing 
drought. Many of these projects are completed or underway to serve the region in 2015. Regional Water Authority 
members were fortunate to receive $9.7 million in state drought grant funding to implement $30 million in projects. 
 
Water managers throughout the region and the Sacramento Valley are engaged in planning to comply with the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act, which passed the legislature in 2014. The Act requires all areas of the state that overlie 
high and medium priority groundwater basins to create a groundwater sustainability agency by 2017, and to develop a 
groundwater sustainability plan by 2022. Compliance with the Act will build on many years of progressive groundwater 
management in the region.  
 
State agencies have released proposed schedules for rollout of grant and loan programs to be funded by Proposition 1, the 
$7.6 billion water bond that was approved by voters in November. A number of programs could provide fiscal, water 
supply, and environmental benefits to the SACOG region. The Governor's proposed budget identifies appropriations for 
programs that include water conservation, recycled water, integrated regional water management, in-stream flow 
enhancement and other purposes. The deadline for bill introduction in the State Legislature is February 27th. NSWA 
partners will evaluate water-related legislation for adherence to the aforementioned principles. 
 
John Woodling, Executive Director of the Regional Water Authority and David Guy, President of the Northern California 
Water Association will brief the committee on the topics noted above. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:DS:ts 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265 
  David Shabazian, Principal Program Expert, (916) 340-6231 



Attachment A 

PRINCIPLES OF THE NORTH STATE WATER ALLIANCE 

Adopted by SACOG Board of Directors 
April 17, 2014 

 
Preamble  
  
We, the undersigned, support the NSWA,  a growing coalition of cities, counties, water 
providers, business, agriculture and community groups in Northern California, to promote 
responsible statewide water solutions that protect the economy, environment and quality of 
life for the north state and for all Californians; and  
 
Whereas, the Sacramento Valley and adjacent Coast Ranges and Sierra Nevada (the North 
State) is a unique place linked by its water resources; and  
 
Whereas, the North State is committed to balancing economic, environmental and social 
sustainability for the entire State; and  

Whereas, reliable and sufficient supplies of water are critical to a vibrant economy, a healthy 
environment, and the State’s overall quality of life; and  

Whereas, the North State understands and recognizes the importance of regional coordination 
and collaboration in developing implementable solutions to address existing and future water 
resources challenges and opportunities; and  

Whereas, changing hydrology and sea level caused by climate change, coupled with population 
growth, forest management practices, and increasingly stringent and rigid regulatory 
requirements impinge on current water supplies to meet California’s needs; and  

Whereas, the currently proposed solutions for the Delta pose serious risks for the water supply 
reliability of the North State; and  

Whereas, the California drought of 2012-2014 underscores the water supply and water 
management challenges we face and the urgency for action to address these challenges; and 

Whereas, in order to protect our region’s interests, the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG), in partnership with other key regional partners, seeks to promote 
regional cooperation on water issues, and to be part of a collaborative and comprehensive plan 
to meet all of California’s water needs. 

Now, therefore be it resolved, that in partnership with other key regional partners, SACOG 
supports actions based on the following principles of the NSWA: 
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Principles 

Water rights and area-of-origin protections must be recognized and preserved through water 
supply assurances to guarantee reliable supplies for all beneficial water uses and environmental 
needs.  

The North State will continue to aggressively pursue water conservation and efficiency 
measures that promote our regional self-reliance and water supply reliability. 

We will continue to invest in water supply development, water recycling and reuse, increased 
water storage capacity, and other water management projects and programs that are cost 
effective and improve our regional self-sufficiency, and that serve to benefit other regions of 
the State. 

State and federal actions must respect and not impinge on or preempt the authority and 
responsibilities of cities, counties, and other local agencies to take actions in the interests of the 
jurisdiction and its citizens. 

The North State will continue to work with state and federal governments to develop a 
comprehensive operational plan for statewide water supply reliability, including investing in 
regional water supply reliability and self-reliance.  This operational plan must also demonstrate 
how the state’s water system will meet future water demand while adapting to the effects of 
climate change. This plan should address adaptive management changes in the current rigid 
regulatory requirements. 

Stakeholders in the North State must be fully involved in all aspects of the development of a 
Delta solution and other state and federal water policies and operations that affect the region. 

We support a Delta solution that is: part of a comprehensive statewide solution to address 
California’s long-term water supply challenges; is based on sound science to ensure it is 
effective and implemented in an equitable manner; requires the beneficiaries of any actions 
associated with a Delta solution to fully fund the costs of such actions; avoids or fully mitigates 
negative economic, environmental, or societal impacts to areas in our region; and, provides a 
meaningful role in governance for representatives of the North State. 

In summary, we support a statewide plan for water reliability that supports the economic, 
environmental, and social needs of all of California. Such a plan must support the diverse rural 
and urban, agricultural, environmental, recreational, power generation, and flood protection 
needs of the North State. 
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Attachment A 
 

2016 MTP/SCS Update: Schedule of Board Actions Leading to Final Plan Adoption 
(Updated January 12, 2015 to reflect Board adoption of Framework 2.0) 

 
Board Action Date of Action Contents/Direction 

Framework 1.0: 
Policy Framework 

Adopted December 2013 • Set implementation-focused theme for plan update with 
five policy themes: transportation funding, investment 
strategy, investment timing, land use forecast, plan effects. 

• Set region-level growth projections of population, 
employment and housing for the plan horizon year (2036). 

• Set overall schedule for the plan update. 
Framework 1.5:  
Scenarios 
Development 
Framework 

Adopted March 2014 • Set parameters for three regional land use and 
transportation scenarios for use in public workshops and 
plan development. 

• Initiated phasing analysis of transportation investments in 
current plan. 

• Initiated analysis of different levels and types of 
transportation revenue sources. 

• Set schedule for creation of Framework 2.0. 

Framework 2.0:  

Draft Preferred 
Scenario Framework 

Adopted December 2014 • Sets guidelines, task and process for developing a draft 
preferred scenario (land use forecast, revenue forecast, 
project list, performance outcomes). 

• Sets a minimum of six weeks for review and vetting of a 
preliminary draft preferred scenario. 

Framework 3.0: 
Draft Preferred 
Scenario 

Targeted for April 2015 • Sets details of Draft Preferred Scenario (for years 2020, 
2035, and 2036) for use in development of Draft Plan and 
EIR: 

o Land use forecast 
o Revenue Forecast 
o Budget and Project List 
o Key Performance Outcomes 

Draft Plan (2016 
MTP/SCS) 

Targeted for September 2015 • Release Draft 2016 MTP/SCS for public comment. Draft 
Plan includes written discussion of the detailed land use 
and transportation information above plus: policies and 
strategies, an environmental justice analysis, discussion of 
natural resources. 

Final Plan (2016 
MTP/SCS) 

Targeted for February 2016 • Adopt 2016 MTP/SCS, certify Final EIR, adopt air quality 
conformity finding.  
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 Item #15-3-3A 
Land Use & Natural  Resources Committee   Information 

February 26, 2015 
 
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Update: 
Briefing on Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario 
 
Issue: Staff will provide a briefing on the Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario for the 2016 Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) Update. 
 
Recommendation: None. This item is for information and discussion. 
 
Discussion: In December 2014, the SACOG Board adopted Framework 2.0, the Framework for a Draft Preferred 
Scenario.  This framework provides the guiding principles, method, and process for developing a Preferred Scenario 
for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update.  The three primary directives of the Framework are: 1) develop a Preferred Scenario 
that meets federal air quality conformity requirements and achieves state greenhouse gas targets; 2) the land use 
forecast should support those air quality objectives; and 3) shift budget to system maintenance (Fix-it-First) 
investments and find new, reasonably foreseeable revenues to put towards those investments. 
 
SACOG sent a Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario (Discussion Draft) to member agencies on January 26th for vetting. 
This initiated a six-week vetting period during which time local agencies have been asked to review and provide 
comment on the Discussion Draft.   For the jurisdictions in El Dorado and Placer Counties, project list review is being 
coordinated by the El Dorado County Transportation Commission and Placer County Transportation Planning Agency. 
The local agency comment period is set to conclude on March 9, at which time staff will review any suggested changes 
and refine the Discussion Draft into a Preferred Scenario. This Preferred Scenario will be brought to the SACOG 
Board in April for action.  Attachment A summarizes the key Board actions, past and future, that are guiding the 
development of the MTP/SCS update.  
 
As noted previously to the Board, two of the directives of the Framework for a Draft Preferred Scenario – increasing 
the budget for system maintenance (Fix-it-First) investments and achieving state greenhouse gas targets and federal air 
quality conformity tests – are not yet settled in the Discussion Draft.  Staff continues to do modeling and analysis work 
to identify the options for refining the Preferred Scenario that would allow it to fulfill both directives. Staff aims to 
report to the March meeting of the committee the most recent budget and travel performance information on the 
Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario. This information will be provided in a supplemental handout.   
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever  
Chief Executive Officer  
 
MM:KL:ds 
 
Key Staff:  Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265 
 Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235 



 
 

 Item #15-3-3B 
Land Use & Natural  Resources Committee         Information 

February 26, 2015 
 
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Update: Elected 
Official Information Meetings 
 
Issue: SACOG is required to hold Elected Official Information Meetings for the 2016 Update to the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). 
 
Recommendation: None, this is for information only.   
 
Discussion: Throughout the month of February staff conducted eight Elected Official Information 
Meetings for the update to the MTP/SCS in accordance with Senate Bill 375 requirements. The timing of 
these meetings was in conjunction with the Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario review period for 
member jurisdictions.  
 
For each Elected Official Information Meeting, staff presented an overview of the planning process 
including the plan update timeline and statutory framework. Additionally, staff presented transportation 
and land use highlights of the Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario and the policy themes guiding the plan 
update. Meeting participants were encouraged to ask questions throughout the staff presentation. The 
meetings provided an opportunity for elected officials who do not sit on the SACOG Board of Directors  
to ask a wide range of questions and learn more about the role of SACOG in relation to their local 
jurisdiction.  
 
Attached is the summary report for all the Elected Official Information Meetings.  
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:MH:ds 
Attachment 
 
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, Planning Manager, (916) 340-6212 

Monica Hernández, Public Information Officer, (916) 340-6237 
   
 



Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
El Dorado County  
February 5, 2015 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, 95667 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Jerry Barton, EDCTC 
Adam Baufman, El Dorado AQMD 
Dan Bolster, EDCTC 
Kirk Bone, Parker Development 
Patti Borelli, Placerville City Council Member 
John Clerici, Placerville City Council Member 
Dave Defanti, El Dorado County Planning 
Department 
Woody Deloria, EDCTC 
Shiva Franzen, El Dorado County Supervisor 

Dave Johnston, El Dorado AQMD 
Ron Mikulaco, El Dorado County Supervisor 
Carol Patton, Placerville City Council Member 
Shauna Purvines, El Dorado County Planning 
Department 
Sharon Scherzinger, EDCTC 
Wendy Thomas, Placerville City Council 
Brian Veerkamp, El Dorado County Supervisor 
Claudia Wade, El Dorado County Long Range 
Planning 

 
Meeting Summary: Together with El Dorado County Transportation Commission Executive Director 
Sharon Scherzinger staff presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the 
regulatory framework, the planning process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board-adopted 
policy framework for the discussion draft preferred scenario, county-specific land use and 
transportation highlights from the discussion draft preferred scenario, and next steps in the update 
process. The timing of the elected officials information meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting 
period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees 
were answered during the meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Theme: Jobs and Housing 

• When you mention that job growth is based on historical data, we haven't really grown because 
our jobs and housing haven't grown. 

• From the numbers you have provided for jobs and housing for Placerville, what is the exact 
geography?  

• If El Dorado County brings in a certain amount of jobs in the five years, can that help the region 
achieve greenhouse gas targets because we will have more dense land use?  

• Are there monies or grants available to help us bring in more jobs to our county? 
 
Theme: Data and Modeling 

• What data are used for measuring and forecasting future air quality? 
• How do you measure congested vehicle miles traveled (CVMT)? 
• Does the historic CVMT measurement actually show that you are incorrectly estimating?  
• How accurate are your VMT model and historical trend lines? 

 
 

Attachment  
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Theme: Rural Land Use and Transportation 

• Does this plan suggest we should target our investment in specific areas to meet the greenhouse 
gas targets, and/or change our land use pattern? 

• How can you even compare rural and urban? In this county we have people who cannot ever ride a 
bicycle.  

• How do you compare our folks who go into town one day versus people in the city who make a 
bunch of trips on a daily basis?  

• You show greenhouse gas emission projections for 2020 and 2035, and SACOG provides 
transportation infrastructure, but just because you build carpool and bike lanes doesn’t mean 
people will use it.  What element of meeting targets are we talking about?  

 
Theme: State and Federal Regulations 

• You talk about specific goals like reducing vehicle miles traveled and improving jobs and housing 
balance-where are those goals documented–in the Blueprint or MTP/SCS?  

• What will happen if the region doesn't meet the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets? 
• The SACOG region is large. If El Dorado County is doing our part, but somewhere else is not, do we 

get punished or penalized?  
• In El Dorado County we incentivize residents to buy electric vehicles, which don't add greenhouse 

gas emissions, and since they don't buy gas we are reducing gas tax revenues that should be 
coming to us. There should be some plan for rewarding the use of electric vehicles.  

 
Theme: Funding 

• How much money flows through SACOG per day? 
 
 
----END--- 
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
Yolo County 
February 9, 2015 
Yolo County Transportation District 
350 Industrial Way 
Woodland, 95776 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Ceclia Aguiar-Curry, Winters Mayor 
Harold Anderson, Winters City Council Member 
Terry Bassett, Yolo County Transportation 
District 
Andrew Benware, Office of Senator Lois Wolk 
Duane Chamberlain, Yolo County Supervisor 
Robert Clark, City of Davis 
Wade Cowan, Winters City Council Member 
Robb Davis, Davis City Council Member 
Sean Denny, Woodland City Council Member 
Marj Dickinson, UC Davis 
John Donlevy, Winters City Manager 
Taro Echiburu, Yolo County 
Mat Erdhardt, Yolo-Solano AQMD 
Elly Fairclough, Office of Congressman John 
Garamendi 
Woody Fridae, Winters City Council Member 
Lucas Frerichs, Davis City Council Member 
Mark Johannessen, West Sacramento City 
Council Member 
Betsy Marchand, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 

Pierre Neu, Winters City Council Member 
Curtis Notsinneh, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation 
Jesse Ortiz, Yolo County Board of Education 
Janice Phillips, Yolo County Transportation 
District 
Jim Provenza, Yolo County Supervisor 
Matt Rexroad, Yolo County Supervisor 
Mabel Salon, UC Davis 
Garry Sandy, UC Davis 
Don Saylor, Yolo County Supervisor 
Tom Stallard, Woodland Mayor 
Oscar Villegas, Yolo County Supervisor 
Beverly Sandeen, City of West Sacramento 
Council Member 
Alex Tengolics, Yolo County 
Martin Tuttle, City of West Sacramento  
Oscar Villegas, Yolo County Supervisor 
Michael Vink, Yolo County Flood Control & 
Water District 
Mike Webb, City of Davis 
Rob White, City of Davis 

 
Meeting Summary: SACOG staff presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the 
regulatory framework, the planning process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board adopted 
policy framework for the discussion draft preferred scenario, county-specific land use and 
transportation highlights from the discussion draft preferred scenario, and next steps in the update 
process The timing of the elected officials information meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting 
period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. . This meeting included members of the county-wide 
Yolo Leaders group, which includes a broad membership of Yolo County elected officials, public agency 
staff, and appointees. Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees were answered during the 
meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Theme: MTP/SCS Policy Direction 

• Do you set the local (land use and transportation) policy, or are you getting the policy from 
surrounding areas? 

• Do you take into consideration local general plan projections? 
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Theme: Rural Context Sensitivity for Land Use and Transportation 

• To what extent does projected job growth include and/or reflect agriculture and food technology? 
• Please describe rural residential communities and established communities using Yolo County 

examples. 
• How is farmland conservation as a regional number compared to Yolo County?  
• It was very helpful that you walked us through how local land use authority is not infringed upon, 

so we (the local policy makers) need to be thoughtful. I was skeptical about this and the Blueprint, 
but I think it is a really good guide.  

• How do you incentivize and/or reward Yolo County for years of smart growth policies and decision 
making? 

• The agricultural land conservation metric is critical, and it appears to be a huge success. 
 
Theme: Jobs and Housing Forecast 

• When you project regional housing and jobs, does that include affordable housing? 
• If air quality targets are one of the main drivers, does that mean most investments are in 

Sacramento?  
 
Theme: Transportation Modeling 

• What are the drivers that impact fluctuation in greenhouse gas reduction in the model? 
• Is it fair to say that even though gas prices are going up, they don't match historical trends and 

transportation revenues are going down? 
• It is frustrating that we don't get to count or get credit from new technology and/or fuel efficient 

vehicles in the greenhouse gas emission budget.  
• Is the price of gas one of the assumptions you are plugging into the model? 
• You map Transportation Priority Areas (TPAs) and by definition we already have high-quality 

transit–why are those mapped for us in 2035?  
 
Theme: Transportation Revenue 

• Do you forecast a state gas tax or road user fee in the future revenue for the MTP/SCS? 
• Have any states made more progress in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) charge?  
• There are many efforts, including in the legislature, to move away from gas tax reliance, but now 

that fuels are under the Cap and Trade program it is likely there will be more funding for 
transportation investments and hopefully that can be used to offset the reduction in gas tax 
revenue. 

• Where will Cap and Trade money be used?  
 
---END--- 
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
Sutter County 
February 17, 2015 
1201 Civic Center Blvd.  
Yuba City, 95993 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Jason Banks, Live Oak City Council Member 
Gary Baland, Live Oak City Council Member  
Kevin Bradford, City of Yuba City  
John Buckland, Yuba City Council Member 
Preet Didbal, Yuba City Council Member 
John Dukes, Yuba City Mayor 

Dan Flores, Sutter County Supervisor 
Steven Kroeger, City of Yuba City  
Diana Langley, City of Yuba City  
Ben Moody, City of Yuba City 
Angela Spain, City of Live Oak 
Kevin Yount, Caltrans District 3 

 
Meeting Summary:  SACOG staff presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the 
regulatory framework, the planning process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board adopted 
policy framework for the discussion draft preferred scenario, county-specific land use and 
transportation highlights from the discussion draft preferred scenario, and next steps in the update 
process. The timing of the elected officials information meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting 
period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees 
were answered during the meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Theme: Cap and Trade Funding 

• For the new Cap and Trade program we can’t don’t have projects that show reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions so we are out of that funding opportunity.  

• We have a need to step out of the socio-economic constraints we find ourselves in, but we don't 
have the ability to get money. 

• It seems like we are ten miles short of getting to the opportunity that is out there with Cap and 
Trade grant funding. 

 
Theme: Air Quality  

• What's the typical plan to improve and/or reduce greenhouse gas emissions? 
• We are the recipients of bad air from the Bay Area, Sacramento, and the south area. The bad air 

settles here and is beyond our control, yet we get punished. How do we deal with that?  
• The air quality monitors on top of the Sutter Buttes are picking up pollutants from other areas, 

and that’s not indicative of what we produce. 
• Living in the north area of the SACOG region, it seems like this transportation system, designed 

to serve work and education hubs, falls short by not including Live Oak. 
 
Theme: Passenger Rail Service and Transit 

• Have you looked at passenger rail through here? Would it have enough greenhouse gas 
emission reductions to make a difference?  
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• Could passenger rail start at Chico and tie into Sacramento with connectivity through Gridley, 
Live Oak, and Marysville? 

• There is a great opportunity to teach people in rural areas to use transit, it is the only real option 
for some people to get around. People need to use transit to get to their destinations because 
they don’t have cars.  

 
---END--- 
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
Rocklin City Council Meeting 
February 10, 2015 
3970 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, 95677 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Dave Butler, Rocklin City Council Member  
Greg Janda, Rocklin Vice Mayor  
George Magnuson, Rocklin Mayor  
Diana Ruslin, Rocklin City Council Member  
Scott Yuill, Rocklin City Council Member  
Members of the public 
 
Meeting Summary:   As part of the regularly scheduled Rocklin City Council meeting, SACOG staff 
presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the regulatory framework, the planning 
process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board adopted policy framework for the discussion draft 
preferred scenario, county-specific land use and transportation highlights from the discussion draft 
preferred scenario, and next steps in the update process. The timing of the elected officials information 
meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. 
Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees were answered during the meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Theme: Jobs and Housing  

• On the jobs and housing slide you show new jobs higher than new housing–what is that number 
and what does that mean? 

• For our jobs and housing growth, if we change our zoning, does that impact your projections?  
 
Theme: Transportation Funding and Suburban Context 

• Will the draft MTP/SCS have a budget?  
• We’ve heard the SACOG Board is looking at new revenue streams, what are those?  
• In the education field the more grant funding you secure, the more rules you are subject to and 

they also favor higher need communities. What are you doing for suburban communities like 
ours for future funding programs?  

• We are concerned that new funds in the region may not be available for Rocklin, but prioritized 
for use in more urban areas. Can you describe what you are doing to represent the interest and 
needs of suburban communities for grants and other funding like Cap and Trade?  

 
Theme: Regulatory Framework 

• The public needs to understand we have a Metropolitan Planning Organization, which is 
required by state and federal legislation. We (Rocklin) have to thread a needle when planning 
for the future, it is very hard, and SACOG is a valuable partner. 

 
---END---  
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
Yuba County 
February 24, 2015 
915 8th Street 
Marysville, 95901 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Mary Jane Griego, Yuba County Supervisor 
Ricky Samayoa, Marysville City Council Member 
Andy Vasquez, Jr., Yuba County Supervisor 
John Nicoletti, Yuba County Supervisor 
Roger Abe, Yuba County Supervisor 

Randy Fletcher, Yuba County Supervisor 
Robert Coe, Wheatland City Council Member 
Wendy Hartman, Yuba County 
Mike Lee, Yuba County 
Kevin Mallen, Yuba County 

 
Meeting Summary:  SACOG staff presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the 
regulatory framework, the planning process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board adopted 
policy framework for the discussion draft preferred scenario, county-specific land use and 
transportation highlights from the discussion draft preferred scenario, and next steps in the update 
process. The timing of the elected officials information meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting 
period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees 
were answered during the meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Theme: Transportation Revenues 

• Can you elaborate on the current MTP/SCS compared to just a few years ago? We are not 
generating as much revenue because of fuel efficient vehicles coming online. The rules are 
changing fast.  

• Fuel prices encouraged the purchase of coaches instead of buses, coach service is very busy but 
there are no buses to Roseville, and only one to Wheatland. Transit here is lopsided. 

 
Theme: Rural Context for Transportation and Land Use 

• For the "acres of farmland lost to development" metric you show a significant change over time. 
Given how many projects and moneys are urban-centered, how do you reach such a dramatic 
shift? 

• In the rural area competitive funding gets pulled away toward metropolitan centers. We are 
closer to Sacramento International Airport than many parts of Sacramento–but we aren't 
getting enough of the benefit. 

 
Theme: Jobs and Housing Forecast and Planning 

• When reviewing the data from the last MTP/SCS you show that Yuba County has less housing in 
2012 than we did in the last plan. How did we lose housing units?  

• If you look at jobs per house, Yuba County has balance; in our general plan we have expanded 
housing, but long term Yuba County will still be a county focused on maintaining 90 percent of 
its agricultural lands.  
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• Please explain SACOG's housing and jobs projection process, specifically how you rely on expert 
consultants. 

• When talking long-term housing, aren't there always projects that will never get built? We (and 
SACOG) can't really control the market, even if we want to. 

 
Theme: Transit Service 

• Why do places like Roseville provide better transit service? 
• Kaiser Hospital is on Highway 65–the Highway 65 to Wheatland corridor has residents on the 

edge. It would be good to explore cost-sharing transit service along that corridor.  
 

Theme: Road Maintenance and Fix-it-First 
• Can you talk about the assumptions for road maintenance and other factors for the MTP/SCS 

draft preferred scenario?  
• The fix-it-first approach is really important when you consider roads in Yuba County.  
• For the fix-it-first approach, even Sacramento County and Sacramento City are talking about 

this. Those areas are in the same situation. Sometimes it’s hard to get rural issues addressed by 
urban jurisdictions, but it is happening now at SACOG.  

• We need to fix our residential roads for bikes, pedestrians and cars. 
• Road maintenance is a nationwide problem that is going to be here for a long time. Vehicle 

miles traveled from sending agricultural crops to Port of Stockton and to Nevada are creating 
problems.  

• What do you see for Wheatland? Congestion has just moved from Placer County to Wheatland; 
that can’t continue.  

 
Theme: Air Quality and Regulations 

• I want to suggest that air quality regulations are difficult–but important. In Yuba County we have 
the rice industry and levee challenges. Some time back there was a directive for a 20-year effort 
to stop the practice of burning rice because of the air quality issues. We (the rice farmers) made 
progress in the reduction and elimination of burning–more than asked and on a faster timeline. 
The rice industry also continues to support other environmental practices. These efforts are 
falling on deaf ears because we are still subject to other air quality regulations from 
transportation with no appreciation for what we have done for reducing emissions from 
agricultural operations.  

• We are non-attainment, but in order to access federal funds we have to artificially create 
attainment zones. We have spent a lot of money to correct air quality issues, yet nobody 
recognizes that farmers have responded and are making changes.  

• Yuba County used to have meat processing, peach packaging, and dairies but regulations 
squeezed them all out. 

 
Theme: Regional Planning and Coordination 

• Please talk about the partnerships SACOG has locally, regionally, and the coordination you have 
with other public agencies.  

• The Blueprint is a land use plan and the MTP/SCS works off of those principles. When projects 
are within the Blueprint, there are some advantages environmentally, right? 

 
 
---END--- 
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
Folsom City Council Meeting 
February 23, 2015 
50 Natoma Street 
Folsom, 95630 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Kerri Howell, Folsom City Council Member                                  
Steve Miklos, Folsom Vice Mayor  
Andy Morin, Folsom Mayor               
Ernie Sheldon, Folsom City Council Member                                                    
Jeff Starsky, Folsom City Council Member                                 
Members of the public 
 
Meeting Summary:  As part of the regularly scheduled Folsom City Council meeting, SACOG staff 
presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the regulatory framework, the planning 
process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board adopted policy framework for the discussion draft 
preferred scenario, county-specific land use and transportation highlights from the discussion draft 
preferred scenario, and next steps in the update process The timing of the elected officials information 
meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. 
Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees were answered during the meeting. 
 
Discussion 
The city council thanked staff for a thorough presentation. The city council also reiterated they would 
work with Folsom city staff in reviewing the land use and transportation information contained in the 
Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario.  
 
 
---END--- 
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
Placer County 
February 25, 2015 
Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
299 Nevada Street 
Auburn, 95603 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Scott Yuill, Rocklin City Council Member 
Bridget Powers, Auburn City Council Member 
Diana Ruslin, Rocklin City Council Member 
Susan Rohan, City of Roseville Vice Mayor  
Jim Holmes, Placer County Supervisor 
Paul Joiner, Lincoln City Council Member 
Dave Wheeler, Loomis Town Council Member 
Ron Treabess, PCTPA Citizen Representative  
Keith Nesbitt, Auburn City Council Member 
Solvi Sabol, PCTPA 

Celia McAdam, PCTPA 
David Melko, PCTPA 
Aaron Hoyt, PCTPA 
Kirk Uhler, Placer County Supervisor 
Luke McNeel-Caird, PCTPA 
Tony Hesch, Colfax Council Member 
Stan Nadar, Lincoln Council Member 
Miguel Ukovich, Loomis Town Council Member 
Members of the public 

 
Meeting Summary: As part of the regularly scheduled Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
Board meeting, SACOG staff presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the 
regulatory framework, the planning process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board adopted 
policy framework for the discussion draft preferred scenario, county-specific land use and 
transportation highlights from the discussion draft preferred scenario, and next steps in the update 
process. The timing of the elected officials information meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting 
period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees 
were answered during the meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Theme: Rural Context for Transportation and Land Use 

• When you are talking about the reduced impact to acres of farmland in the future, that 
measurement is acres per 1,000 people not acres per 1,000 households, correct?  

• How do you identify farmland?  
• What attention does the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program pay to what is being done 

on the land currently? Is there a distinction between land that is actively being farmed and land 
that is open space? 

• When you identify the impact to farmland based on projected growth, is there a target 
threshold for conservation of farmland? 

 
Theme: Transportation Funding 

• Looking at the decline in congested vehicle miles traveled you project over time, how do you 
balance that with declining funding mechanisms? In Placer County we see that congestion will 
go up unless we get more funding for transportation projects that would help reduce 
congestion. 
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• There are assumptions that Placer County will get additional funding through a local sales tax 
measure. 

• You also need to know what we need to do to achieve ideal goals so you can start planning for 
the funding needed in the future, which is the reason for planning and coordination with the 
MTP/SCS. 

 
Theme: Housing 

• Is the housing data in your plan derived from the general plans in the region? The housing 
projections look lower than the amount of housing planned in the general plans.  

 
---END--- 
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Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Elected Officials Information Meeting 
Sacramento County 
February 26, 2015 
700 H Street 
Sacramento, 95814 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: 
Steve Hansen, Sacramento City Council Member 
Roberta MacGlashan, Sacramento County 
Supervisor 
Patrick Kennedy, Sacramento County Supervisor 
Jeff Slowey, Citrus Heights City Council Member 
Barbara Payne, Galt City Council Member 

Mark Crews, Galt Mayor 
Jason Berhmann, Galt City Manager 
Sue Frost, Citrus Heights Mayor 
Mark Rackovan, City of Folsom 
David Miller, City of Folsom 

 
Meeting Summary: SACOG staff presented an overview of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update. The overview included information on the 
regulatory framework, the planning process, highlights from the 2012 MTP/SCS, the board adopted 
policy framework for the discussion draft preferred scenario, county-specific land use and 
transportation highlights from the discussion draft preferred scenario, and next steps in the update 
process. The timing of the elected officials information meetings is aligned with the local agency vetting 
period for the discussion draft preferred scenario. Unless otherwise noted, all questions from attendees 
were answered during the meeting. 
 
Discussion 
Theme: Fix-it-First Policy Direction 

• Local elected officials getting behind the Sacramento Transportation Authority “New Measure 
A” is very important. Focusing the “New Measure A” to support the fix-it-first direction can be 
very helpful. We know the current gas tax model isn't going to change, “New Measure A” is a 
self-help method for us.  

• One major issue is how we maintain the current infrastructure, while we continue to develop in 
an outward pattern. We can’t maintain our current system and continue to add new 
infrastructure. 

• Does SACOG have a way to determine employment hubs and education centers that people are 
commuting to now? Knowing this could help focus investments for road maintenance. 

• Do you have specific capital projects that have been identified for delay or removal from the 
project list to support the fix-it-first policy direction?  

• Does SACOG’s modeling account for the fact that a lot of the traffic driving through Citrus 
Heights is coming from outside of the community? It causes wear and tear on our roads. How 
can you account for that imbalance through funding and planning?  

 
Theme: Local and Regional Transit  

• I am curious about light rail prioritizing extensions from one line to another? Have you looked at 
comparing north and south line extensions and the land use density; has that been modeled? 

• The congestion on Highway 99 and lack of viable alternatives for Elk Grove commuters is bad.  
• Does SACOG have a role in expanding the Capitol Corridor to Roseville (third track)?  
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• The electrification of rail from here to the Bay Area will have a long-term effect on our jobs and 
future growth. 

• Can you speak to how much money is distributed to road maintenance versus transit 
maintenance and operations? Can you talk about capital applied to road maintenance and 
transit maintenance and/or operations? 

• Some cities are looking at privatizing transit. What happens to Regional Transit if cities do that? 
• It could be that some privatization and/or additional transit operators would enhance regional 

transit service; Sacramento Regional Transit can't do it all. 
• The regional transit system is really important for this region to function. 
• There appears to be a lack of re-investment in transit and roads–people look at quality of trains 

and stations and they don’t want to ride because they feel safer in their own cars. Other places 
are adding amenities to their transit system like Wi-fi.  

• For commuter transit systems (Placer, El Dorado, Yuba, Sutter, etc.) should we have a central 
city layover station to better connect the commuters in, out, and around downtown 
Sacramento? We need to give people easier choices to use transit and other modes to 
commute.  

• We need to figure out how we better integrate Galt and other cities into our planning processes 
for transit. 

 
Theme: Infill and Planning for Higher Density 

• It seems that in some areas, successful infill projects are senior focused. 
• In infill areas it appears that schools are not strong enough to attract people to move in, there 

are a lot of factors that you can't control that affect infill development. 
• Some of the greenfield areas are the best place for place-based because you have a clean slate. 

In built-out areas there is a lot of existing neighborhood opposition that makes infill harder. 
• Currently, many of the available subsidies for development come with a lot of strings that don’t 

result in overall benefit to the developer.  
• We need help showing that 40 units per acre for transit-oriented development works in the 

suburbs.  
• Parking requirements for higher density development are a major impediment to development. 

We need help accessing public funds like those in the Cap and Trade program.  
• As we look at Cap and Trade funding, one constraint is that you have to show viable high-

frequency transit headways. We are considering park-and-ride lot conversion. We’d build 
structured parking and start developing transit-oriented development around that, but we 
wouldn’t qualify for Cap and Trade funding.  

 
Theme: Jobs and Housing Growth  

• Does the jobs figure for future growth drive the housing projections?  
• If we don't think your allocations for housing growth are realistic for our city, we can work with 

our staff for comments, correct? 
• Are there areas of controversy in the plan for market demand for housing and the planned 

housing stock?  
• When you have new employment hubs, it should influence the future housing stock.  
• Do you get input from jurisdictions on new employment in the jurisdictions? How do you get 

that information and reflect it in the MTP/SCS? 
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Theme: Local Support and Decision Making  
• How do we (elected officials) help support better planning with this plan as a context for that? 

 
 

 
 
---END--- 
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 Item #15-3-3C 
Land Use & Natural  Resources Committee Information 

 
February 26, 2015 
 
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan /Sustainable Communities Strategy Update: Final 
Report from Public Attitude Survey  
 
Issue: The final report from the public attitude survey for the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) has been completed.  
       
Recommendation: None.  This item is for information only.  
 
Discussion: SACOG contracted with CJI Research Inc. for a scientific public attitude survey for the 
2016 MTP/SCS update. Attachment A is the final report provided by the consultant. A summary of early 
findings from the public attitude survey were presented to the Board at its November meeting.  The results 
of the public workshop surveys were also presented. The workshop results are not considered a 
statistically valid representation of public opinion as workshop participation is self-selected based on 
outreach in the region.  
 
The phone survey is scientifically valid and part of SACOG’s larger public outreach and engagement 
strategies for the update to the MTP/SCS. The phone survey included 1600 respondents, with interviews 
completed as follows: 200 interviews each in El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties; 600 
interviews within Sacramento County, where distribution was roughly proportionate to population 
distribution among the City of Sacramento, unincorporated Sacramento County, and the sum of the other 
incorporated cities within the county.    
 
The final report discusses the viewpoints expressed on transportation in the region, current transportation 
practices, and interest in expanded transit services, and how these attitudes fit together. Staff will provide 
an overview of the key themes at each of the three Board policy committee meetings in March.  
 
ATTACHMENT A: Final Report Public Attitude Survey for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:GC:ds 
Attachment 
           
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, Planning Manager, (916) 340-6247 
  Greg Chew, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6227 
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Methods 
 
 A survey was conducted by telephone during October, 2014 with a stratified random sample of 
1,604 adults (eighteen or older) who were residents of the six county SACOG region.  The 
sample includes both landline and mobile phones.  Within the total regional sample of 1,604, 
each of the six counties was sampled separately.  The largest county in the region, Sacramento 
County, was divided into sub-samples of Sacramento City and the balance of county.  The total 
sample therefore consists of seven sub-samples.  This approach provided appropriate sample 
sizes at the sub-sample level so that results could be analyzed within counties.  For examining 
the sample as a combined regional sample, the counties and separate units within Sacramento 
County were recombined during analysis using appropriate weighting procedures. 

   
In spite of the greatly differing 
population sizes of the several 
counties in the region, the target 
sample size for counties (other than 
Sacramento) was 200 respondents 
each.  In Sacramento County, the 
target total was 600, broken into 
Sacramento City and balance of 
county.  The final actual sample 
sizes were as shown in Figure 1, 
“Sample Profile.”   

 
Combining samples of respondents produced in this manner means that when combined into a 
regional sample, the combined county samples would not reflect the proportional differences 
in the sizes of the populations of the several counties.  Thus the several sub-samples were 
statistically weighted to represent their correct proportions of the SACOG regional adult 
(eighteen or older) population.  
 
Because of the nature of telephone sampling, especially of mobile phone sampling for which 
geographic location cannot be precisely predetermined, the initial sub-sample targets were 
exceeded in some cases, and fell slightly short in others.  The small differences, however, had 
very little impact on the margin of sampling error.  At the 95% level of confidence, the margin 
of error ranges only from +/-5.2% (Placer Co.) to +/-6.4% (Sutter Co.).  For the entire sample of 
1,604, the margin of error at the 95% level of confidence is +/-2.4%. 
 

Range of questions 
 
Respondents were asked questions about the quality of life locally, their perception of the state 
of transportation in the region, their perceptions of the need for improvement and direction of 
change in various aspects of the transportation system (including walking, bicycling, roadways, 

Figure 1 Sample Profile 

 

Sample unit

Unweighted Count Unweighted %

Weighted by 

population, age 

and gender %

El Dorado 210 13% 8%

Placer 249 16% 16%

Sacramento City 202 13% 20%

Balance of Sacramento County 384 24% 40%

Sutter 166 10% 4%

Yolo 197 12% 9%

Yuba 196 12% 3%

Totals 1604 100% 100%

Sample Profile
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freeways, and transit), their current transportation practices, their interest in expanded 
transportation services, and their demographics. 
 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

 Overall, the public in the SACOG region is reasonably optimistic about local quality of life, 
with 32% saying things are headed in the right direction and 40% saying they are staying 
about the same, and only 22% saying they are off on the wrong track. (6% are not sure.) 

 

TRANSPORTATION OVERVIEW 

 Regarding the overall “transportation situation” in the region – in effect a view from 20,000 
feet -- almost one third, 31%, feel it is becoming worse, but 22% feel it is becoming better, 
and 42% that there has been no change.  
 

 Since the prior survey in 2007, the percent indicating that the transportation situation was a 
“critical” or “serious” problem has diminished from a total of 58% in 2007 to 36% in 2014.  
While this was a sign of progress, it is likely that much of the perceived improvement in 
congestion and other conditions resulted from reduced driving due to higher gasoline prices 
and recession-induced employment reductions. When employment returns to 2007 levels 
and assuming that gasoline prices remain low, it will be interesting to observe how these 
attitudes may again change. 
 

 Traffic congestion was consistently identified as a major transportation challenge.   For 
example, one third of respondents identified congestion as “the biggest problem” in their 
area.  However, 18% identified a lack of public transit alternatives as the biggest problem 
and another 15% the lack of pedestrian and bicycling options, for a total of 33% identifying 
lack of some form of “alternative” modes of transportation as the biggest problem. 
   

 When asked what, in their own words, they would suggest as improvements in 
transportation in the region, the idea mentioned most frequently (32%) was for bus (11%) 
and/or light rail (21%) expansion, while 26% mentioned improvements in non-freeway 
roads and streets, 16% bicycle or pedestrian safety.  Only 11% suggested freeway 
improvements.  This suggests that although congestion is considered a major problem, the 
solution is thought by the public to lie more in the expansion of public transit and 
improvement of local roads than it is in expansion of freeways. 
 

CURRENT TRANSPORTATION PRACTICES 
 

 Most local trips are for commuting to work (48%) or school (9%).   
 

 Half of local travelers said they make their usual local trips by driving all the way alone 
rather than carrying others or using multiple modes.  Other local travelers tend to mix 
modes, although some (14%) said they always carpool, and a few always bicycle (4%) or 
walk all the way (also 4%).  Another 6% said they always take the bus (3%) or light rail (3%).   
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 The tendency to walk or bicycle or to carpool all the way on the usual local trip has 
increased since 2007, walking, from 3% to 9%, biking from 2% to 7% and carpooling from 
27% to 32%.  (Note that some people walk or bike part of the way on their trips. The 
percentages in this paragraph refer to making the entire trip by walking or bicycling.) 
 

INTEREST IN EXPANDED TRANSIT SERVICE 

 To obtain a simple indication of attitudes toward using public transit, an idealized situation 
was posed.  “If bus or light rail service were nearby, ran often, went where you go on your 
usual trips, and did not take too much longer than driving, how often would you use it if you 
used it at all?”  While this level of service throughout the SACOG region situation is unlikely 
to come to pass on a broad basis, the question provides a general indication of people’s 
willingness to even consider transit.  If they are negative or ambivalent about this ideal level 
of service, they are unlikely to use any public transit service.   

o The results: 45% said they would probably not use it, while another 2% were not 
sure, 10% said, ambivalently, that they might use it a few times a year, and 5% 
maybe once a month, for a total of 62% indicating a negative or an ambivalent 
response.   

o The balance, 38%, indicated they either use bus or rail for all trips already (3%), 
would use the new service every week (26%), or a few times a month (9%). 

o This does not mean that if light rail or bus service were expanded that 38% would 
begin using it.  It means that 38% are open to the idea. 
 

 That such service would have an economic impact is clear from the fact that is it commuters 
to work or school who are the most likely to say they would use such a service.  It is also 
those who drive to work and currently make the longest commuting trips who are more 
likely than others to express a positive interest.  This suggests that a high level of service 
would indeed have an impact on traffic congestion. 
 

A WAY TO THINK ABOUT PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD TRANSPORTATION 

 Respondents were asked to rate as “getting better, staying the same, or getting worse” a 
list of elements of transportation in the region, ranging from condition of pavements, to 
traffic congestion, to public transit, to safe walking and biking routes. The results are 
optimistic in that strong majorities of more than 60% said things are either getting better or 
staying the same, with only two exceptions, both involving congestion.   
 

 Interpreting the responses to the questions by means of the statistical technique that 
jargon calls factor analysis, we find three basic attitude orientations toward local 
transportation matters.  These are in effect, clusters of attitudes.  They are neither 
inherently positive nor negative in orientation.  They are instead simply sets of attitudes 
that people hold in common.  For example, if a person feels negatively about the condition 
of pavement on local roads and streets, that same person is likely to also feel negatively 
about the condition of pavement on freeways, and the safety of driving conditions on roads 
and streets.  These represent the primary orientations of the public that need to be 
addressed as distinctive concerns.  Addressing any one of them would not satisfy the 
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interest of the other two. 
 

 The three orientations are: 
o Time and congestion an opinion cluster consisting of consisting of interest in 

congestion on local roads and streets, congestion on freeways, the time it takes to 
commute and the time it takes to travel for other activities.  Those most concerned 
with this set comprise 36% of the public. 

o Smooth, safe driving, an opinion cluster consisting of interest in the condition of 
pavement on roads and streets and on freeways, and in having safe driving 
conditions on the roads and streets they use. Those most concerned with this set 
comprise 33% of the public. 

o Green living an opinion cluster consisting of various “green” forms of transportation, 
walking, bicycling, transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough, 
and a sense of safety when using local transit services. Those most concerned with 
this set comprise 26% of the public. 

While these orientations are distinctive, they are not entirely mutually exclusive. They 
are general opinion tendencies that are useful for understanding the primary sets of 
concerns that tend to characterize the thinking of groups of the SACOG region citizenry. 
 

 Respondents were also asked a series of questions about which aspects of transportation 
were “fine as they are,” “need a little improvement,” or “need a lot of improvement.”  

o For five aspects of transportation, those who say the element is “fine as it is” 
outnumber those who say it needs a lot improvement by a ratio of more the two to 
one.  They are: Having facilities such as stores within walking or bicycling distance, 
Amtrak service originating in Auburn and Roseville, Safe walking routes, the time 
that must be spent traveling to get various errands done, and the time it takes you 
to commute.   

o The positive rating of the time it takes to commute is somewhat surprising given the 
high level of concern about congestion and the tendency to associate congestion 
with traffic delays and thus time spent commuting, but the percent saying it is “fine 
as it is” (46%) is more than twice the percent (18%) saying it needs “a lot of 
improvement.”  It seems likely that for all of the complaining about freeway 
congestion, people do not mind their commute. Perhaps they regard the congestion 
as only severe but only occasional, or perhaps as inevitable and annoying, worth 
complaining about but not a fundamental problem that interferes with their 
necessary travel. 

o Two elements are distinctly negative in that the percent saying they need a lot of 
improvement outnumber those who say they are fine as they are.  These include 
congestion on freeways and on roads and streets.  
 

 Other elements are fairly evenly balanced between those who say things are fine as they 
are and those who say they need a lot of improvement.  Using mean scores on both the 
scale of direction of change (getting worse – getting better) and on the current quality (fine 
as it is – needs a lot improvement), we can categorize the transportation characteristics in 
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terms of actions needed.  The results are shown in Figure 2 (and are discussed at greater 
length in the full report at Figure 46, page 68). 

o Needing attention in that the element is rated as not only needing some or a lot of 
improvement but is also rated as getting worse.  This includes freeway congestion, 
road and street congestion, road and street pavement condition, and transit service 
that gets you where you want to go fast enough. 

o Needing to get back on track because it is in need of just a bit of improvement, but is 
perceived as getting a bit worse.  There is only one component here, the condition 
of freeway pavement. 

o Build on improvements is a category that includes those elements that score 
relatively low in current quality but are also rated as getting better.  These include 
the time local travel takes in general and commuting time in particular, having safe 
driving conditions on roads and streets, and feeling personally safe when using 
public transit. 

o Maintain momentum, a category that applies to those elements that are seen as 
above mid-point scores in both quality and progress (getting better).  In that there is 
always room for improvement, it makes sense to maintain momentum in these 
cases, but they are not a high priority.  They include safe walking and bicycling 
routes, having stores, a pharmacy, and other facilities within walking or biking 
distance, and the Capitol Corridor Amtrak service. 

 

Figure 2 Perceived direction of change in action quadrants (repeated also as Figure 45) 
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Overview of the survey  
This report presents the results of a survey of the adult population (eighteen and older) of the 
six county SACOG region conducted for the purpose of aiding in the update of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) for 2035.   The survey 
encompasses and represents the entire SACOG region, including El Dorado, Placer Sacramento, 
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties.  The survey combines separate samples of each county, and, 
within Sacramento County, a sample of city residents and residents of the balance of the 
county.  In addition, the survey also combines separate samples of cell phone and landline 
users. 
 
Target goals were set to complete approximately 200 interviews per area within each of the six 
SACOG counties and separate samples within Sacramento City with a larger sample targeted to 
include approximately 400 respondents in the balance of Sacramento County.  Thus there were 
seven separate samples totaling 1600 when combined. 
 
In brief, the data collection design included the following elements: 

• Interviewing was by telephone. 
• Interviewing was conducted from September 26 through October 20, 2014. 
• The sampling was based on random selection of telephone numbers, including both 

landline and cell phone numbers. 
• There were quotas for each geographic area for landline telephones and targets for 

interviews by cell-phone. 
• The final total sample includes 1,604 interviews.  

 

Designing and combining the samples 
Let us deal first with the landline sample.  Sampling for a telephone survey is based not on 
addresses or persons, but on random selection of telephone numbers themselves.  The sample 
of telephone numbers had to represent each of the seven areas under study.  The survey 
industry relies on sampling specialty firms that maintain complex databases of landline 
telephone numbers whose locations are known to be associated with specific geographic areas.  
Such data bases are maintained commercially by companies such as Marketing Systems Group1 
(MSG), Survey Sampling International, and a few others.  MSG prepared the county samples, 
both landline and cell-phone under the direction of CJI Research.  
 
To meet the geographic quotas, the telephone numbers had to be physically located within one 
of the study areas.  In landline samples, the location of a telephone number can be identified 
with a high level of accuracy because it is physically tethered to a fixed location. Therefore 
samples can be produced using county and city quotas. 
 
Cell phone sampling is quite different because numbers are assigned not to an address but to a 
person.  People are mobile.  In addition, cell phone numbers are geographically linked to 

                                                      
1 See Marketing Systems Group website at http://www.m-s-g.com/Web/about-us.aspx 
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switching stations near the point of purchase, not to home address.  Thus, while we could 
specify a precise number of completed landline interviews in each of the six counties and in the 
City of Sacramento and the balance of Sacramento County, that was simply not feasible in the 
case of cell phones.  We also could not know in advance how cell phones were distributed in 
the population of the six county area.  The specific number of cellphones to include in the final 
sample in those counties could therefore be set only as a target, not as a quota.   
 
It was decided that the final sample would include 1,600 completed interviews, and that of 
those interviews, 70% of the interviews would be completed on landlines, and 30% (or 480 
interviews) would be completed from a sample of cell phone numbers.   
 
As already stated, landline samples can be geo-located to county and city with reasonable 
accuracy.  Cell phone numbers are more limited in terms of geo-location.  Location-based 
sampling of cell phone users in large and densely populated urban areas (e.g. Sacramento City) 
is more feasible and accurate than sampling in less dense areas, suburban and rural, within the 
SACOG region.  The reason is that there is a greater concentration of computer centers for 
handling cell-calls (called “switching centers”) in areas of dense population, and cell contracts 
are geographically tied to these switching centers. 
 
These facts affected the cell-phone sampling strategy because while we could sample cell 
numbers in Sacramento City and County with some level of geographic accuracy, we could not 
do so for the rest of the counties.  Consequently, the landline samples were by county and 
within Sacramento County were divided between city and balance of county for a total of seven 
sub-samples.  But for the cell phone sample, the geography of the sample selection was 
Sacramento City, the balance of Sacramento County, and, as a single unit, the remaining five 
counties. 
 
Thus the interviewing sub-contractor (Opinion Access Corporation2) was provided with the 
following: 
 
Landline samples of: 

 El Dorado County 

 Placer County 

 Sacramento County 

 Sacramento City 

 Sutter County 

 Yolo County 

 Yuba County 
 
Also the interviewing staff was provided cellphone samples that as accurately as feasible, 
represented cell phone users within the boundaries of:  

 Sacramento City 

                                                      
2 See Opinion Access website at http://www.opinionaccess.com/mission_statement.php 
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 Balance of Sacramento County 

 All five other SACOG counties combined 
 
Because cell phone numbers (even in urbanized areas) can be geo-located only in a very rough 
manner, each respondent had to be screened for county of current residence by asking where 
they lived.  Screening enabled interviewers to assign them to a sub-sample (a county or 
Sacramento City or balance of county).  The screening also required dropping from the sample 
anyone whose answers to the screening questions showed that they were not living in the 
SACOG region at the time of the survey, although they had retained their local cell number3. 
 
Ultimately, the sample came very close to targets indeed.  The slight deviations had no effect 
on the results and ignorable impact on the level of margin of sample error in each sampled 

area. 
 
This process of sampling and screening 
resulted in the distribution of the final 
sample shown in the table in Figure 3. 
That table also provides a measure of 
sample error at the 95% level of 
confidence. Put simply, this means that 
we can be 95% certain these samples are 
as accurate within a known plus/minus 
percentage range (shown in the table) as 
a study like the US Census in which every 
single person is interviewed.    
 
This plus/minus range is called by the 
unfortunate name of “sample error,” 
which really means the range within 

which findings in a sample survey may vary from the realities found in the total population, but 
in which we can have a specified level of confidence.  The commonly cited sample error ranges 
are based on a situation in which we know the population being studied is equally divided on a 

                                                      
3 Conceptually it would be possible to complete a specific number of cell phone interviews in each county by asking 
screening questions and continuing to screen out respondents until every target was fulfilled. This is, however, not 
feasible because of cost constraints.  Several factors cause cell phone interviews to be extremely costly.  Cell 
phone interviewing requires additional screening questions to eliminate respondents willing to be interviewed, but 
unqualified because of out-of-area residence or being in an unsafe location to complete a survey.  This process 
results in “wasting” a great many calls (thus interviewing labor) as many people are screened out of the survey.  
Another cost factor involves federal laws that restrict automation of the manner in which cell-phone calls (unlike 
landline calls) can be dialed.  In cases in which there is lesser density of cell-phone use, it is especially costly to 
complete a cellphone interview.   Consequently, the researcher must come as close as possible to achieving 
targets, but inevitably will have to settle for a close approximation.  The alternatives are to increase the budget 
(which is neither necessary for an excellent sample, nor realistic in terms of budget) or exceeding target in some 
counties while falling slightly short in others.   
 

Figure 3 Sub-samples 

  

Area

Number of 

unweighted 

responses

El Dorado 210  +/- 6.80%

Placer 249  +/- 6.20%

Sacramento City 202  +/- 6.90%

Sacramento County 384  +/- 5.00%

Sutter 166  +/- 7.60%

Yolo 197  +/- 7.00%

Yuba 196  +/- 7.00%

Total 1604  +/- 2.40%

Sample error at 

95% if response 

distribution is 50:50

Basic Characteristics of the Sample
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question with two possible responses. The total percentage of “error” in the two responses in 
this is no more than plus or minus a certain percentage different from what interviewing 
everyone in the study area would reveal if we had the time and money to do so.   
 
Finally, the range of the plus/minus percentages such as +/-3%, or +/-5%, etc., depends on the 
size of the sample and the true random nature of the sample. If the sample is truly random, 
then the larger the sample, the smaller the “error” range.  For example, in the SACOG survey 
reported here, on such a question, the result for the total sample on that question would be 
95% likely to be within +/-2.4% of that result, or between 47.6% and 52.4%. 
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Weighting 
The populations of some of the sampled counties are larger than others. Therefore 
specification of equal numbers of completed surveys within each area means that the resulting 
sample differs from the actual relative proportions each area would contribute to the final 
sample if it reflected the actual population distribution.  This is intentional because we wished 

to be able to conduct 
some analysis within each 
sampled area, but for the 
total SACOG area, the 
data must be weighted, or 
else the areas with 
relatively smaller 
populations would be 
overrepresented and 
larger populations 
underrepresented in the 
area-wide results.  Figure 
4 displays the original 
percentage of the sample, 

the population, and the weighted distribution4. The resulting sample is highly representative of 
the total area. 
  

                                                      
4  Actually the weighting is more complex than a matter of simply reflecting the population distribution.  The 
weighting is based only in part on numbers of people in each area. It also is based on, and corrects for, age and 
gender.  The reason for this is that in spite of the screening processes used and the professionalism of interviewing 
staff, invariably today’s telephone samples include disproportionately more women than men, and samples 
including only landlines include a disproportionately larger number of older persons than younger.  Including cell-
phone interviews helps correct the latter, but does not resolve it completely. 

Figure 4 Weighting the sample 

 

Area

Number of 

unweighted 

responses

Percent of 

original 

sample Population

Percent of 

SACOG 

population

Sample weighted 

to reflect 

population 

distribution

El Dorado 210 13% 181,058       6% 6%

Placer 249 16%        367,309 13% 13%

Sacramento City 202 13% 479,671       17% 17%

Sacramento County 384 24% 1,418,788    50% 50%

Sutter 166 10% 94,737         3% 3%

Yolo 197 12% 200,849       7% 7%

Yuba 196 12% 72,155         3% 3%

Total 1604 100% 2,814,567   100% 100%

Basic Characteristics of the Sample
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The Public Mood 
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Figure 5 Direction of local quality of life 

 

Direction of local quality of life 
 
The general public in the SACOG region is reasonably optimistic about the quality of life in the 
area being headed in the right direction rather than being “off on the wrong track.”  While a 
total of 72% say it is either headed in the right direction (32%) or staying the same (40%), only 
22% say it is off on the wrong track. 
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Figure 6 Right direction, wrong track, by SACOG area and county  

 
 

Right direction, wrong track, by SACOG area and county 
 
The areas within the SACOG region vary rather little in the views of “right direction,” “wrong 
track.”  However, there are some differences greater than the +/-2.4% sample error level.  For 
example, Placer, Sutter and Yolo counties are more optimistic by 8% than the regional average 
(taking the sum of right direction and staying the same as indicating optimism), while the 
people of El Dorado are slightly less optimistic than the regional average. 
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The “Transportation Situation” 
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Figure 7 Perception of "Transportation Situation" 

 
 

Perception of "Transportation Situation" 
 
In the most recent previous survey conducted in 2007 for the MTP process5, respondents were 
asked to assess the “transportation situation” on a continuum of how serious a problem they 
felt it was.  Although the term “transportation situation” is obviously vague, for just that reason 
it has the advantage of allowing respondents to define the term for themselves.  Thus no 
matter if the definition relates to street conditions, freeway congestion, or transit service, 
respondents were free to express their appraisal of the conditions of transportation in the 
region. Additional questions reported later in this study clarify what they had in mind. 
 
A total of 36% considered the transportation situation in the regional to be either a critical 
(10%) or a serious (26%) problem.  Most others considered it to be “not a serious problem” 
(33%), or “a problem but not that serious” (28%). 
 
 

                                                      
5 Davis, Hibbitts & Midghall Inc. SACOG Master Transportation Plan for 2035: Public Opinion Survey Research 

Report, 2007 
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Figure 8 Perception in 2014 of direction of change in the "Transportation Situation" 

 
 

Perception in 2014 of direction of change in the "Transportation Situation" 
 
In Figure 8 we see that of SACOG region adults, slightly fewer than one third (31%) perceived 
the transportation situation as “getting worse,” while 22% felt it was “getting better” and 42% 
that it is staying the same.   
 

While the 31% of the SACOG 
adult public who perceived the 
transportation situation as 
growing worse is not a majority, 
it is a significant proportion, and 
of concern.   
 
We saw previously in Figure 7 
that slightly more than one third 
(36%) of SACOG region adults 
perceive the transportation 
situation as critical (10%) or very 
serious (26%).  How do the two 
perceptions displayed in Figure 7 

and Figure 8 relate to each other?  Figure 9 provides an indication.  The most optimistic 
respondents are shown in the lower right quadrant of the table.  They feel that transportation 
is either not a serious problem, or may be a problem but “…not that serious,” and they see 

Figure 9 Relationship between perception of current 
situation and direction of change 
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things improving or staying the same.  They comprise 51% of the adult population.  On the 
other hand, those in the quadrant at the upper left are the most pessimistic.  They see 
transportation as, as best a serious problem, and at worst a critical problem.  But they also see 
things as staying in the same problematic situation, or even becoming worse.  They total about 
one third, 34%, of the adult public, a significant minority. 
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Figure 10 Perceptions in 2007 and 2014 of direction of change in “Transportation 
Situation” 

 
 

Perceptions in 2007 and 2014 of direction of change in “Transportation 
Situation” 
 
While, taken together, Figure 8 and Figure 9 presented one way to think about people’s 
perception of the changing transportation landscape, Figure 10 presents another way to 
measure changing perceptions by comparing 2007 with 2014 results. 
 
In the survey conducted for the MTP process in 2007, 16% indicated they saw the 
transportation situation as a critical problem, and 42% as a serious problem.  By 2014, these 
percentages had diminished to 10% and 26% respectively. 
 
Improvements in transit and roads probably had an impact on changing these attitudes.  
However, we can assume that other forces were also at work. During this period, the region 
and the nation experienced both rising gasoline prices and the Great Recession, both of which 
unquestionably had an impact on depressing local travel, and thus traffic congestion and 
delays, as Figure 12 and Figure 11 suggest on the following pages. 
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Figure 11 Traffic delays in Sacramento area, 1988 to 2011 

 
 

Traffic delays in Sacramento area, 1988 to 2011 
 
One indication that a difficult aspect of the transportation situation – traffic delays -- was 
alleviated in recent years is found in Figure 11.  This figure plots traffic delays, and shows a long 
period of increased delays from 1997 through 2006 followed by a minor decline in 2007 and a 
sharp decline in 2008 as the Great Recession devastated employment and gasoline prices 
peaked. 
 
Why did traffic delays decline?  Figure 12 offers clues. 
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Figure 12 Per capita vehicle miles traveled in SACOG area, 1996 to 2011 as related to 
gasoline price and unemployment 

 
 

Per capita vehicle miles traveled in SACOG area, 1996 to 2011 as related to 
gasoline price and unemployment 
 
There was a complex interaction between per capita vehicle miles traveled, unemployment rate 
and gasoline prices in the period 1996 through 2011.  Statistical analysis of the relationship 
indicates that overall through the period, VMT per capita declined as unemployment and 
gasoline prices increased.  VMT was more responsive to unemployment (beta=-.654) than to 
gasoline price (beta=-.249).   
 
However, while this is true over the sixteen-year period shown in this chart, the period of 2003 
through 2006 tells a subtly different story.  In that period, unemployment in California was in 
decline (i.e. employment was increasing), yet VMT per capita was declining. Why? Apparently 
because gasoline prices were rising rapidly and seem to have been having a depressing effect 
on per capita VMT independent of employment rates. 
 
However, the steepest decline in per capita VMT occurred in the subsequent period, 2006 
through 2008 when both unemployment and gasoline prices were rising rapidly.  Since that 
time, things have become more complicated with a temporary dip in gasoline prices (2008-
2009), followed by a resumed rise, and an improvement in the employment rate.  Clearly, the 
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changing levels of local travel would reasonably be expected to have alleviated perceptions of 
congestion and travel time, and thus people’s perceptions of the seriousness of the 
transportation situation independent of whatever infrastructure or service improvements may 
have been made. 
 
Unfortunately, statistics available at the time of this report did not allow us to carry the analysis 
forward to the current period of both rising employment and sudden declines in gasoline 
prices.   If the earlier relationships hold – i.e., VMT and traffic delays increase -- the changing 
public view of the transportation situation may not be so optimistic. 
 
There may also be another factor at work, however.  It has become widely known that the so-
called Millennial Generation is less oriented to automotive travel than older generations.  There 
are many reasons for this, including financial pressure resulting from a combination of 
educational debt, difficulty in procuring well-paid employment, perhaps substitution of 
electronic for in-person interactions, increased age of licensing in some states, restrictions by 
campus authorities on vehicles on campus and other factors.  Whatever the causal factors, data 
from the National Household Travel Survey from 2001 to 2009 show that (to take only one 
illustration) in 2009, people in the age range from 16 to 34 made 15% fewer trips by driving, 
27% more trips by bicycle, 16% more by walking, and 4% more by transit than that same age 
group had made in 20016. 
 
The survey data used for this report give some indication that this generational difference also 
appears in the SACOG region.  When we isolate the respondents who said they use only a single 
mode for their usual trips (e.g., always travel all the way by car, or by walking, etc.), we find 
that of those between the ages of 18 and 34, 64% said they drive alone.  This compares to 73% 
of those between 35 and 59.  Conversely of the younger group 6% said they use the bus or light 
rail and 22% walk or bicycle compared to 3% and 14%, respectively, of the older group.  It 
would require a study specifically directed to the age differences to obtain a sub-sample large 
enough at each age to be definitive about this.  However, if the Millennials are in fact different 
in these respects, and of they remain so in a period of lower fuel prices, it might tend to provide 
a more positive limiting factor on traffic congestion than unemployment and high fuel costs. 
 
 
  

                                                      
6 As cite in Millennials In Motion, US PIRG, Education Fund, prepared by The Frontier Group, October 2014, page 
11. See: http://www.uspirg.org/reports/usp/millennials-motion 
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Figure 13 How serious a problem is the regional “Transportation Situation” and how 
does the perception vary by county and area within the SACOG region? 

 
 

How serious a problem is the regional “Transportation Situation” and how 
does the perception vary by county and area within the SACOG region? 

 
There is considerable variation within the SACOG region in how the public perceives 
transportation.  Overall through the whole six county area, 58% see it as either not a serious 
problem or as a problem, but not one that is especially serious.  
 
The most optimistic are residents of Sutter and Yuba counties where 80% and 72%, 
respectively, see transportation issues in that same optimistic light.  Placer and Yolo are slightly 
more optimistic than the regional average in this respect, with 66% and 62%, respectively, in 
that relatively optimistic category. 
 
Other areas are at or very near the regional average, or only slightly below.   
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Perceptions of Major Transportation Problems 
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Figure 14 Which aspect of transportation is the "biggest problem in your area?" 

 
 

Which aspect of transportation is the "biggest problem in your area?" 
 

Respondents were asked to choose among four options which was the “biggest problem” in 
their area.  The choices were traffic congestion, condition of the roads, lack of public transit 
alternatives, and lack of pedestrian and bicycling options. 

 

 Traffic congestion was identified as the biggest problem by more respondents, 33%, than 
any other problem. 

 Condition of the roads, with 22% was next. 

 Lack of public transit alternatives was third, with 18%. 

 Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options was the other item with 15%. 

 

One of the interesting things about this chart is that two of the elements, lack of public transit 
alternatives, and lack of pedestrian and bicycling options, deal with alternative modes of 
transportation as opposed to roadways. Taking the two of them together, we find that 33% 
identified a lack of these kinds of alternative travel-mode options as the most important 
problem. 

 

It is also interesting that 22% identified the condition of the roadways as the primary problem. 
This was also identified as a concern by several SACOG board members who were interviewed 
during the process of constructing the survey questionnaire. 
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Figure 15 “Biggest problem,” by sub-sample area 

 
 

Among the surveyed areas: 

 Four suburban or rural areas were highest in citing congestion as the biggest problem.  They 
were Sacramento County outside of Sacramento City (40%), Placer, 36%, Yuba, 35%, and 
Yolo, 31%.   

 Condition of the roads was cited more often in Sutter County (32%) than in other areas, 
although Yuba, at 29%, was close behind. 

 Lack of public transit alternatives was cited most often in El Dorado County (25%) and, in 
Sacramento City, in spite of the fact that Sacramento Regional Transit is the largest transit 
system in the SACOG region (23%).  

 Taking a lack of public transit alternatives plus lack of pedestrian and bicycling options to 
indicate those who identify a desire for alternatives to the private motor vehicle as a public 
need, we find that the residents of El Dorado County were more likely than others to cite 
this need (48%) while those in the City of Sacramento were second in this respect, with 41% 
identifying lack of one of these two transportation elements as the major problem. 

 
    

El 

Dorado
Placer

Sacra-

mento 

City

Sacra-

mento 

County

Sutter Yolo Yuba

Traffic congestion 21% 36% 25% 40% 26% 31% 35%

Condition of the roads 25% 17% 19% 22% 32% 23% 29%

Lack of public transit alternatives 25% 16% 23% 16% 18% 19% 10%

Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options 23% 18% 18% 12% 10% 16% 15%

Other 2% 3% 2% 3% 4% 2% 3%

Don't know/Refused 4% 10% 13% 7% 9% 7% 8%

Which of the following would you say is the biggest problem in your area?
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Figure 16 Respondent suggestions for transportation improvements 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Respondent suggestions for transportation improvements 
 
Respondents were asked to suggest transportation improvements they would make if given the 
chance.  To ensure that they did not narrowly define the choices, the question wording 
mentioned all significant elements of transportation, but then left it to respondents to offer 
specific responses of their own.  “Are there any specific transportation system improvements 
you would like to see made, including roads, freeways, bus, light rail, or pedestrian or bicycle 
improvements?”   Figure 16 indicates their suggestions.  Transit options, including both bus and 
light rail, accounted for a plurality of 32% of all suggestions.  Next were non-freeway road 
improvements, with 26%. Third, bicycle or pedestrian safety was mentioned by 16%. Finally, 
only 11% suggested freeway improvements. 
 
It seems clear that although traffic congestion was the one problem mentioned most often as a 
significant problem in the area, the public is more likely to cite improvement of public 
transportation, non-freeway road conditions, and bicycle and pedestrian safety, as the solution 
to a negative “transportation situation” while relatively few tend to focus on freeway 
improvements. 

One third (33%) of respondents made no 
suggestions for improvements. They are not 
included in the chart. 
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Figure 17 Differences by area and county in suggested transportation improvements 

 
 

Differences by area and county in suggested transportation improvements 
 
In each area, the top two suggestions were for transit and non-freeway road improvements.  In 
El Dorado and Placer counties there was an almost even split between additional transit service 
and non-freeway road improvements. In Sacramento County outside of the City of Sacramento, 
there was a preference for additional transit service but it was not as strong as it was in the city 
of Sacramento.  In both Sacramento City and Yolo County there was a distinct preference for 
additional transit service. On the other hand in Sutter and Yuba counties, there was a distinct 
preference for non-freeway road improvements. 
 
There are other substantial differences among the sampled areas in terms of the suggestions 
made for transportation improvements. For example, of the Yuba County respondents, almost 
half, 46%, indicated that the improvement they would most like to see would involve non-
freeway road improvements, and only 12% indicated an interest in additional transit service. By 
contrast, respondents from Sacramento City were essentially a mirror image of that sentiment, 
with 42% saying they would like improvement in bus and light rail compared to only 18% 
expressing an interest in non-freeway road improvements.  
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Figure 18 Suggested transportation improvements and opinion of current 
transportation situation 

 
 

Suggested transportation improvements and opinion of current transportation 
situation 
 
Suggestions for improving the transportation situation varied somewhat among people with 
the varied views of the current situation, but not by as much as one might expect.  The percent 
of those who said the transportation situation is not a serious problem and those who said it is 
differ by only 3% on non-freeway road improvements and the need for additional light rail 
service, and are almost identical on the matter of freeway improvements.  Where they differ is 
on the need for any improvement versus the need to all options mentioned in the question. 
 
The main message here is not the differences, but the levels of agreement. 
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Current Travel Patterns 
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Figure 19 Local trip purposes 

 
 

Local trip purposes 
 
Several questions in the survey asked about the nature of the respondent’s most frequent local 
trip.  Almost half (48%) of the most frequent local trips are, not surprisingly, for the purpose of 
commuting.  Other trips are for various personal errands, visiting friends, or other personal 
business (19%).  Many are for shopping (15%) or for medical appointments (9%), and 9% are to 
get to and from school.  
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Figure 20 Mode for usual local trip 

 
 

Mode for usual local trip 
 
It was assumed that for local trips, many people use multiple modes for a single trip or that 
they use multiple modes in the course of a week. Therefore rather than asking people what 
single mode they use, they were asked independently how often (always, most times, 
sometimes, never) they use each mode.  
 
There are two unique categories, “drive all the way there alone,” and “walk all the way.” The 
reason to specify “all the way” is that many people drive part of the way, but mix modes, taking 
a bus, or walking as well as driving or bicycling. In terms of promoting the use of alternative 
modes of transportation other than the single occupancy vehicle (SOV), the population of 
greatest interest is those who say they always drive all the way to the destination alone. Fifty 
percent (50%) say they always drive all the way to the destination and that they drive alone 
 
In the case of walking, virtually everyone must walk, if only to get to a bus stop or a parking lot 
for example. Therefore the population we are interested in is the population that walks all the 
way to their destination.  This includes 4% of respondents who walk all the way. 
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Figure 21 Mode for usual local trips, 2007 and 2014 

 
 

Mode for usual local trips, 2007 and 2014 
 
In both 2007 and 2014 respondent were asked what modes they use for their local trips.  Since 
they may use multiple modes on a trip or different modes over several trips depending on 
destination or other factors, the percentages in Figure 21 do not sum to 100%.  The fact that 
the sum of the percentages in 2014 is greater (131%) than in 2007 (107%) suggests that 
perhaps more people were using multiple modes by 2014.  Because of slightly different wording 
of the questions, however, we cannot be certain this is the cause of the difference. 
 
The mode which people use for their local trips has changed only slightly since the previous 
study in 2007.  Two-thirds (66%) of local adults always or most often drove alone on their usual 
trips in 2007 and 68% do so in 2014. 
 
There have been changes, however.  In 2014, (32%) said they drive with others or carpool, up 
slightly from 2007 when 27% reported that they carpooled.  This is not unexpected. Ride-
sharing often rises as an alternative mode in times of high gasoline prices7.  Walking all the way 
for the usual trip now stands at 9%, up from only 3% in 2007, and bicycling stands at 7%, up 
from only 2% in 2007.  Other changes are within the margin of sampling error. 
 
  

                                                      
7 Note that at the time of the survey in the fall of 2014, gasoline prices were typically still above $3.00 per gallon. 
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Figure 22 Alternative modes 

 
 

Alternative modes 
 
Fifty percent (50%) of adults in the SACOG area drive alone to their usual local destination, 
whether work or other destinations.  How does the other half of the population travel, who do 
not always drive alone?  They use a variety of modes and they clearly use different modes at 
different times, and perhaps more than one mode for some (or all) trips. 
 
The most common alternative to driving all the way alone is driving with others.  Of those who 
said they do not always drive alone, 22% said that most of the time they share a ride, and 46% 
said that sometimes they share a ride.  Some travel by bicycle or walk all the way: 4% most of 
the time, and 29% sometimes for both biking and walking.  Others take the bus or light rail, and 
few take Amtrak. 
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Figure 23 Travel time (by driving) 

 
 

Travel time (by driving) 
 
How long do the local trips take?  For the most part, not very long.  Figure 23 shows, in five-
minute increments, how long people say their usual trip would take if they drove.  The chart 
also shows the cumulative percent of people making trips of various durations.  For example, 
10% said their trip takes five minutes or less and another 17% said it takes six to ten minutes for 
a total of 27% saying that their local trip, when driving, requires ten minutes or less.  A total of 
60% reported that their local trips required no more than twenty minutes, and more than 
three-fourths (78%) no more than thirty minutes. 
 
Conversely, this means that 22% make trips in excess of thirty minutes.  Of these, most (15%) 
reported trips of thirty-one to forty-five minutes, and only a small number (9%) reported trips 
longer than that for their usual trip.  
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Figure 24 Trip duration in descending order, by county and area 

 
 

Trip duration in descending order, by county and area 
 
With many employers and other trip generators centered in Sacramento, it is not surprising 
that travel times vary by proximity to Sacramento, with Yolo and Placer populations indicating 
shorter trips than El Dorado and Yuba counties.  Of course, the latter two are also more rural, a 
fact that suggests their local trips would also take longer. 
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Estimated drive time for a single trip to destinations of various types 
 
Trip durations for purposes of medical appointments, personal business, and work vary 
relatively little, within a range of only two minutes from 27 to 29 minutes.  Shopping is the type 
of trip that requires the least time, at 16 minutes. Apparently shopping is a very local 
phenomenon. Getting to school falls in the middle, at 20 minutes.  
  

Figure 25 Estimated drive time for a single trip to destinations of various 
types 
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Figure 26 Number of days per week respondent makes "usual trip." 

 
 

Number of days per week respondent makes "usual trip." 
 
Slightly more than one third of the population, 35%, make their usual trip five days a week. This 
is not surprising since the most common local trip is to get to or from work.   
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Figure 27 How frequency of usual trip varies with trip purpose 

 
 

How frequency of usual trip varies with trip purpose 
 
The frequency of local travel, as measured by the days each week that the trip is made, varies 
widely depending upon trip purpose. For those whose usual local trip involves getting to or 
from work, 56% indicate that they do that on five days a week, but 13%, make the trip four days 
a week, and a total of 16% make that trip either six days a week or every day.  A few make the 
work trip on fewer than four days a week (14%). 
 
Those whose usual local trip involves getting to or from school also tend to make that trip five 
days a week (48%) and if not five days, then four days (21%).  Those whose usual local trip 
involves some type of personal business are extremely varied in terms of the frequency with 
which they make that trip.  There is really no pattern. 
 
Shopping is conducted on three or fewer days, with the most common pattern being two days a 
week. Medical appointments similarly occur on three days or fewer, with the most common 
being less than one day a week. 
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Figure 28 Approximate local travel time per week spent for various purposes 

 
 

Approximate local travel time per week spent for various purposes 
 
An approximation of the minutes per week people spend on trips for various purposes can be 
reached by multiplying the time the “usual trip” takes in one direction (if made by driving) by 
the number of days per week the trip is made.  While the resulting numbers depend on 
estimates from memory and are not precise, they provide a reasonable estimate, and one that 
is useful for comparison.  (The numbers could be multiplied by two if we assume that all trips 
are round-trips.) 
 
Travel to work, typically the most frequent trip on a weekly basis consumes an average of about 
two hours in one direction, while travel for shopping trips consumes only a third of that time.   
 
The variation in weekly travel time is caused more by the varied frequency of the trips than by 
the typical duration of a single trip. The average time people estimate for their usual trips does 
not vary greatly.  Except for shopping trips (16 minutes) the range of travel duration is only 
from 20 to 29 minutes. 
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Figure 29 Profile of local adult population in terms of trip purpose and frequency 
making that trip 

 
 

Profile of local adult population in terms of trip purpose and frequency making 
that trip 
 
Another way to look at these travel characteristics is to consider the distribution of the trip 
purpose combined with frequency of the trip as a percentage of the total SACOG area adult 
population. This means that in the figure above, the sum of the percentages in the entire table 
equals 100%, and the height of the columns provides a visual indication of the extent of the 
population involved in each of the trip purpose activities.  Also the sum of the percentages in 
the vertical column provides an indication of the percent of the total population in the 
category. 
 
Again we see that work trips dominate as indicated by the height of the column and the sum of 
the percentages (48.1%).  One of the key factors that this chart and table tell us is that the most 
frequent local trip of approximately one third of the adult population is to get to work on four 
or five days a week (33.2%). Another 7.9% make that work trip on six or seven days a week. 
Thus, clearly work trips dominate the local trip purpose both in terms of the numbers of people 
involved, and the frequency with which they travel for this purpose.  
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Figure 30 Employment categories and weekly time for local travel (if driving) 

 
 

Employment categories and weekly time for local travel (if driving) 
 
Figure 28 on page 46 displayed an estimate of the total number of minutes per week people in 
the SACOG region travel in one direction on the usual trip, based on the number of minutes the 
trips would take if driving.  In Figure 30 above, we examine the relationship between that 
estimate and the employment category people fall into.   
 
The chart is based on the total survey sample and sums to 100%.  Thus it provides an 
approximation of the contribution to total local travel time each employment category makes 
to the total time spent traveling locally8.  Notice that because their travel is so frequent, those 
who are employed outside the home account for the largest share of all trips in excess of thirty 
minutes and thus the largest share of all.  For short trips (under thirty minutes), however, 
retired persons (who make up 24% of the adult public) account for a larger share of total travel 
time. 
 
 

                                                      
8 The time increments are unequal. The purpose of handling them in this way is to smooth out extreme 
fluctuations caused by respondents’ tendency to answer with simple round numbers. 
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Interest in Additional Transit Service 
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Figure 31 Interest in bus or light rail service of ideal type 

 
 

Interest in bus or light rail service of ideal type 
 
To begin to understand the potential use of expanded transit service, it is useful to present a 
hypothetical ideal condition of service – frequent, nearby, fast, and appropriate to travel 
destinations – to determine at least willingness to even consider using public transportation.   
 
Presented with this ideal type of service, region-wide, 45% of the public said they realistically 
would probably not use the service, and another 2% said they were not sure – essentially also a 
negative response. Thus, close to half the adult population, 47%, said they would probably not 
use such a service, ideal though it might be.  However, 3% said they already use public transit 
for all trips, 26% said they would likely use it weekly, and another 9% said they would likely use 
it several times a month.  Thus more than one-third of SACOG region adults (38%) constitute 
the potential market pool for frequent or occasional use of expanded transit service.  Others 
who think they might use service less frequently can probably be discounted as not being 
potential users. 
 
Would all of these people actually use such service if it were offered?  Of course not, however, 
they constitute a market pool interested in the concept. 
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Figure 32 How interest in using improved transit varies by county 

 
 

How interest in using improved transit varies by county 
 
Interest in using expanded transit varies somewhat among the counties and sub-areas 
surveyed. It is greatest in the City of Sacramento where 32% said use it already or would use it 
weekly, Yolo County (31%), and Placer County (29%).  Yuba County is at the low end of the 
interest level, at 4% current users and 16% interested in weekly use.  But even there, a total of 
20% in the market pool is substantial, and another 17% indicated an interest in using it a few 
times a month. 
 
It is also interesting that in Yuba and El Dorado where interest was arguably lowest, rejection 
(“Probably not use it”) was also lowest.  Rather than outright rejection, many people gave a 
“soft” rejection saying they would use it “a few times a year.”  They would be unlikely to use 
public transit, but they do not reject it out of hand. 
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Figure 33 Interest in using improved transit, by current travel mode 

 
 

Interest in using improved transit, by current travel mode 
 
To have a realistic view of the market pool for expanded transit, it is useful to simplify the 
measure of interest into three categories. Figure 33 summarizes how that measure of interest 
varies with the current mode people most often use, and considers those relationships as 
percentages of the entire adult population.   
 
Given that SOV is the dominant current mode, most of the more likely users as well as most of 
those unlikely to use transit are among those who currently drive alone.  We can see from the 
table that a very substantial proportion (28.7%) of the population now typically drives alone but 
would consider using expanded transit service.   
 
Another group that indicated an interest in using expanded transit includes those who currently 
walk or bicycle as their usual mode.  Given that such trips, especially walking trips, are normally 
quite short, it is likely that many of them would find public transit of limited use.  Those who 
currently carpool, in spite of the fact that they are fewer in number, are a more likely source of 
potential market.  
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Figure 34 How interest in using transit varies with current travel time by car 

 
 

How interest in using transit varies with current travel time by car 
 
The longer the current local trip takes, the more likely the local traveler is to be interested in 
using expanded public transit.  For example, only 15% of those spending only 22 minutes a 
week or less on their most frequent local trip said they would use the hypothetical ideal transit 
service every week, compared to 38% of those spending 150 minutes or more.  This suggests 
that the lengthy trips, especially commute trips do wear thin on people, and that many of them 
associate using transit with alleviating the burden of that travel time. 
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Figure 35 Interest in using improved transit, by trip purpose 

 
 

Interest in using improved transit, by trip purpose 
 
Not surprisingly, interest in transit service was greatest among those whose usual local trip was 
for purposes of commuting to work.  Among that group, 35% said they would use the service 
weekly, while another 7% said “a few times a month.”  Conversely, as one would expect, 
occasional trip purposes including medical appointments and shopping drew the highest 
rejection and lowest positive response. 
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Figure 36 Employment category and interest in using improved transit service 

 
 

Employment category and interest in using improved transit service 
 
The group most likely to be interested in using improved transit service is, not surprisingly, 
commuters employed outside the home.  Of that employment category, 37% indicated they 
thought they would use such ideal transit service every week, and another 8% a few times a 
month.  More than one fourth of students (29%) and those who work from home (26%) are 
more likely than retired persons, homemakers and unemployed persons to expect to use the 
service. 
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Perceptions of Change in Transportation Infrastructure 
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Figure 37 Percent responding to rating items 

 
 

Percent responding to rating items  
 
In the following section of the report rating question are analyzed that deal with the matters of 
direction of change (getting better or getting worse) and current condition (fine as it is or 
needing a lot of improvement).  Not all aspects of transportation are, however, relevant to all 
respondents.  Figure 37 shows the percent responding when they were asked about each 
aspect of local transportation.  The balance considered the aspect of transportation irrelevant 
to them.  This was especially true of the Amtrak service, but also affected response to questions 
involving use of public transit and bicycling. 
 
In the case of questions specifically involving commuting, if respondents were not in a 
commuting category (work outside the home or full time students) they were skipped for the 
commuting questions (Q17 and Q30).  All respondents were, however, asked a second question 
about “The time you have to spend getting to things you have to do like getting to work, 
shopping and other errands,” and 99% responded. 
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Figure 38 Perceived change in transportation-related characteristics of SACOG area 

 
 

Perceived change in transportation-related characteristics of SACOG area 
 
Respondents were asked a series of questions concerning the direction of change in 
transportation conditions9.  Was each becoming worse, staying the same or getting better?  In 
Figure 38 the characteristics are arrayed in descending order of the percent who said that 
aspect of transportation was improving. 
 
Several things are of note here: 

 The results are optimistic in that strong majorities of more than 60% said things are 
either getting better or staying the same, with only two exceptions, both involving 
congestion, a common concern nationally.  Also bear in mind that traffic congestion was 
the top concern of 33% of the respondents (Figure 14).  

o Congestion on the freeways 
o Congestion on roads and streets 

 

 However, in spite of the optimistic tendencies of most of the results, the responses for 
condition of pavements are somewhat problematic.  The percentages for “getting 

                                                      
9 The wording of the items is abbreviated in Figure 38.  Question numbers are provided in the event that the 
reader wishes to see the fill wording in the questionnaire in Appendix A beginning on page 74. 
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better” and “getting worse” are equal (32%) for the condition of freeway pavement. 
Also, more people said that the condition of pavement on the streets and roads is 
getting worse (38%) than said it is getting better (24%). 
 

 The lack of public transit alternatives was a top concern of 18% of respondents. Thus 
one would hope that people would see it as improving.  However, for the most part 
(64%) people said that transit service was staying the same.  Only 17% said it was 
getting better and an approximately equal number (19%) said it was becoming worse. 

 

 For four aspects of transportation, the “getting worse” percentages exceeded the 
“getting better” percentages significantly.  They are: 

o Having safe driving conditions on the roads you need to use (a factor that is also 
related to the condition of roadway pavement) 

o The time it takes to commute to work or to get to other activities people have to 
get to 

o Feeling personally safe when using public transit 
 

 Several aspects seem to present no major problem.  They include: 
o Having stores and other facilities within walking or bicycling distance 
o The Amtrak service from Roseville and Auburn (However, also see discussion of 

the Capitol Corridor service, which is something of a special case, starting on 
page 64.) 

o Bicycle and walking routes that people can use safely 
 
The big picture of these ratings appears to suggest that both traffic congestion and the 
condition of pavements are viewed as major problems.  Dealing with the condition of pavement 
would appear to have an obvious repair and maintenance solution.  The same is not true for 
congestion, especially freeway congestion.  It is well established, for example, that as a 
congestion reduction strategy, increasing freeway capacity is more often than not self-
defeating for several reasons, including that it encourages further development of a type that 
overtakes whatever short-term congestion relief may ensue.  The fact that the lack of public 
transit alternatives was perceived as a top problem and that transit improvements topped the 
list of suggested transportation improvements (32%, see Figure 16, page 33) and that non-
freeway road improvements were mentioned second most often (26%), while freeway 
improvement were mentioned as a priority by only 11%, all suggest that in the public mind the 
solution to the challenge of congestion lies elsewhere than in expansion of freeways. 
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Figure 39 Contrast in concerns of those who perceive the "transportation situation" as 
a critical or serious problem, and those who consider it not a serious problem 

  

Contrast in concerns of those who perceive the "transportation situation" as a 
critical or serious problem, and those who consider it not a serious problem 
 
Earlier, in Figure 18 on page 35, we showed that the differences in suggested improvements 
between those who, overall, assessed the current “transportation situation” as critical or 
serious (36% of the sample) or a problem but not that serious or not a problem (56% of the 
sample) did not differ greatly.  However, when we examine the contrast within the series of 
questions concerning the several components of the transportation environment, we find 
considerable contrast.   
 
It is the solutions that are similar, not the perception of the severity of current problems.  It is 
also the case that for those who consider the current transportation situation to be a critical or 
serious problem, they consider a whole array of transportation components to have 
shortcomings.  There are not one or two elements whose resolution would relieve their 
negative perceptions. 
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Figure 40 Opinion Clusters: Characterizing perceived directions of change  

 
 

Opinion Clusters: Characterizing perceived directions of change (factor analysis) 
 
Analysis of the perceived direction of change (getting better, staying the same, getting worse) 
in twelve transportation characteristics was analyzed using a technique called in analysis jargon, 
factor analysis10. with the results shown in Figure 4011.  The analysis reveals three distinctive 
patterns of concern.  Based on the nature of the concerns, we have given these sets of attitudes 
or Opinion Clusters the following labels to describe the pattern of concerns: “Time & 
Congestion,” “Smooth, safe driving,” and “Green living.” 
 

                                                      
10 Factor analysis is a statistical technique that can be used to examine sets of questions and answers in a survey by 
finding relationships among responses.  It unearths relationships among the responses, showing how in a group of 
several questions (in this case, twelve questions) there can be several distinct response patterns or Opinion 
Clusters.  Just as many people with strong political views on a given topic can usually be assumed to have 
predictable views on other public policy matters, people may also have various coherent sets of views on any 
public topic, including transportation.  If they find X to be important, we can predict they will also find Y important.  
Factor analysis is merely a tool that enables us to identify those sets or “clusters” of attitudes. 
 
11 Thirteen elements were measured, but the matter of Amtrak service was relevant to only a sub-set of the 
sample, and is therefore omitted from this analysis. 
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Those persons primarily concerned with Time & Congestion rate measures of time spent in local 
travel and the congestion of streets and freeways in a consistent manner.  Those who are 
grouped under the title of Smooth Driving are particularly concerned with conditions of the 
pavements and resulting driving conditions.  Those grouped under the title Green Living are 
more concerned with walkability, bicycling opportunities, and public transit, all “green” 
transportation alternatives. 
 
Conceptually, each opinion cluster ought to be mutually exclusive of the others.  However, 
matters of transportation experiences have too much in common among people for pure 
results.  For example, some people are particularly concerned about traffic congestion and the 
time it takes them to commute.  But some of the people particularly concerned with green 
living are also concerned with congestion and the time required to commute.  It is simply that 
the sentiment about congestion and time is not as strong among the latter group as among the 
former. 
 
The percentages of the SACOG area population who are most likely to exhibit each of these 
three sets of opinions about transportation characteristics are: 

 Time & Congestion,  36% 

 Smooth, safe driving, 33% 

 Green living,  26% 
 

These are tendencies, and not entirely mutually exclusive categories.  For this reason, and 
because some respondents simply could not be classified in this manner, the percentages 
should not be expected to sum to 100%.  There is some overlap among the three sets, and 
there are some other respondents who took no strong views about any of the transportation 
dimensions and who thus appear in none of the three sets.   
 
In spite of the blurred lines, the sets are useful constructs because they provide a means of 
characterizing the emphasis people in the SACOG region place on these elements of 
transportation and transportation policy. 
 
 
 
  



  Page 63 
 

SACOG MTP/SCS Update Survey  Survey Conducted October, 2014 

Figure 41 Perceived need for improvements 

 
 

Perceived need for improvements 
 
What improvements do people believe are needed?  Respondents were asked whether each of 
several characteristics of local transportation were “just fine” as they were, “needed a little 
improvement,” or “needed a lot of improvement.”  Results are arrayed in Figure 41 in 
descending order of the positive response (“just fine as it is”). 
 
Three items receive a majority saying that these aspects are just fine as they are.  They are: 

 Having stores, pharmacy and other facilities within walking or bicycling distance (62%). 

 The Amtrak service from Auburn and Roseville via Sacramento to Davis (also 62% 
positive)12. 

 Safe walking routes (55%). 
 
All others fall below 50% in the most positive category.  However, no aspect of transportation 
garnered a majority in the most negative category (“needs a lot of improvement”).   The least 
positive and also the most negative characteristic was freeway congestion.  This is unsurprising 
in the light of the finding reported earlier (Figure 14, page 31) showing that 33% identified 
traffic congestion in general (not just freeways) as the most important transportation problem.  
However, it is interesting that when asked (Figure 16, page 33) what they would suggest be 

                                                      
12 Note that unlike most of the other elements in the chart, this service applies to a very specific geography and for 
this reason the question was answered by only 48% of the respondents.  Others said it did not apply to them. 
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done to improve transportation, that only 11% said they would improve the freeways, while 
32% suggested transit expansion, and 26% mentioned non-freeway road improvements.  
Clearly, the identification of freeway congestion as the most in need of improvement is not a 
call for expansion of lanes or extension of the freeway system. 
 
The five elements at the bottom of the list reflect three elements people have identified as 
problems: congestion, condition of pavements, and need for expanded transit service.  It is 
interesting that with the exception of congestion on the freeways, the percentage of 
respondents who said that the transportation characteristic was becoming worse was similar to 
the percent saying it was getting better.  That is, taken as a whole, the public has some 
ambivalence about these things.  The exception is freeway congestion, on which there is a clear 
plurality (42% to 24%) saying it is becoming worse as opposed to getting better. 
 
Specifically: 

 While a plurality of 38% of respondents said that the condition of freeway pavement 
was fine as it is, 27% called for much improvement. 

 While 36% said it is just fine as it is, 34% said that transit service needs a lot of 
improvement to get you where you want to go fast enough. 

 While 33% said that the condition of the pavement on the roads is fine as it is, 30% said 
it is in need of much improvement. 

 While 29% said that road and street congestion is fine as it is, 32% said it needs a lot of 
improvement. 

 While only 24% said that congestion on the freeways they use is fine as it is, 42% said it 
needed a lot of improvement. 

 

A Special Case: The Capitol Corridor Amtrak Route 
 
It is not surprising that the Amtrak service called Capitol Corridor occupies a low place on the 
overall list of items arranged by the percent of the public that considers them in need of 

improvement.  It is not surprising 
because, as a heavy rail service, it is 
geographically constrained to a 
narrow corridor, a constraint that 
does not affect the other more 
generalized items such as street 
repair, road congestion, and transit 
service in general.   
 
Travelers in Placer County would 
appear to be more affected than most 
other areas in the SACOG counties by 
the level of Amtrak service, for the 

Figure 42 Placer County  

 
Source of map: Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
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route runs through Placer County and near to the  
major cities and towns there.   
 
No specific questions were asked to address 
whether Placer County residents might use 
improved Amtrak service or use it more often.  
However, related questions were asked, and give 
the basis for indirectly exploring the possibility that 
Placer County residents may be more concerned 
about Amtrak improvements than residents of the 
region as a whole outside of Placer County. 
 
The logic of this indirect analysis is as follows.  
Respondents were asked how likely they would be 
to use public transit (in general, not Amtrak 
specifically) if service were substantially improved 
(see Figure 31).  We can assume that the response 

to that question is an indication of interest in alternative forms of transportation in general, 
including Amtrak. Taking those Placer County residents who say they would probably use 
improved transit service, we can examine the degree to which they are more likely than other 

people in the SACOG 
region to feel the 
Capitol Corridor 
Amtrak service 
needs improvement.   
 
If they are more 
likely than others in 
the region to believe 
that the Capitol 
Corridor service 
needs improvement, 
this may be an 

indication that although concern about the level of Amtrak service is not region-wide, there is a 
localized concern about it within Placer County among people who say they are in the market 
for better public transportation.  While this would not provide a definitive measure of demand 
for better Amtrak service, or of the perceived urgency of improving the service, it would tell 
SACOG whether it might be worthwhile to examine the matter further.  Figure 44 provides this 
information. 
 
Comparing Placer County respondents to respondents from all areas of the region except Placer 
County, we find that of Placer County residents who said they are likely to use improved transit 
service, 26% said also that the Capitol Corridor needed much improvement.  An additional 32 % 
said it needs a little improvement, for a total of 58% of those who consider themselves 

Figure 43 Capitol Corridor Amtrak 
Route 

 

Figure 44 Placer County residents  and perceived need to improve 
Amtrak service 

 

…needs much 

improvement

…needs a little 

improvement
…is fine as it is

(a) Placer County only

Likely to use improved transit 26% 32% 42% 100%

Unlikely to use improved transit 8% 25% 67% 100%

(b) All counties except Placer

Likely to use improved transit 13% 27% 60% 100%

Unlikely to use improved transit 13% 20% 67% 100%

Perception among Placer County residents of need to improve Amtrak service 

Q42 The Amtrak train called 'Capitol Corridor' running 

from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento to Davis 

and on to the Bay area…

(Row %. Read left to right across the row)
Q16 How likely would you be 

to use ideal transit service 

described in Q16? (Q16 has 

been adjusted for 

concistency with responses 

to Q12_c Q12_d and Q15)
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relatively likely to use improved transit in general who feel specifically that Amtrak service is in 
need of some improvement.  (Although it is not shown in the table, this represents 30% of the 
Placer County adult population.)   
 
Of the rest of the SACOG region, excluding Placer County, 13% of those who consider 
themselves likely to use improved public transportation said that the Amtrak service needs 
much improvement and another 27% that it needs some improvement, for a total of 40%, or 
18% less than the level of concern among Placer County residents. 
 
These results suggest that there is indeed higher localized interest within Placer County in 
improved Capitol Corridor service than there is regionally.  Because the questions were only 
indirectly focused on this matter, the results do not demonstrate definitively that there is a 
significant Placer County market for Amtrak service improvement.  However, they do suggest 
that the regional low score on “need for improvement” of Capitol Corridor was probably 
influenced by geography and the irrelevancy of this Amtrak service to many respondents who 
reside too far away from the rail service for it to be relevant to them.   
 
In short, the results suggest that there is probably a core group of Placer County residents who 
have an interest in these Amtrak service improvements. For these reasons, Amtrak’s Capitol 
Corridor should not be ruled out for consideration as a transportation improvement priority 
only because of its low rank order position in the regional score reported in Figure 41.  
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Figure 45 Perceived direction of change 

 
 

Perceived direction of change 
 
By combining the questions regarding the direction of change and the need for improvement, 
we can obtain a somewhat more detailed continuum than presented in prior charts.  For 
example, if certain elements are perceived as not only “fine” but also improving, that is a clear 
indication of citizen satisfaction.  Conversely, if other things not only are perceived as in great 
need of improvement, but also perceived as becoming worse, that is a clear indication of 
dissatisfaction.  In the chart above, this continuum is shown as a transition from dark green as 
the most positive to dark orange as the most negative. 
 
In spite of having this greater level of detail, the basic findings do not change from those shown 
in previous figures.  Congestion is perceived as very problematic as is the condition of 
pavement on roads and streets.  In this chart too, many people indicate satisfaction with transit 
as it is, but a substantial number perceive that not enough is being done to move it in a 
direction they would like to see.
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Figure 46 Perceived direction of change in action quadrants 
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Perceived direction of change in action quadrants 
 
Another way to think about the direction of change is to place the elements in a matrix based 
on their mean scores on the two dimensions (Getting better   Getting worse) and (Fine as it 
is   Needs a lot of improvement) to see where they lie visually in terms of those two 
criteria.  In Figure 46, we have placed the twelve elements of transportation on a matrix13.  We 
have color coded the elements to identify them with the sets of concerns (from the factor 
analysis – see Figure 40) that constitute the opinion clusters.  Although the question wording 
had to be abbreviated to fit in the matrix, the question numbers are given if the reader wishes 
to refer to the questionnaire in the Appendix. We have also labeled the quadrants of the matrix 
with the actions that appear reasonable in responding to the findings.  
 
One reason to take this visual matrix approach is that the types of statistical analysis that in 
many studies point to a clear direction (e.g., regression analysis and/or CHAID) showed very 
little in this case.  Trying, for example, to (in statistical terminology) “explain the variance” in 
the respondents’ views of the state of the “transportation situation” in the region or variance in 
the direction of change, leads to very little helpful information.  Visually, we can see from the 
chart that the various elements of transportation are pretty much in the center of the chart 
without a great deal of space among them.  Similarly, the scores of individual respondents were 
not dramatically different on each of the elements separately.  They tended to cluster in the 
center.  This means that there tends to be more agreement on these various elements of 
transportation than there is disagreement, but it also tends to mean that the usual causal 
inference statistics do not do us much good in interpreting the results. 
 

MAINTAIN MOMENTUM 
The upper right quadrant is the area we have designated as “Maintain Momentum” because 
the scores for current quality are moderately good, though not excellent, and those for the 
direction of change tend toward “getting better.”  This quadrant contains the aspects of 
transportation most satisfactory to residents of the SACOG area.   
 
SACOG’s task with elements in this quadrant is to maintain the positive momentum – these 
elements are perceived to be improving, and to be of reasonable quality currently.  The 
elements in this quadrant are the “softer” elements associated with the Green Living opinion 
cluster which is the smallest of the three clusters and less important to commuters who 
account for most of the trips. 
 
This quadrant includes three of the five elements of the “Green Living” opinion cluster, safe 
walking routes, safe bike routes, stores, pharmacy and other facilities nearby.  Two other Green 
Living elements fall into other quadrants.  They both involve transit service, the speed of transit 
trips and feeling personally safe on public transit.  Each of those falls a bit below the mid-point 

                                                      
13 The reader might notice that the scale numbers shown in the chart inverted the scales used in the questionnaire.  
This is simply a matter or presentation convenience and does not affect the results. 
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score on current quality, but only slightly. The speed of transit trips also falls slightly below the 
mid-point in terms of direction of change. 
 

GETTING BACK ON TRACK 
The idea underlying this designation for the upper left quadrant is that in some situations, the 
transportation element can be perceived as being of reasonable quality, but at the same time 
as regressing or “getting worse” in the words of the questionnaire.  In such cases the 
responsible agency’s action would be to take steps to halt the backsliding. 
 
Only one item falls in this area, freeway pavement condition, and it is only slightly in this region 
with mid-point scores on both dimensions.   This suggests that the public does not consider 
freeway pavement condition to be a burning issue, but they are also mildly concerned that it 
could backslide. 
 

NEEDS ATTENTION 
The idea underlying this designation for the lower left quadrant is that certain aspects of 
transportation have both relatively low quality ratings and low ratings for progress.  In such 
cases, the responsible agencies need to take whatever action they can to correct the problem. 
Unfortunately, the necessary actions in this case do not involve a quick fix, but more long-term, 
and costly solutions. 
 
Four elements fall into this quadrant.  Arranged in descending order they are: 

 Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough 

 Condition of the pavement on roads and streets you use 

 Congestion on the roads and streets you use 

 Congestion on the freeways you use 
 
In this quadrant, freeway congestion scores lowest on both dimensions of the matrix, and road 
and street congestion score next lowest.  Freeway congestion is an aspect of local travel that 
suburban commuters are accustomed to complaining about because the connotation of the 
term freeway is speed, but even if serious delays are relatively unusual, the fact that it is 
difficult to avoid them or free oneself from them, and many drivers are unaware of alternate 
local routes.  Freeways, in this sense, while most people relay on them to some extent, are 
almost guaranteed to not only frustrate, but also to disappoint at one time or another.  For 
these reasons, congestion will probably always score low.  But that is not to say the score 
cannot be improved. 
 
Given that the two congestion-related elements fall in the lower left quadrant, it seems 
paradoxical that two items that would seem to be related (the times it takes to commute and to 
the time it takes to make other kinds of trips) both fall into the lower right quadrant (“Build on 
improvement”). This suggests that while the public believes these elements need to be 
improved, they are perceived to be moving in the right direction.  This perceived improvement 
in travel time may be a result of various infrastructure improvements in transit and roadways, 
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and/or it may be in part a result of other forces such as reduced traffic resulting from residual 
unemployment, the tendency of so-called millennials to drive less, or other social forces. 
 
Road and street pavement congestion is at the mid-point in its score for positive direction of 
change – not becoming worse, but, then, not improving either, in the perception of the public.  
It needs attention in that its score for current quality is low and to the public it seems not to be 
improving. 
 
The condition of pavement of roads and streets also lies in the Needs Attention quadrant.  
Respondents in pre-survey interviews also mentioned this theme with several SACOG board 
members representing a variety of geographic areas who argued freeway that maintenance of 
non-freeway roads and streets was a significant priority to them. 

 

BUILD ON IMPROVEMENTS 
The transportation elements in this quadrant are perceived to be changing in a positive way, 
but they are still not up to public expectation.  The task of authorities for these elements is to 
acknowledge the perceived positive direction of change, while also seeking to boost perception 
of quality.  The action theme might be expressed as, “Doing better is not sufficient; it is 
necessary to do well.” 
 
The four transportation elements in this quadrant are: 

 Having safe driving conditions on roads you need to use regularly 

 Feeling personally safe when using public transit 

 The time you have to spend getting to things you have to do like getting to work, 
shopping and other errands 

 The time it takes you to commute 
Each of these elements was scored by the public below the mid-point of the scale on quality, 
but above the mid-point in terms of “getting better.” 
 
The two elements of the Green Living orientation that fall into this quadrant rather than into 
the upper right “Maintain Momentum” quadrant, both involve transit service: the speed of 
transit trips and feeling personally safe on public transit.  Each of those elements falls a bit 
below the mid-point score on current quality, but only slightly so. The speed of transit trips also 
falls slightly below the mid-point in terms of direction of change. 
 
Both of the latter two elements of transit service are difficult to change.  A sense of personal 
safety is as much or more a matter of discomfort some people feel in traveling with the socio-
economic mix of transit ridership and also with often having to wait alone at transit stops, as it 
is with objective realities.  However, the overall score suggests that people are relatively 
optimistic that this has been changing in the right direction.  
 
The time required to make a transit trip is obviously a function of routes and service levels.  It is 
clear from the results that much of the public would like to see additional improvement of 
transit services.  Such improvements are, of course, challenging to implement both in terms of 
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capital and operating costs, so would not be a “quick fix.”  Nevertheless, the score is essentially 
at the mid-point on both scales. This is actually rather good for transit service in an area as 
geographically diverse the six county SACOG region.  Consequently, although this element falls 
in the category of needing attention, (and that need is reinforced by earlier findings in charts 
such as Figure 16 and Figure 31), we regard it as a potential strength that could be built upon. 
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Figure 47 Relationship of household income to mean ratings of transportation quality 

 

 
 

Relationship of household income to mean ratings of transportation quality 
 
Across the board, relationships between demographic characteristics and the ratings of 
transportation characteristics are neither strong nor consistent in this study.  Income provides 
an illustration in Figure 47.  Regardless of income level, the general rank order of the mean 
scores on the several ratings is almost the same – except for the lowest income respondents.  
 
The rank order of the scores and the scores themselves are fairly constant among the several 
transportation characteristics across income groups.  The lowest income group, however, does 
not follow the rank order of ratings that the other income groups follow.  For the final seven 
items listed in the chart, those with incomes of $25,000 or more show similar scores and the 
same rank order for those items (with one exception).  However, for six of those same seven 
elements, the lowest income group gives almost equal scores rather than conforming to the 
declining scoring characteristic of the higher income respondents.  There does not appear to be 
any ready explanation for why these six elements would be perceived differently by the lowest 
income group.  
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Less than $25,000 (18%) 2.46 2.38 2.26 2.33 2.21 2.18 2.05 2.05 2.09 2.06 2.08 2.01 1.84

$25 to $49,999 (24%) 2.53 2.49 2.38 2.38 2.42 2.30 2.40 2.22 2.18 2.13 2.03 1.97 1.91

$50 to $99,999 (33%) 2.46 2.50 2.27 2.24 2.18 2.13 2.18 2.09 2.02 1.99 1.91 1.83 1.72

$100,000 or more (25%) 2.49 2.43 2.45 2.33 2.29 2.33 2.18 2.24 2.17 1.90 2.07 1.99 1.77

All Respondents 2.48 2.46 2.34 2.31 2.27 2.23 2.21 2.15 2.11 2.02 2.01 1.94 1.80
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Figure 48 Relationship of employment to mean ratings of transportation quality 

 

 
 

Relationship of employment to mean ratings of transportation quality 
 
Employment outside the home is generally an important determinant of attitudes toward 
transportation matters.  People who work outside the home constitute the largest single 
population group, and, because they commute regularly, they contribute disproportionately to 
the total travel in the region14.  As with income, the rank order of the ratings of transportation 

                                                      
14 Only those who are employed outside the home or were full time students – i.e. commuters -- were asked the 
question about the time spent commuting. All respondents were asked a more general question about travel time 
in general. 
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Employed outside the home (44%) 2.48 2.47 2.38 2.29 2.26 2.27 2.22 2.13 2.13 2.07 2.00 1.94 1.78

Work from the home (8%) 2.64 2.43 2.40 2.36 na 2.15 2.34 2.00 2.10 2.03 1.96 2.06 1.81

Full time student (9%) 2.59 2.72 2.26 2.34 2.30 2.43 2.33 2.29 2.23 2.21 2.32 2.03 1.99

Homemaker (7%) 2.61 2.52 2.43 2.30 na 2.37 2.16 2.19 2.29 2.22 2.20 2.05 1.88

Retired (24%) 2.39 2.40 2.29 2.37 na 2.13 2.02 2.14 1.96 1.85 1.96 1.90 1.76

Unemployed (9%) 2.35 2.43 2.35 2.30 na 2.24 2.31 2.22 2.18 2.01 1.96 2.03 1.89

All respondents 2.48 2.48 2.35 2.32 2.27 2.24 2.21 2.16 2.11 2.03 2.03 1.96 1.81
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characteristics is similar across the board.  Variations among mean scores tend fall within a 
narrow range, and should not be given too much weight.   
 
The one difference that is interesting, though difficult to interpret, is that retired persons tend 
to give slightly lower score on each item (except the time spent getting places) than any other 
group.   
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Figure 49 Relationship of age to mean ratings of transportation quality 

 

 
 

Relationship of age to mean ratings of transportation quality 
 
Like the other demographics, age differences show no regular pattern of relationships to the 
several quality indicators regarding local transportation.  With a few minor exceptions, the rank 
order of the ratings is consistent among the age groups.  However, there are some interesting 
differences.   

 It was the youngest respondents who consistently tended to give better scores on each 
dimension. However, there is no other consistent pattern in the way in which ratings 
relate to age. 

 After the age of 31, the sense of feeling safe when using transit increased across age 
groups. 

There were no other patterns. 
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<= 31 (26%) 2.70 2.60 2.48 2.48 2.41 2.47 2.46 2.38 2.34 2.29 2.23 2.17 2.02

32 - 48 (25%) 2.44 2.37 2.23 2.18 2.11 2.18 2.09 1.89 2.09 2.03 1.94 1.86 1.69

49 - 60 (25%) 2.29 2.47 2.34 2.23 2.23 2.10 2.16 2.07 1.98 1.86 1.93 1.85 1.76

61+ (24%) 2.40 2.43 2.35 2.38 2.36 2.21 2.09 2.22 2.02 1.96 1.97 1.95 1.77

All respondents 2.48 2.47 2.35 2.32 2.27 2.24 2.21 2.16 2.11 2.03 2.03 1.96 1.81
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Figure 50 Ethnic self-identification and ratings of transportation elements 

 

 
 

Ethnic self-identification and ratings of transportation elements 
 
The fact that the Caucasian population comprises two thirds of the adult population of the 
region means that they dominate the overall ratings.  However, the pattern of their ratings 
differs from that of the African-American and Hispanic respondents.  For example: 

 On ten of the twelve items rated, the mean score among African-Americans was lower 
than that of Caucasians.  Some differences were very small and unimportant.  However, 
several scores did differ significantly, including: 

o scores for time required for commuting and other travel purposes  
o safe driving conditions 
o feeling safe when using public transit 
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African-American (5%) 2.38 2.46 2.42 2.07 1.95 2.04 2.25 1.88 1.98 1.93 1.95 1.91 1.64

Caucasian (67%) 2.48 2.44 2.38 2.33 2.33 2.25 2.18 2.19 2.10 2.01 2.05 1.95 1.78

Hispanic (11%) 2.36 2.54 2.17 2.39 2.20 2.22 2.16 2.14 2.21 2.14 2.12 1.98 1.92

Asian (9%) 2.52 2.47 2.41 2.33 2.31 2.25 2.41 2.32 2.22 2.14 2.12 2.02 1.91

Mix or other (8%) 2.51 2.56 2.36 2.25 1.99 2.28 2.20 1.91 2.12 2.01 1.74 1.87 1.88

All respondents 2.47 2.47 2.36 2.32 2.27 2.24 2.21 2.16 2.12 2.04 2.03 1.95 1.81
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o condition of pavement on streets and roads 
o transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough 
o freeway congestion 

 
The only items which African-American respondents rated more positively than Caucasians 
were the Capitol Corridor Amtrak service and safe bicycle routes.  But neither of these 
differences were statistically significant, and in any event it would be difficult to attribute much 
sociological meaning to those differences.  Clearly, there is a significantly greater negative 
appraisal of transportation characteristics among African-American residents than among 
others in the SACOG region. 
 

 Among those identifying themselves as Hispanic, five items were scored significantly 
higher than the same items among those calling themselves Caucasian, but most other 
items were scored about the same or slightly lower.    

 One exception was safe walking routes.  The mean score for Hispanics was relatively 
quite low, 2.17, while for Caucasians it was 2.38. 
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APPENDIX A – Questionnaire 
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Part 1: Introduction, breaking the ice 
 
Hello, my name is……with CJI Research a professional market research firm.  We are conducting 

a survey today concerning community issues in [NAME OF TARGET COUNTY].  The survey is 

sponsored by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments and it concerns questions about 

living and traveling nearby in this part of California.  Your responses to our questions will 

remain confidential and the survey will take no more than fifteen minutes of your time.  May I 

speak with…? 

1. Interviewer indicate gender by observation 

1. Male  2.  Female 
 

2. Note whether RDD or cell sample 
1.  RDD 

2. Cell 
 
 

3. [FOR LANDLINE SAMPLE] Are you currently a resident of [PIPE IN FROM SAMPLE: 
COUNTY NAME PLUS THE WORD “COUNTY,” OR, FOR SACRAMENTO CITY, CITY 
NAME] California?   
1. Yes Note county/segment 
2. No   In what county do you live currently? 

a. El Dorado County 
b. Placer County [SAY PLASSER] 
c. Sacramento County 
d. Sacramento City 
e. Sutter County 
f. Yolo County 
g. Yuba County[IF NONE OF THESE, TERMINATE] 

 
C3. [CELLPHONE SAMPLE OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY] Are you currently a resident of 
Sacramento County California?   
1. Yes  NOTE d BELOW AND CONTINUE 
2. No   In what county do you live currently [READ LIST]? 

a. El Dorado County 
b. Placer County [SAY PLASSER] 
c. Sacramento County 
d. Sacramento City 
e. Sutter County 
f. Yolo County 
g. Yuba County   
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C4. [CELLPHONE SAMPLE OF OTHER 5 COUNTIES] Are you currently a resident of? 
[READ LIST]? 

a. El Dorado County

b. Placer County [SAY PLASSER]

c. Sacramento County

d. Sacramento City
e. Sutter County
f. Yolo County

g. Yuba County  [IF NONE OF THESE, TERMINATE]

4. Do you use a cell phone?

(1) Yes (a) 
(2) No (Q5) 

(a) Am I speaking to you on a cell phone now? 
(1) Yes  Are you in a place that is safe to talk, or are you driving 

or in an unsafe location?  (If not in safe place or if driving – 
arrange call back) 

(2) No   Thank you. May I call you again later? 
1. Yes
2. No

b. How do you handle your personal telephone calls? Do you:

1. ... use a cell phone for all calls
2. ... use a cell phone for more than half my calls
3. ... use a cell phone for about half of my calls
4. ... use a cell phone for less than half my calls
5. REF

5. For how many years have you lived in the greater Sacramento region?
 Less than 1   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10 or more    99=REF 

6. Compared to a few years ago, is your community headed in
the right direction to become an (even) better place to live,
staying about the same, or getting off on the wrong track?

1 

2 

3 

9 

Right direction 

Staying same 

Off on wrong track 

[VOL] Not Sure 
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Part 2: Overview of transportation issues 
 

7. How would you describe the situation related to transportation 
here in the 6-county Sacramento region including all forms of 
local transportation, roads and bridges, public transit, bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities?  Currently, is transportation a critical 
problem, a serious problem, a problem but not all that 
serious, or not a problem? 

1 

2 

3 
 

4 

9 

 

A critical problem 

A serious problem 

A problem but not that 
serious 

Not a serious problem 

Not Sure 

With respect to all aspects of transportation in the 
Sacramento region, do you think things currently are getting 
better, staying about the same, or getting worse? 

1 

2 

3 

9 

Getting better 

Staying same 

Getting worse 

[VOL] Not sure 

 
8. Are there any specific transportation system improvements you would like to see made, including 

roads, freeways, bus, light rail, or pedestrian or bicycle improvements? (Unstructured – to be coded 
after data collection) 

      1. First response 

      2. Second response (IF ANY – DO NOT PROBE) 

 
9. Which of the following would you say is the 

biggest problem in your area [READ 
RESPONSES]: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

 

5 

Traffic congestion 

Condition of the roads 

Lack of public transit alternatives 

Lack of pedestrian and bicycling options 

(VOL) Other ___________________ 

 
10. Are you employed outside the home, work from 

home for pay, a full time student, homemaker, 
retired, or unemployed?  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

9 

Employed outside the home (12.2) 

Work from the home (11) 

Full time student (11) 

Homemaker (11) 

Retired (11) 

Unemployed (11) 

Refused  (11) 
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Part 3: Current Transportation Behaviors 
 

11. Thinking about the trip within the Sacramento 
region you make most often, is it for commuting 
to work, school, medical appointments, 
shopping, or other personal business?  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

9 

Work (12_b) 

School (12_b) 

Medical appointments (12_a) 

Shopping (12_a) 

Other personal business (12_a) 

[VOL] REF (12_a) 

   

 
12. Mode 
                   12_a When you make that trip for [PIPE IN RESPONSE TO Q11] which of the    

following do you do?  Do you: 
                   12_b How do you commute to work?  Do you: 

  

A
lw

ay
s 

M
o

st
 

ti
m

es
 

So
m

e
-

ti
m

es
 

N
ev

er
 

D
K

/ 
R

EF
 

12aa Drive all the way there alone (13) 1 2 3 4 8 

12bb Drive with other people/Car pool (c) 1 2 3 4 8 

12cc Take a bus (d) 1 2 3 4 8 

12dd Take light rail (e) 1 2 3 4 8 

12ee Ride a bicycle (f)  1 2 3 4 8 

12ff  Take Amtrak, the train also called Capital 
Corridor (g)       

 1 2 3 4 8 

12gg Walk all the way (13)  1 2 3 4 8 

 

13. How many days a week do you usually make 
that trip? 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

Less than one day 

One day 

Two days 

Three days 

Four days 

Five days 

Six days 

Every day 

REF 

 

14. About how many minutes would it take to drive 
from home to [PIPE IN RESPONSE TO Q11] 

 

___ 99=DK/REF 
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15. If you wanted to use it, is there light rail or bus 
service frequent enough, close enough and 
running where you need to go for you to use it 
regularly? 

 

1 

2 

8 

Yes/ I think so 

No / I don’t think so 

Not sure 

16. [SKIP IF Q12cc=1 OR Q12dd=1 – i.e. 
respondent always uses transit already] 

 
If bus or light rail service were nearby, ran 
often, went where you go on your usual trips, 
and did not take too much longer than driving, 
how often would you use it is you used it at all?  
Very realistically, would you probably just not 
use it, use it a few times a year, use it maybe 
once a month, use it a few times a month, or 
use it every week?  

 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

8 

 

 

probably not use it,  

use it a few times a year,  

use it maybe once a month,  

use it a few times a month,  

use it every week  

Not sure 

 

Part 4: Observation and aspiration regarding MTP objectives 
 
Observation of what has changed in the past five or ten years 

In the past [PIPE IN RESPONSE TO Q5; if “10 or more” INSERT 
10 YEARS] years have the following aspects of living in the 
Sacramento region become better, stayed the same or 
become worse for you? If the item does not apply to you, just 
tell me. [BEGIN WITH Q17 THEN RANDOMIZE ORDER OF  18 
to 29] B

et
te

r 

Sa
m

e 

W
o

rs
e 

N
A

 –
 D

o
es

 n
o

t 

ap
p

ly
 

D
K

/R
EF

 

17.  [ASK Q17 ONLY IF Q10=1 OR 3] The time it takes you to 
commute  

1 2 3 7 9 

18.  The time you have to spend getting to things you have 
to do like getting to work, shopping and other errands  

1 2 3 7 9 

19.  Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast 
enough  

1 2 3 7 9 

20.  Condition of the pavement on roads and streets you use 1 2 3 7 9 

21.  Congestion on the roads and streets you use 1 2 3 7 9 

22.  Condition of the pavement on freeways you use 1 2 3 7 9 

23.  Congestion on the freeways you use 1 2 3 7 9 

24.  Having things like for example stores, a pharmacy, 
restaurants, recreation within walking or biking distance  

1 2 3 7 9 

25.  Safe walking routes you can use 1 2 3 7 9 

26.  Having safe driving conditions on roads you need to use 
regularly  

1 2 3 7 9 

27.  Feeling personally safe when using public transit 1 2 3 7 9 

28.  Bicycle routes you can use safely 1 2 3 7 9 
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29.  The Amtrak train called “Capitol Corridor” running from 
Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento to Davis and 
on to the Bay area. 

1 2 3 7 9 

  

 
Now for those same things, please tell me whether at 
present, it is just fine as it is, or if it is something that 
needs only a little improvement, or is something that 
really needs a lot of improvement. 
 
[BEGIN WITH 30, THEN RANDOMIZE ORDER OF 1 - 42]   Ju

st
 f

in
e 

as
 it

 is
 

A
 li
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D
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30.  [ASK Q17 ONLY IF Q10=1 OR 3] …the time it takes 
you to commute; is that something that is just fine 
as it is, something that needs only a little 
improvement, or something that really needs a lot of 
improvement 

  1 2 3 7 9 

31.  …the time you have to spend getting to things you 
have to do like getting to work, shopping and other 
errands. Is that something that is just fine as it is, 
something that needs only a little improvement, or 
something that really needs a lot of improvement 

1 2 3 7 9 

32.  … having public transit service Transit service that 
gets you where you want to go fast enough 

1 2 3 7 9 

33.  …the pavement condition of the roads and streets 
you use 

1 2 3 7 9 

34.  …traffic congestion on the roads and streets you use 1 2 3 7 9 

35.  …the pavement condition of the freeways you use 1 2 3 7 9 

36.  …congestion on the freeways you use 1 2 3 7 9 

37.  …having things like stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, 
or recreation, within walking or biking distance 

1 2 3 7 9 

38.  …having safe walking routes you can use 1 2 3 7 9 

39.  …having safe driving conditions on roads you need 
to use regularly  

1 2 3 7 9 

40.  …feeling personally safe when using public transit 1 2 3 7 9 

41.  …having bicycle routes you can use safely 1 2 3 7 9 

42.  …the Amtrak train called “Capitol Corridor” running 
from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento to 
Davis and on to the Bay area. 

1 2 3 7 9 
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Part 5: Demographics 
 
Now I have a few final questions for classification purposes only 

43. In what year were you born?   19         

999 ref  

 

44. Would you tell me the zip code where you live?                       95 __ __ __ 99999=REF 
 

 
 

45. Do you have a car, truck, or motorcycle available you can use for 
daily trips? 

1 

2 

9 

Yes 

No 

Refused 

 

46. Do you consider yourself to be in one or more of the following cultural or ethnic groups? (ALL 
THAT APPLY) 

a. African-American                          1. Yes    2. No 
b. Hispanic                                        1. Yes    2. No 
c. Caucasian or white                       1. Yes    2. No 
d. Asian                                             1. Yes    2. No 
e. Another ethnic or racial group?     1. Yes    2. No 

___________________________ 

 
 

47. Would you say your total household income is more or 
less than fifty thousand dollars?   

1 

2 

9 

Less than $50,000 (47a) 

More than $50,000 (47b) 

Refused (Vol.) (END) 

 

a. (If less than $50,000) Into which income 
group would you say your household falls?  
Would you say it falls into… (Read 
responses 1-4) 

         (Go to End) 
 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

Less than $15,000 (END) 

$15,000 to $24,999 (END) 

$25,000 - $34,999 (END) 

$35,000 to $49,999 (END) 

(VOL) Refused (END) 

 

b. (If more than $50,000) Into which income 
group would you say your household falls?  
Would you say it falls into… (Read 
responses 1-5) 

 

        (Go to End) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

9 

$50,000 - $74,999  

$75,000 - $99,999  

$100,000 to $149,999 

$150,000 - $199,999 

More than $200,000 
(VOL) Refused 
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END: 
 
Thank you very much for your time and thoughtful answers.  Your information will help in the 
process of planning various transportation improvements in this part of California. 
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APPENDIX B – Basic Crosstabulations by Region, County, and 
Sub-samples within Sacramento County 

 
 
Note: Minor changes in percentages, generally 1% or 2% have been made between the draft 
frequencies provided initially and the adjusted final percentages presented here.  The reasons 
have to do with rounding in some cases, with adjustment for non-response in other cases, and 
in a few cases resolution of inconsistent responses. 



MTP/SCS Questionnaire Results - Phone Poll Appendix B
(Revised February 16, 2016)

R
eg

io
n 

(a
ll)

El
 D

or
ad

o 
C

o

Pl
ac

er
 C

o

Sa
c 

C
ity

 o
nl

y

U
ni

nc
 S

ac
 C

o

O
th

er
 In

co
rp

 
A

re
as

 S
ac

 C
o

Su
tte

r C
o

Yo
lo

 C
o

Yu
ba

 C
o

5. How long have you lived in the Sacramento Region? 
- Two years or less (%) 6% 5% 4% 9% 1% 8% 2% 12% 5%
- Three to nine years  (%) 12% 13% 10% 13% 13% 12% 9% 8% 13%
- Ten years or more  (%) 82% 82% 86% 78% 86% 80% 89% 80% 81%

- %  Saying "Right Direction" 33% 23% 41% 33% 28% 35% 34% 38% 20%
- %  Saying "Staying the Same" 40% 42% 39% 35% 41% 38% 45% 42% 50%
- % Saying "Off on the Wrong Track" 22% 29% 16% 22% 26% 22% 18% 16% 27%
- % Saying "Not Sure" 6% 6% 4% 10% 5% 6% 2% 5% 2%

- A critical problem 10% 10% 8% 12% 10% 15% 4% 5% 6%
- A serious problem 26% 30% 25% 25% 28% 23% 14% 30% 19%
- A problem but not that serious 28% 24% 31% 30% 26% 20% 40% 30% 28%
- Not a serious problem 34% 30% 34% 30% 32% 37% 40% 32% 44%
- Not sure 3% 5% 2% 3% 3% 4% 2% 2% 3%

- Getting better 22% 21% 25% 30% 22% 13% 30% 17% 22%
- Staying same 42% 43% 39% 39% 35% 49% 43% 51% 52%
- Getting worse 31% 30% 28% 28% 38% 35% 21% 26% 21%
- Not sure 5% 7% 7% 2% 5% 3% 7% 6% 5%

- Traffic congestion 33% 21% 36% 25% 34% 48% 26% 31% 35%
- Condition of the roads 22% 25% 17% 19% 29% 14% 32% 23% 29%
- Lack of public transit 18% 25% 16% 23% 16% 16% 18% 19% 10%
- Lack of bicycle/pedestrian options 15% 23% 18% 18% 11% 13% 10% 16% 15%
- Other 3% 2% 3% 2% 3% 3% 4% 2% 3%
- Don't know 9% 4% 10% 13% 7% 6% 9% 7% 8%

- Employed outside the home 44% 37% 44% 42% 39% 51% 41% 57% 32%
- Work from the home 8% 9% 9% 6% 8% 9% 4% 6% 6%
- Full time student 9% 2% 7% 10% 9% 11% 11% 10% 14%
- Homemaker 7% 11% 6% 6% 4% 9% 10% 4% 13%
- Retired 24% 29% 27% 21% 28% 20% 25% 17% 18%
- Unemployed 9% 11% 8% 14% 11% 1% 10% 5% 14%

10. Are you employed outside the home, work from home for pay, a 
      full-time student, retired or unemployed?

Notes: (1) totals may not add up to 100% in all questions due to rounding or other 
respsonses not included; (2) Questions 1-4 are interviewee screening questions and not 
shown.

6. Compared to a few years ago, is your community headed in the   
   right direction to become an even better place to live, staying  
    about the same, or getting off on the wrong track? 

7. How would you describe the situation related to transportation 
    here in the 6-county Sacramento region? 

7B. With respect to all aspects of transportation in the Sacramento 
       region, do you think things currently are getting better, staying 
       about the same, or getting worse?

9. Which of the following could you say is the biggest problem in 
    your area?
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 - Work 48% 47% 50% 44% 44% 54% 42% 61% 37%
- School 9% 1% 6% 14% 10% 11% 6% 7% 20%
- Medical appointments 9% 12% 7% 9% 11% 4% 15% 7% 13%
- Shopping 15% 15% 15% 14% 17% 16% 15% 10% 19%
- Other personal business 18% 25% 22% 19% 18% 15% 21% 15% 12%

- Drive all the way there alone 68% 64% 75% 61% 67% 76% 66% 64% 61%
- Drive with other people/carpool 16% 20% 14% 15% 15% 17% 24% 15% 19%
- Take a bus 4% 2% 2% 3% 7% 2% 2% 4% 6%
- Take light rail 3% 1% 0% 8% 3% 3% 0% 0% 0%
- Ride a bicycle 4% 3% 1% 3% 3% 2% 3% 14% 0%
- Take Amtrak, the train also called Capitol Corridor 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
- Walk all the way 4% 4% 2% 10% 5% 1% 1% 5% 2%

13. How many days a week do you usually make that trip?
- Less than one day 9% 19% 13% 4% 8% 7% 17% 7% 16%
- One Day 9% 12% 9% 6% 10% 5% 16% 8% 22%
- Two Days 12% 9% 12% 14% 13% 10% 11% 5% 18%
- Three Days 11% 8% 8% 15% 11% 12% 9% 9% 10%
- Four Days 12% 10% 14% 8% 12% 15% 4% 18% 5%
- Five Days 35% 31% 34% 40% 30% 44% 36% 34% 24%
- Six Days 5% 4% 6% 6% 6% 2% 3% 6% 3%
- Every day 7% 7% 4% 8% 11% 5% 4% 12% 2%

- 10 minutes or less 27% 14% 34% 29% 26% 25% 26% 35% 19%
- 11 to 15 minutes 17% 13% 16% 27% 14% 16% 10% 20% 7%
- 16 to 20 minutes 16% 14% 17% 14% 23% 14% 12% 12% 14%
- 21 to 35 minutes 20% 27% 16% 22% 18% 24% 20% 16% 21%
- more than 35 minutes 19% 33% 17% 8% 19% 21% 31% 17% 39%

- Yes/I think so 36% 22% 28% 45% 40% 33% 31% 44% 36%
- No, I don't think so 59% 74% 68% 51% 55% 61% 62% 54% 61%
- Not sure 4% 5% 4% 5% 4% 5% 7% 2% 3%

11. Thinking about the trip within the Sacramento region you make 
       most often is it for:

12.  When you make the trip for (response to Q #11), which of the 
       following do you do ALWAYS or MOST TIMES?

14. About how many minutes would it take to drive from home to 
      (response to Q#11):

15. If you wanted to use it, is there light rail or bus service frequent 
      enough, close enough and running where you need to go for 
      use to use it regularly?



MTP/SCS Questionnaire Results - Phone Poll Appendix B
(Revised February 16, 2016)

R
eg

io
n 

(a
ll)

El
 D

or
ad

o 
C

o

Pl
ac

er
 C

o

Sa
c 

C
ity

 o
nl

y

U
ni

nc
 S

ac
 C

o

O
th

er
 In

co
rp

 
A

re
as

 S
ac

 C
o

Su
tte

r C
o

Yo
lo

 C
o

Yu
ba

 C
o

- probably not use it 32% 30% 35% 21% 36% 41% 36% 30% 26%
- use it a few times a year 12% 16% 11% 13% 13% 10% 14% 10% 17%
- use it maybe once a month 6% 10% 8% 5% 5% 3% 10% 10% 6%
- use it a few times a month 14% 15% 11% 15% 9% 17% 14% 15% 24%
- use it every week 29% 22% 29% 38% 29% 27% 22% 32% 19%
- already using bus or light rail for all trips 3% 2% 2% 4% 6% 1% 0% 2% 4%
- don't know 3% 4% 3% 4% 4% 0% 4% 1% 5%

17. The time it takes you to commute 68% 63% 69% 73% 68% 58% 79% 75% 78%
18. The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands 70% 72% 70% 75% 67% 59% 74% 77% 76%
19. Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough 81% 80% 79% 83% 76% 84% 84% 89% 86%
20. Pavement condition on the roads and streets you use 62% 64% 67% 65% 50% 67% 64% 67% 59%
21. Traffic on the roads and streets you use 47% 43% 44% 57% 42% 41% 47% 51% 55%
22. Pavement condition on the freeways you use 68% 76% 69% 66% 67% 64% 75% 69% 73%
23. Traffic on the freeways you use 41% 45% 37% 47% 41% 36% 55% 36% 52%
24. Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services, and/or 
recreation within walking or biking distance 90% 92% 93% 88% 88% 92% 89% 93% 87%
25. Safe walking routes you can use 85% 87% 92% 84% 78% 84% 89% 93% 80%
26. Having safe driving conditions on roads you use regularly 76% 79% 78% 76% 67% 81% 87% 85% 82%
27. Feeling personally safe when using public transit 75% 82% 82% 78% 62% 72% 80% 88% 82%
28. Bicycle routes you can use safely 84% 83% 82% 86% 80% 82% 86% 91% 80%
29. The number and frequency of Amtrak trains running 
       from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento and 
       Davis and to the Bay Area 90% 90% 87% 88% 90% 93% 86% 92% 92%

(Note: Those who said the transportation element was not                                                                         
relevant to them are omitted from the percentages in this table. This 
affects primarily Amtrak and bicycle)
30. The time it takes you to commute 81% 89% 79% 83% 77% 78% 86% 89% 78%
31. The time it takes getting to shopping and other errands 82% 90% 84% 81% 77% 78% 87% 92% 82%
32. Transit service that gets you where you want to go fast enough 66% 64% 69% 61% 66% 70% 64% 70% 72%
33. Pavement condition on the roads and streets you use 70% 76% 76% 69% 58% 79% 69% 78% 61%
34. Traffic on the roads and streets you use 67% 74% 69% 69% 62% 62% 72% 77% 68%
35. Pavement condition on the freeways you use 74% 83% 74% 70% 69% 74% 82% 77% 78%
36. Traffic on the freeways you use 58% 64% 61% 54% 54% 50% 73% 69% 74%
37. Having stores, a pharmacy, restaurants, other services, and/or 
recreation within walking or biking distance 85% 82% 90% 83% 81% 90% 79% 89% 68%
38. Safe walking routes you can use 81% 74% 85% 78% 77% 88% 76% 86% 71%
39. Having safe driving conditions on roads you use regularly 80% 87% 79% 78% 79% 82% 82% 82% 76%
40. Feeling personally safe when using public transit 72% 81% 84% 66% 62% 76% 72% 80% 82%
41. Bicycle routes you can use safely 73% 67% 72% 74% 66% 79% 73% 82% 67%
42. The number and frequency of Amtrak trains running 
       from Auburn and Roseville through Sacramento and 
       Davis and to the Bay area 86% 84% 83% 84% 86% 90% 84% 92% 85%

16. If bus or light rail service were nearby, ran often, went where 
      you go on your usual trips, and did not take too much longer 
      than driving, how often would you use it, if it you used it at all?

17 - 29.   PERCENT WHO SAID " THE SAME" OR "GETTING 
                BETTER":  In the past  (response to Q5) years, have the 
                following aspects of living in the Sacramento region become 
                better, stayed the same or become worse for you? 

30-42.   PERCENT WHO SAID "JUST FINE AS IS" OR "A LITTLE 
              IMPROVEMENT For those same things please tell me  
              whether at present it just fine as is, or if it is something that 
              needs only a little improvement, or is something that needs 
              a lot of improvement 
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43. Respondent Ages
18-34 31% 22% 23% 36% 31% 32% 28% 43% 40%
35-59 44% 47% 46% 42% 43% 47% 46% 36% 41%
60 -74 17% 23% 22% 15% 17% 15% 19% 14% 14%
75+ 8% 8% 9% 7% 8% 6% 7% 7% 5%

Yes 91% 91% 96% 85% 87% 98% 93% 91% 91%
No 9% 9% 4% 15% 13% 2% 7% 9% 9%

46. Race/Ethnicity:
African American 5% 2% 4% 11% 5% 4% 5% 0% 1%
Hispanic 67% 88% 76% 50% 71% 69% 64% 56% 68%
Caucasian or White 11% 5% 6% 14% 7% 11% 15% 27% 15%
Asian 9% 2% 8% 16% 6% 12% 12% 10% 8%
Other 8% 4% 6% 10% 11% 5% 4% 6% 8%

47. Annual Household Income
Less than $25,000 18% 17% 14% 23% 20% 9% 24% 21% 27%
$25,000 to $49,999 24% 33% 18% 24% 23% 22% 22% 27% 36%
between $50,000 and $99.999 33% 26% 37% 30% 36% 34% 35% 30% 24%
more than $100,000 25% 24% 30% 23% 20% 35% 20% 23% 13%

45. Do you have a car, truck or motorcycle available you can use 
      for daily trips? 
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Executive Summary 
 
Labor and Agricultural Production in the Sacramento Region  
 
The Sacramento region has some of the most productive farmland in the world, generating over $1.9 billion 
a year in economic activity. Labor is critical to this production. However, the supply of agricultural labor has 
been declining in our region and this trend is anticipated to continue. This comes at a time when the region 
is engaged in efforts to grow the agricultural economy, expand the consumption of locally grown products 
as the capital of “farm to fork,” and improve access to healthy foods and nutrition to combat obesity and 
improve public health. Unless mechanization and new technologies replace agricultural labor, the 
Sacramento region needs to explore strategies to attract and retain an agricultural workforce sufficient to 
meet these regional goals. SACOG has completed a draft white paper, supported by a grant from the 
California Strategic Growth Council, which is SACOG’s first report to focus on the region’s agricultural labor 
force. This summarizes its findings.  
 
Decline in Agricultural Labor 
 
The USDA Census of Agriculture is only conducted every five years and does not cover all farming 
operations, but is the most comprehensive and uniform data source available for our region. Per the 
Agricultural Census, between 2002 and 2012 (the most recent census year), the Sacramento region saw a 24 
percent decrease in agricultural workers. This is consistent with a 2012 Western Growers Association report 
that farmers in California saw a 20 percent drop in laborers and a California Farm Bureau survey that 
reported a statewide shortage between 10 and 30 percent in 2012. SACOG-led research, stakeholder 
interviews and county focus groups corroborated a regional reduction in labor for agricultural production.   
 
Regional stakeholders identified a number of factors underlying labor shortages, including:  

• Greater immigration enforcement. 
• The current complicated structure of the H-2A agricultural program for bringing in foreign labor. 
• An improved economy in Mexico offering better agricultural and other job opportunities. 
• Domestic competition for agricultural labor from other California regions and states.  
• More year-round opportunities (construction, service jobs) that drew workers out of agriculture. 
• Less family continuity in agriculture as children of both farm and ranch laborers and owners seek an 

education and pursue other careers.  
• U.S. citizens lacking the skills and physical conditioning to undertake farm work in their place.  
• Inability of many farm labor contractors to recruit sufficient seasonal labor to meet local needs.  
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Impacts 
 
Stakeholders noted various impacts resulting from the shortage of agricultural labor, including: 

• Bidding up of wages to levels not sustainable for smaller/low profit farms. 
• Missing key pruning and/or harvesting windows and leaving crops unpicked due to the lack of skilled 

and seasonal labor, and reducing income, profits, and wealth in the local/regional economy.   
• Shifts to mechanization, leading to rejections and lost value for some crops due to mechanical 

harvesting, as well as fewer future jobs and accompanying reductions in local spending out of 
wages. 

• Reduced acreage in production or shifts to other crops, which can be slow and costly, and which 
may lead to fewer desired commodities being available or future overproduction. 

• Potential reduced food production in the long term if labor shortages continue. 
 
Recruiting and Retaining Farm Labor 
 
SACOG staff assessed a number of issues in the region related to recruitment and retention of farm laborers, 
described below.  
 
Housing  
Local housing elements identified a number of challenges that farmworkers face for obtaining adequate 
housing, including:  

• Limited permanent options for farm laborers who are permanent residents.  
• Changing preferences for more urban residences.  
• Limited income to afford rental or ownership housing. 
• Discrimination in the housing market.  
• Greater likelihood to be affected by substandard housing conditions and overcrowding. 
• Double housing costs for migrant workers not accompanied by their families.  
• Migrant center closures between November or December and April.  
• Fewer options for single workers since migrant centers have become geared to families.  

Housing elements and stakeholders revealed a number of barriers to creating more and better housing 
options targeted to farmworkers, including: 

• Costs of new construction or rehabilitation.  
• Reduced state subsidies for farm labor housing.   
• Inadequate infrastructure to support on-farm labor housing and meet current codes.  
• Liability for on-farm housing violations that can shut down a farm operation. 

 
Transportation 
SACOG research seems to indicate that a significant portion of the region’s agricultural workforce lives in the 
region full-time and may already have transportation options. While local Highway Patrol officers do report 
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finding vans carrying farm workers that are in violation of federal and state requirements, a pilot agricultural 
worker vanpool program with CalVans did not take off. Vanpools become cost-effective at greater distances. 
Commute distances for many agricultural laborers are not as great in the Sacramento region as in other 
parts of the state. Most growers are relatively small in the Sacramento region, meaning fewer workers even 
during peak season, and limiting the market for vanpool riders going to/from the same location.  
 
Other Issues for Agricultural Labor and Production 
 
SACOG’s research identified additional issues that could have significant implications for future 
cropping patterns and farm labor needs, including:   

• Aging of the region’s farmers, raising questions as to whether operations will continue.  
• The current drought, which could result in crop shifts to less water-intensive operations.  
• Increasing demand for locally grown fruits and vegetables that may require more labor.  
• Current research to develop robots for farm/ranch work. 

 
As part of its ongoing RUCS work, SACOG expects to continue to assess developments related to 
labor and agricultural production in the Sacramento region, and work with the region’s agricultural 
stakeholders to develop strategies to support this important industry.  
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Introduction/Background 
 

The Sacramento region has some of the most productive farmland in the world, generating over $1.9 billion 
a year in economic activity. Labor is critical to this production. However, the supply of agricultural labor has 
been declining in our region – particularly seasonal agricultural workers – and this trend is anticipated to 
continue. This comes at a time when the region is increasingly engaged in efforts to grow the agricultural 
economy, expand the consumption of locally grown products as the capital of “farm to fork,” and improve 
access to healthy foods and nutrition to combat obesity and improve public health. Unless and until 
mechanization and technology replace agricultural labor, the Sacramento region needs to explore strategies 
to attract and retain an agricultural workforce sufficient to meet these regional goals. 
 
Data and tools to help support and enhance the vitality of the agricultural sector are a continuing focus of 
SACOG’s Rural Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) project.  This white paper, supported by a grant from the 
California Strategic Growth Council, is the first to focus on the region’s agricultural labor force. The paper 
seeks to provide information on current agricultural labor in the SACOG region, data limitations, challenges 
to recruitment and retention of agricultural labor including housing and transportation needs, various 
scenarios for future labor needs, examples of efforts in other states to recruit and retain agricultural 
workers, and potential areas for further analysis and discussion across the region.  
 
To develop this white paper, SACOG staff:  
 

• Gathered data on the existing agricultural labor force in the region 
• Estimated future agricultural labor needs based on different cropping patterns 
• Conducted research and telephone interviews to identify existing housing,  transportation and 

services for farm laborers and identified gaps 
• Researched federal and state requirements and funding sources for farm labor housing and 

transportation 
• Researched programs and efforts in other states and localities.  
• Conducted interviews and county-level workshops with stakeholders to identify and share data, 

confirm challenges to employee recruitment and retention, and discuss options for improving the 
region’s ability to address labor needs.   

 
An additional outcome of SACOG’s research was the provision of data to member jurisdictions for updating 
the special needs analysis of their housing elements related to farmworkers.  
 
 

Page  6 

 



 

Farm Labor Estimates for the Sacramento Region 
 
The SACOG region’s agricultural industry currently relies heavily on labor. To develop this paper, SACOG first 
sought to identify the extent of agricultural labor in the region. However, as staff sought data on the number 
of farmworkers in the region, it became clear that available data is limited and questionable in terms of 
reliability. 
 
The U.S. Census Bureau has begun to release farm labor data from the American Community Survey (ACS). 
The ACS replaced the “long form” Census sampling method used from 1940 to 2000. ACS data is provided on 
an annual, three-year and five-year basis. This data source provides recent estimates of workers in the 
“farming, fishing and forestry” industries, and is available at the jurisdiction level.  Table 1 on the following 
page summarizes the ACS data for the region including city and county estimates for the occupation 
category of farming, fishing, and forestry for 2007-2011 and 2008-2012. However, data constraints are that: 
 

• Estimates of workers are not exclusive to farm labor. 
• The ACS is a survey, based o n a small and annually changing sample.  
• Each estimate includes a margin of error (MOE) that indicates the reliability that the Census has for 

each individual estimate. Some MOEs are quite high.   
• The ACS does not provide data on seasonal labor.  

 

Page  7 

 



 

Table 1. ACS data for Farm, Fishing and Forestry Labor, by Jurisdiction 
  2007-11 ACS 2008-12 ACS 
Jurisdiction  Estimate   MOE  Estimate MOE 
Placerville  9 96 53 43 
South Lake Tahoe 63 111 132 77 
Uninc El Dorado County 230   731   
El Dorado County Total 302 124 916 209 
Auburn                     -      15 26 
Colfax                     -      0 13 
Lincoln  27 100 74 49 
Loomis                     -      0 18 
Rocklin  52 111 173 112 
Roseville  42 41 72 60 
Uninc Placer County 144   431   
Placer County Total 265 110 765 192 
Citrus Heights  131 127 218 110 
Elk Grove 122 75 315 147 
Folsom                    -      12 18 
Galt  298 141 484 186 
Isleton 14 96 20 19 
Rancho Cordova 54 107 91 72 
Sacramento city 740 107 1,212 269 
Uninc Sacramento County 831   1,713   
Sacramento County Total 2,190 360 4,065 561 
Live Oak  267 131 440 145 
Yuba City  1,523 368 1,699 376 
Uninc Sutter County 682   1,215   
Sutter County Total 2,472 488 3,354 487 
Davis city, California 105 74 277 146 
West Sacramento city, California 209 109 331 160 
Winters city, California 266 161 203 132 
Woodland city, California 1,025 317 1,445 324 
Uninc Yolo County 825   1,028   
Yolo County Total 2,430 457 3,284 511 
Marysville city, California 79 119 66 60 
Wheatland city, California 5 96 69 52 
Uninc Yuba County 677   1,114   
Yuba County Total 761 195 1,249 234 
REGION 8,420 801 13,633 974 

Source: 2007-2011 ACS, 2008-2012 ACS 
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Another source of data comes from the United States Department of Agricultural (USDA) National 
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS). The USDA conducts a Census of Agriculture inclusive of each state and 
county every five years. The Census of Agriculture is the most comprehensive and uniform count of the 
number of farms and ranches and the people who operate them, for each county in the nation. Data 
collected includes farm labor categorized by number of farms, total hired farm workers, workers working 
less than 150 days to assess seasonal labor, and workers working more than 150 days to count more 
permanent employees.  
 
Table 2 summarizes the 2007 and 2012 Agricultural Census for the six SACOG counties (including the Tahoe 
Basin). Two notable problems with this source are that it is released two years after the survey is completed, 
and it only provides county-level data.  
 

Table 2. Farm Labor in the SACOG Region by County, 2007 and 2012 

County 

2007 Census of Agriculture  2012 Census of Agriculture  

Farms 
Total 

Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days Farms 

Total 
Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days 

El Dorado  299 1,521 316 1,205 365 1,537 355 315 
Placer  246 1,496 356 1,140 280 1,219 359 860 
Sacramento  354 4,745 2,286 2,459 410 4,778 1,792 2,986 
Sutter  559 6,079 1,659 4,420 703 6,319 1,748 4,571 
Yolo  368 3,953 2,025 1,928 438 5,155 2,581 2,574 
Yuba  238 2,364 513 1,851 294 2,910 890 2,020 
Region 
Total 2,064 20,158 7,155 13,003 2,490 21,918 7,725 13,326 

Source: 2012 Census of Agriculture, County Data, USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service 

 
Table 3 compares at a county level ACS five-year estimates to USDA Census of Agriculture data for those 
who work over 150 days. The 2007 USDA Census of workers regionally was within 16 percent of the 2007-11 
ACS estimate, although at a county level, the percentage differences were much more variable, from a low 
of four percent to a high of 39 percent. The 2008-12 ACS estimate was significantly below 2012 USDA 
figures. This likely is a result of both the varying population samples used for the ACS each year and the ACS 
period covered. Both the 2007-11 and 2008-12 ACS data included much of the recession when employment 
was significantly reduced, whereas the 2012 USDA data reflects some improvement in agricultural 
employment as the economy began to recover.  Later ACS samples may come closer to the USDA data.  
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Table 3. Comparison of 2007-11 & 2008-12 ACS Data with 2007 & 2012 USDA Farm Labor Data, by County 

County 

2007-
2011              
ACS 

2007 
USDA Difference 

% 
Difference 

2008-
2012             
ACS 

2012 
USDA Difference 

% 
Difference 

El Dorado 302 316 14 5% 916 1,537 621 51% 

Placer 265 356 91 29% 765 1,219 454 46% 
Sacramento 2,190 2,286 96 4% 4,065 4,778 713 16% 
Sutter  2,472 1,659 813 -39% 3,354 6,319 2,965 61% 
Yolo 2,430 2,025 405 -18% 3,284 5,155 1,871 44% 
Yuba 761 513 248 -39% 1,249 2,910 1,661 80% 
Region Total 8,420 7,155 1,265 -16% 13,633 21,918 8,285 47% 

Source: 2007 and 2012 USDA Census of Agriculture, 2007-2011 and 2008-2012 ACS 

 
 
Another data source is the state Economic Development Department (EDD) Labor Market Information 
Divsion, which provides employment data by industry. This EDD data is based on the Current Employment 
Statistics (CES) survey, which is a survey of a sample of California employers. Total employment is estimated 
from the sample. The CES survey is subject to sampling and non-sampling errors.  The size of the sampling 
error depends on the sample size and how much of the universe is covered in the survey.   
 
Table 4 compares Census of Agriculture total employment figures with EDD’s peak farm employment figure1 
for each county. At the regional level, USDA data exceeds EDD’s by 16-17%; there are much more significant 
differences at the county level.  
 

Table 4. Comparison of USDA and EDD Peak Farm Employment Figures 
   

2007 USDA 
Census of 

Agriculture 

2007 EDD 
Summer 

Peak 

 
# 

Difference 

 
% 

Difference 

 
2012 USDA 
Census of 

Agriculture 

2012 
EDD 

Summer 
Peak 

 
# 

Difference 

 
% 

Difference 

  

County 

El Dorado  1,521 500 1,021 101% 1,537 500 1,037 102% 
Placer  1,496 300 1,196 133% 1,219 400 819 101% 
Sacramento  4,745 3,800 945 22% 4,778 3,200 1,578 40% 
Sutter  6,079 5,600 479 8% 6,319 6,400 -81 -1% 
Yolo  3,953 5,200 -1,247 -27% 5,155 6,600 -1,445 -25% 
Yuba  2,364 1,700 664 33% 2,910 1,400 1,510 70% 
Region Total 20,158 17,100 3,058 16% 21,918 18,500 3,418 17% 

Source: Employment Development Department California Labor Market Industry Employment by Industry, 2007 
 

1Peak employment represents the highest month’s farm employment figure from EDD in each county for the  
year (June, July, August, September or October depending on the county)  
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Farm Labor Data Limitations 
 
SACOG’s review identified a number of challenges for obtaining reliable data on farm labor in the region, 
including: 

• Agricultural labor includes both permanent and seasonal employees. 
• Many of the farm workers in California move from county to county seasonally, working on different 

crops throughout the year. They may also live in one county and work in another. 
• ACS data combines fishing and forestry occupations with farming. 
• ACS and EDD data are estimates based on samples rather than actual counts.  
• The USDA Census of Agriculture is only conducted every five years, and does not cover all farming 

operations in the region.  
• Ag Census data exclude contract laborers. 
• SACOG has documented a total of XX farms, compared with USDA’s count of 2,490. Employers are 

concerned with indicating they have undocumented labor, which may lead to underreporting.  
• Undocumented workers, whether permanent or seasonal, often seek to remain hidden and avoid 

being counted for fear of identification and deportation.  
• Public release of USDA data lags by about two years.  Nonetheless, it is considered one of the better 

sources of farm-related data.  
 
 

Estimating Farm Labor Demand in the Sacramento Region 
 
As noted, counting farm workers is notoriously difficult. A different approach involves a demand for labor 
methodology, used in a 2000 enumeration study by Alice Larson2 and by SACOG in 2012. The results 
estimate full-time equivalent workers required for agriculture-related tasks throughout the year.  
Both use calculations derived through a formula using four elements: 

SW
HADFL
×
×

=  

Where: 
A = crop acreage 
H = hours needed to perform a specific task (e.g. harvesting, weeding, cultivating) on one acre of 
that crop 
W = work hours per farmworker per day during maximum activity 
S = Season length for peak work activity 

 

2 Larson, Alice C., Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Enumeration Profiles Study California, September 2000, 
www.ncfh.org/enumeration/PDF2%20California.pdf  
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The calculations for the Larson and SACOG estimates are the same but the assumptions within the formula 
are different. For crop acreage, the Larson study used 1997 USDA Agriculture census acreage. SACOG’s 
methodology used SACOG’s 2008 crop map, completed as part of the RUCS project and shown in Figure 1.  
 
Figure 1. SACOG 2008 Crop Map 

 
 
In the Larson study from 2000, the hours needed to perform a specific task (e.g. harvesting, weeding, 
cultivating) on one acre of crop were derived from “Crop Budgets” and other special reports prepared by 
agricultural economists and extension specialists. In contrast, SACOG used the University of California Cost 
of Production Studies listed in Table 5.  
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Table 5. Cost of Production Study Sources3 
Landscape Type Cost Study Year  Region 
Almonds Almonds 2012 Sac Valley 
Organic Almonds Organic Almonds 2007 San J. Valley 
Walnuts and Direct Nuts Walnuts 2012 Sac Valley 
Conventional Stonefruit Peaches 2011 Sac Valley 
Asparagus Asparagus 2007 San J. Valley 
Blueberries Blueberries 2009 San J. Valley 
Prunes Prunes 2008 Sac Valley 
Pears Pears 2010 Sac Valley - Delta 
Apples and Organic Apples Apples (Apple Hill) 2007 Apple Hill 
Leafy Greens Vegetables Mixed 1994 Central Coast 
Mandarins Mandarins 2008 Placer/ElD 
Nightshade Fresh Market Tomato 2007 San J. Valley 
Other Citrus Oranges 2009 San J. Valley 
Olives  Olives  2011 Sac Valley 
Christmas Trees Christmas Trees 2005 S.N. Foothills 
Grapes Grapes /Wine 2012 San J. Valley 
Strawberry Strawberry 2010 Monterey/Santa Cruz 
Organic Grapes Organic Grapes/Wine 2005 North Coast 
Organic Processing Tomato Organic Tomatoes 1994 Sac Valley 
Rice Rice 2012 Sac Valley 
Root Vegetables Potatoes 2008 Intermountain 

 
Processing Tomatoes 2008 Sac Valley 

 
Alfalfa 2008 Sac Valley 

 
Corn 2008 Sac Valley 

Processing Tomato Rotation Wheat 2009 Sac Valley 

 
Safflower 2011 Sac Valley 

 
Sunflower 2011 Sac Valley 

 
Dry Beans 2008 Sac Valley 

 
Alfalfa 2008 Sac Valley 

 
Corn 2008 Sac Valley 

Alfalfa Rotation Wheat 2004 Sac Valley 

 
Safflower 2005 Sac Valley 

 
Sunflower 2004 Sac Valley 

 
Dry Beans 2008 Sac Valley 

 
Alfalfa 2008 Sac Valley 

 
Corn 2008 Sac Valley 

General Field Crop Wheat 2004 Sac Valley 

 
Safflower 2005 Sac Valley 

 
Sunflower 2004 Sac Valley 

 
Dry Beans 2008 Sac Valley 

3 All of the UC Cooperative Extension Studies can be found at http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/current.php  
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http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/AlmondSprinkleSV2012.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/almondorgvn2007r.pdf
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http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/PeachesLateSV2011.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/asparagusvn2007.pdf
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http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/grapeorgnc05.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/95orgtom.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/2012/RiceSV2012.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/potatoesir1_08.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/tomatoessv1_2008.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/AlfalfaSV08.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/CornSV2008.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/wheatsv09.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/SafflowerSV2011.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/SunflowerSV2011.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/Beans_DC_SV08.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/AlfalfaSV08.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/CornSV2008.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/wheatsv09.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/SafflowerSV2011.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/SunflowerSV2011.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/Beans_DC_SV08.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/AlfalfaSV08.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/CornSV2008.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/wheatsv09.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/SafflowerSV2011.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/SunflowerSV2011.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/files/Beans_DC_SV08.pdf
http://coststudies.ucdavis.edu/current.php


 

Larson assumed 42 hours of work per week during a 5-1/2 day work week, resulting in an average 7.7 
hours/day. The study used a seasonal crop calendar to determine the peak hand labor seasons for specific 
field crops. SACOG standardized this data by calculating full time equivalents, assuming 2,080 hours per 
year. 
 
As shown in Table 6, SACOG’s calculations for full-time equivalent labor needs based on 2008 crop patterns 
were more consistent with USDA and ACS data findings than the Larson figures.   
 

Table 6. Comparison of Larson and SACOG Labor Demand Calculations 

County  
Demanded    Estimated  

Larson              
2000 

SACOG 
2008 

2007-2011              
ACS 

2007          
USDA 

2008-2012             
ACS 

El Dorado  748 577 302 316 916 
Placer  625 661 265 356 765 
Sacramento  6,115 2,352 2,190 2,286 4,065 
Sutter  11,050 2,356 2,472 1,659 3,354 
Yolo  11,532 3,213 2,430 2,025 3,284 
Yuba 4,169 1,231 761 513 1,249 
Region Total 34,239 10,392 8,420 7,155 13,633 

Source: Larson 2000; SACOG, UC Cooperative Extension Cost of Production Studies;  
2007-11 and 2008-12 ACS, 2007 Census of Agriculture 

 
 

 

Future Labor Scenarios 
 

By providing data on current and future farm labor needs, SACOG seeks to help the agricultural industry and 
jurisdictions be better positioned to plan for housing, transportation, and other services that support labor 
recruitment and retention efforts, and the vitality of the agricultural economy.   
 
The previous demand for labor estimates were for a 2008 snapshot of production, but the region is 
constantly experiencing changes in the composition of agricultural production. To explore the potential 
impact of some of these changes on labor demand, SACOG developed three alternative scenarios to the 
labor demand shown in Table 8 above. The three alternative scenarios show dramatic shifts in cropping 
patterns as a result of potential market and environmental changes. The changes in the market and 
environment are supported by regional stakeholders and agricultural experts.  
 
For purposes of this paper, the model was applied to Yolo County but the analysis could be conducted for 
any of the six counties in the SACOG region. The three scenarios and their sources are: 
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1. Drastic rise in water cost, resulting in shifts in production to low water-use crops (Bishop, Curtis, and 
Emm 2010)  

2. Drastic rise in labor cost, resulting in shifts in production to low labor-demanding crops (CA Farm 
Bureau 2012) 

3. Increased demand for locally grown specialty crops met by small farms, resulting in shifts from 
national and international export-oriented commodity production towards more fresh consumed 
specialty crops grown within the region (Martinez et al. 2010) 
 

The scenarios were taken to the extreme, assuming that all production (excluding equine, fallow and 
pasture) would shift to crop types that exemplified the sought-after characteristics. SACOG is in no way 
advocating for any of these land use changes, but simply providing information on potential labor demand 
associated with different cropping patterns. 
 
For the scenarios used to test model functionality, crop blends were developed based on the three crop 
patterns outlined above. These blends were then applied to all agricultural acreage except pasture and 
equine. It was assumed that pasture and equine systems do not have readily available water and therefore 
changes in production type would require large infrastructure investments. Table 7 shows the blends used in 
the scenarios. The low-water scenario used grapes and the general field crop blend. The low-labor scenario 
used the alfalfa blend, and the specialty crop scenario used a blend of specialty crops as outlined in Table 5. 
 

Table 7. Scenario Crop Blends 
 
Low-water 

 
Low-labor 

Diversified Vegetable Production  
(small farm scale) 

20% Wine Grape 60% Alfalfa 33% Leafy Greens  
36% Alfalfa 24% Wheat 33% Night Shade  
22% Wheat 7% Sunflower 33% Root Vegetables  
10% Safflower 7% Corn  
7% Sunflower 3% Safflower  
4% Corn 0.2% Field Bean  
.8% Field Bean   
Source: Bishop, Curtis and Emm 2010; California Farm Bureau, 2012; Martinez et al 2010 

 

The three scenarios were modeled with UrbanFootprint, SACOG’s modeling platform. Table 8 shows the 
calculated labor demand for each scenario, compared with the ACS and USDA labor estimates for Yolo 
County. Because the modeling was based on the 2008 cropping scenario, labor estimates from that time 
have also been included below.  
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Table 8. Modeled Scenario Results for Yolo County (Annual Totals) 
 
 
Crop Scenario 

 
Demanded 
Labor (FTE) 

 
Total labor                      

ACS 2007-11 

 
% 

Difference  
Total labor              
USDA 2007 

%  
Difference 

Total labor            
USDA 2012 

%  
Difference 

Low-water 5,035 2,430 70% 3,953 24% 5,155 -2% 
Low-labor 600 2,430 -121% 3,953 -147% 5,155 -158% 
Diversified 
Vegetable 
Production 

126,697 2,430 192% 3,953 188% 5,155 184% 

Source:  SACOG, UC Cooperative Extension Cost of Production Studies, ACS 2006-2010, USDA 2012 Census of Agriculture 

This example suggests that shifts in crop production would have major implications for the region. From the 
Yolo County example:  

• A shift to a low-labor scenario could mean employment losses among those already working in the 
industry.  

• A shift to a low-water crop blend, which could be happening with the current drought, appears to 
bring labor demand closer to labor supply.   

• A more diversified vegetable crop mix would increase the demand for labor, requiring strategies to 
improve farm labor recruitment and retention.  

A more detailed discussion of these implications in contained in the concluding section of this paper.  

 

 
Farm Labor Shortage 
 
In 2012, the Western Growers Association reported that farmers in California saw a 20 percent drop in 
laborers.4  A survey conducted by the California Farm Bureau in 2012 found many growers in the SACOG 
region experiencing labor shortages, and reported a statewide shortage between 10 percent and 30 
percent.5 Research, stakeholder interviews and county focus groups conducted by SACOG corroborated a 
regional reduction in labor for agricultural production.   
 
Tables 9.1 and 9.2 provide a comparison of USDA Agricultural Census figures for 2002, 2007 and 2012.  

4 http://www.cnbc.com/id/48725145/California_Farm_Labor_Shortage_Worst_It_s_Been_Ever 

5 California Farm Bureau Federation. (2012). Walking the Tightrope: California Farmers Struggle with Employee 
Shortages. http://www.cfbf.com/employmentsurvey/pdf/CFBF_Farm_Employment_Survey2012.pdf  
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                                              Table 9.1 Comparison of 2002, 2007 and 2012 Agricultural Census Data, by County 

County 

2002 Census of Agriculture California 2007 Census of Agriculture California       2012 Census of Agriculture California  

Farms 
Total 

Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days 

Farms 
with 

migrant 
labor  Farms 

Total 
Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days 

Farms 
with 

migrant 
labor  Farms 

Total 
Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days 

Farms 
with 

migrant 
labor  

El Dorado  252 1,689 279 1,410 30 299 1,521 316 1,205 15 365 1,537 355 315 23 

Placer  197 1,738 343 1,395 27 246 1,496 356 1,140 23 280 1,219 359 860 14 

Sacramento  392 5,362 2,179 3,183 75 354 4,745 2,286 2,459 81 410 4,778 1,792 2,986 46 

Sutter  733 9,242 1,840 7,402 196 559 6,079 1,659 4,420 94 703 6,319 1,748 4,571 57 

Yolo  498 6,722 3,463 549 149 368 3,953 2,025 1,928 84 438 5,155 2,581 2,574 48 

Yuba  255 4,058 879 3,179 63 238 2,364 513 1,851 33 294 2,910 890 2,020 19 

Region Total 2,327 28,811 8,983 17,118 540 2,064 20,158 7,155 13,003 330 2,490 21,918 7,725 13,326 207 
 

                                                   Table 9.2 Percent Change, 2002-2007, 2007-2012 and 2002-2012 Agricultural Census Data, by County 

County 

% Change 2002-2007 % Change 2007-2012 % Change 2002-2012  

Farms 
Total 

Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days 

Farms 
with 

migrant 
labor  Farms 

Total 
Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days 

Farms 
with 

migrant 
labor  Farms 

Total 
Workers 

Workers 
>150                   
days 

Workers              
<150                     
days 

Farms 
with 

migrant 
labor  

El Dorado  19% -10% 13% -15% -50% 22% 1% 12% -74% 53% 45% -9% 27% -78% -23% 
Placer  25% -14% 4% -18% -15% 14% -19% 1% -25% -39% 42% -30% 5% -38% -48% 
Sacramento  -10% -12% 5% -23% 8% 16% 1% -22% 21% -43% 5% -11% -18% -6% -39% 
Sutter  -24% -34% -10% -40% -52% 26% 4% 5% 3% -39% -4% -32% -5% -38% -71% 
Yolo  -26% -41% -42% 251% -44% 19% 30% 27% 34% -43% -12% -23% -25% 369% -68% 
Yuba  -7% -42% -42% -42% -48% 24% 23% 73% 9% -42% 15% -28% 1% -36% -70% 
Region Total -11% -30% -20% -24% -39% 21% 9% 8% 2% -37% 7% -24% -14% -22% -62% 
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From 2002 to 2007, the region experienced a decrease of over 8,650 total workers, with all counties 
affected. This included a decrease of 1,828 working over 150 days and 4,115 working under 150 days.  The 
region also saw a total decline of 263 farms. Only two counties, El Dorado and Placer, experienced a farm 
increase of 47 and 49 farms, respectively. Between 2007 and 2012, there was a limited region-wide return in 
the number of farms (21% increase) and agricultural workers (9% increase), except in Placer County, which 
lost another 277 workers.  
 
Comparing 2002 with 2012, the region saw a net gain of 163 farms (7%), but a decrease of nearly 6,900 total 
workers (24% decline). Workers working over 150 days fell by 14 percent, workers working less than 150 
days decreased by 22 percent, and farms with migrant labor decreased by 62 percent regionwide. 
Sacramento, Sutter and Yolo Counties had a combined loss of 1,360 workers over 150 days, while the five 
counties outside of Yolo saw a decrease of over 5,800 seasonal workers. Only Yolo County experienced a 
large net increase of over 2,000 seasonal workers (those working less than 150 days), despite a 23 percent 
drop in the county’s total agricultural workforce. 
 
If the number of farms increased, how did workers decrease? An explanation may lie in changes in the size 
of agricultural operations. Table 10 shows the change in the reported number of farms with 1-4 workers, 
compared with those with 5+ workers.  
 

Table 10. Regionwide Farms by Number of Workers, 2002 and 2012 

Farm Size 2002 % of farms 2012 % of farms 
Change 
2002-12 

1-4 workers 1,225 53% 1,963 69% 60% 
5+ workers 1,102 47% 893 31% -19% 

Source: USDA 2002 and 2012 Agricultural Census 
 
A shift to smaller operations is also evidenced in Table 11, comparing the number of workers at farms of 
different sizes in the region in 2002 and 2012.  
 

Table 11. Total Workers by Farm Size, 2002 and 2012 

Farm Size  2002 2012 
% in 
2002 

% in 
2012 

Difference  
2002-12 

% change 
2002-12 

   1 worker    539      1,043  2% 5%     504  94% 
   2 workers     640   854  2% 4% 214  33% 
   3-4 workers     1,229    1,685  4% 8%   456  37% 
   5-9 workers    2,836    2,558  10% 11%     (278) -10% 
   10+ workers    23,567    16,144  82% 72%   (7,423) -31% 
 Total Workers   28,811    22,284       (6,527) -23% 

Source: USDA 2002 and 2012 Agricultural Census 
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As indicated, workers on small farms increased – especially those with one paid employee – while larger 
farms, especially those with 10 or more employees, represented most of the decline. Stakeholder interviews 
suggested that such declines represented growing difficulties in finding agricultural labor in the region.  
Stakeholders reported the greatest shortages were in labor for pruning and harvesting of fruit trees and 
wine grapes.  On a county basis, shortages appeared to affect particularly the following crops:  
 
 Apples (El Dorado) 
 Cherries (Sacramento, Yuba) 
 Olives (Sacramento, Sutter) 
 Peaches (El Dorado, Sutter, Yuba) 
 Pears (Sacramento) 
 Prunes (Sutter, Yolo) 
 Wine Grapes (El Dorado, Sacramento, Yolo) 

 
 

Reasons for Labor Shortage 
 
Regional stakeholders identified a number of factors underlying labor shortages, including the following:  

 
Immigration enforcement:  Greater enforcement combined with deportation back to workers’ countries of 
origin has made it more expensive and difficult for farm laborers to continue to do agricultural work in 
California.  
 
H-2A agricultural program structure: The H-2A program for bringing in foreign labor is complicated, costly, 
and requires provision of free housing and transportation. The Sacramento region has seen very few H-2A 
applications: only 9 applications for sheep- and goat-herders. (The H-2A program is discussed in more detail 
on p. 18) 
 
Better Mexican economy:  An improved economy in Mexico – where a majority of the region’s farm 
laborers have come from – has created more employment opportunities in Mexican agricultural or other 
industries than in prior years.   

 
Domestic competition:  The Sacramento region has seen competition for labor from other states, such as 
Oregon and Washington for apple and cherry crops, and from other regions with longer growing seasons, 
such as Southern California and the Central Coast, and/or more expansive labor needs, such as in the Napa 
Valley for wine grape production. In Placer County particularly, small acreages often do not provide enough 
work to be attractive compared with other locations.  Wage rates in the region may also not be as 
competitive. 
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Other job opportunities:  Stakeholders reported that they are seeing more families seeking to settle in one 
place with year-round employment or relying on unemployment when seasonal work is unavailable, rather 
than migrating as much.  Especially prior to the recent recession, industries such as construction lured away 
agricultural laborers through year-round employment opportunities, often at better pay. Additionally, 
seasonal workers may leave before a crop is finished, recognizing that it is in their economic interest to 
move on to the next opportunity as things are winding down at the farm where they are currently working.  
Seasoned workers know where the best conditions, pay and housing are and may leave the farmer with his 
“profit still in the field” in order to arrive first at the next job opportunity in the crop cycle.  
 
Child labor laws: Laws prohibiting child labor have limited children working with their parents in the fields.  
 
Less family continuity in agriculture:  Many parents doing lower paid agricultural work are encouraging 
their children to seek an education and not to pursue farm labor as their livelihood. Many adult children of 
farmers and ranchers are also choosing not to continue in agriculture and the family business.  
 
Unemployed citizens without skills or physical conditioning:  Despite  unemployment rates in recent years, 
growers have found that most unemployed U.S. citizens do not have the skills, physical conditioning, or 
willingness to engage in labor-intensive agricultural work.  Some growers reported recruiting interns for 
additional labor, but increasing rules and requirements to have a curriculum have made internships a less 
viable option, particularly for smaller growers.  
 
These factors have made labor recruitment and retention an ongoing challenge for many growers in the 
region.  A number have turned to farm labor contractors to recruit sufficient labor to meet seasonal needs, 
but this has not always proved successful either. Some growers reported that even using farm labor 
contractors, they were not able to find sufficient workers with the knowledge and skills for what they grow. 
 

Impacts of Labor Shortages 
 
Stakeholders noted various impacts resulting from the shortage of agricultural labor, including the following: 
 
Bidding up of wages:  To seek to compete for labor, some growers have offered higher wages, but this is not 
necessarily sustainable for smaller farms, especially those with very low profit margins. And even with 
higher wages, some growers have not been able to attract and retain enough help.  
 
Rotting fruit: Without sufficient labor, some growers have left crops unpicked, reducing income, profits, and 
wealth in the local/regional economy.   
 
Pruning delays:  Some growers reported missing key pruning and/or harvesting windows due to the lack of 
skilled labor, leading to reduced productivity and crop yields. 
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Mechanization: While some crops can be harvested mechanically, shifts to mechanization may lead to fewer 
jobs in the future, and accompanying reductions in local spending out of wages. Some areas of the region, 
especially El Dorado County, have trouble mechanizing at all because of the topography and steep slopes. 
Some fruit crops, if picked mechanically, lose value (such as cherries without stems), are not accepted by 
processors or see greater rejection rates (such as mechanically harvested peaches).  
 
Changed production: If there is too little labor and growers can’t mechanize, growers will likely reduce 
acreage in production or shift to other crops, which can be a slow and costly process. Crop shifts may result 
in fewer desired commodities being available or future overproduction if too many growers transition to the 
same crop(s). 
 
Reduced food production: If there is insufficient farm labor long-term, the region may not be able to 
produce as much food for the region’s residents and outside markets.  
  
 

Efforts to Address Labor Shortages through the H-2A Program 
 
The federal H-2A Farm Labor Program is the primary legal method for bringing in farm labor from outside 
the U.S. To be eligible, applicants must demonstrate failure in their efforts to recruit sufficient labor despite 
extensive outreach. As noted, there have been few applications from the SACOG region, in part due to the 
extensive application process and timing issues.  
 
Several public and private programs throughout the country have sought to try to address labor recruitment 
and shortages through the H-2A program or other means. Some examples include the following:  
 
Colorado  
 
The Colorado Department of Labor, at the direction of the state legislature, undertook a five-year Non-
Immigrant Agricultural Seasonal Worker Pilot Program, which ended in December 2013. The program sought 
to facilitate use of the H-2A program by requesting waivers through the U.S. Department of Labor and the 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security. No growers utilized the program as they  considered it too costly 
($100/worker) and inconvenient.  
 
North Carolina 

The North Carolina Growers Association (NCGA) operates the largest H-2A program in the U.S. for 
approximately 800 farmer members. NCGA is a private non-profit growers cooperative. It is governed by a 
Board of Directors drawn from farmers who participate in the H-2A program.  NCGA exists to facilitate its 
members’ participation in the program and promote compliance with all federal, state and local laws that 
govern farmworker employment.  NCGA does all of the H-2A paperwork in-house on this side of the border, 
including working with the Department of Labor and other federal and state agencies.  
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NCGA and its farmer members employed approximately 7,500 H-2A workers in 2013 to fill approximately 
8,400 different job opportunities that were certified by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) Office of Foreign 
Labor Certification.  NCGA utilizes a joint employer Master Application Association format.  This format 
allows H-2A workers to be transferred from farm to farm as if all NCGA members were a single employer.  
Fixed costs of the program (transportation, visas, etc.) are spread over a larger group and longer 
employment period, which reduces per hour labor costs for individual farms.  The arrangement allows 
farmers to grow crops with short term and/or intermittent or peak load labor needs.  
 
For workers, the program maximizes employment opportunities by combining multiple short term labor 
needs into a longer period of employment – even full season employment.  Approximately 85-90 percent of 
the H-2A workers are assigned to and remain at one farm during the entire season; the balance move from 
farm to farm to perform a series of shorter term jobs and/or peak season work.  Approximately 92 percent 
of H-2A workers return year to year through a “preferred worker” program.  Preferred workers are 
individuals whom farmers specifically request. Preferred and returning workers provide a better return for 
the program because they are trained, know the farmer’s fields, crops, and operations, and are more 
productive, which is important for growers with tight profit margins.  New workers are most often selected 
through referrals of preferred workers – cousins, brothers, friends, etc., in Mexico.   
 
NCGA staff note that its H-2A program has been the focus of numerous lawsuits, requiring farmers to be 
committed to compliance while accepting that even then there may be litigation. In 2004, faced with 
multiple lawsuits, the NCGA Board and membership elected to enter into a Collective Bargaining Agreement 
with the Farm Labor Organizing Committee (FLOC), an AFL-CIO affiliate farmworker union from Toledo, 
Ohio, to settle the litigation en masse. The settlement provided a grievance mechanism to settle all 
employment-based complaints with workers, and precludes workers from filing a lawsuit against 
NCGA/members as a precondition of employment.   

NCGA has 12 full-time staff and an additional five season field representatives who are bilingual and travel 
the state to provide supportive services to farmers and their H-2A workers. NCGA does not receive public 
funds or grants, and is primarily funded by $200 annual membership dues and worker fees paid based on 
the number of workers the farmer receives.  Many NCGA members note they do not worry about their labor 
force’s legality or reliability, but say they would exit production of labor-intensive crops if they were unable 
to get their preferred workers back or if the H-2A program were to end.   
 
Washington 

 
The Washington Farm Labor Association (WAFLA), a nonprofit association, formed after challenges with 
farm labor contractors and labor shortages that left apples unpicked. WAFLA has agent and association 
guest worker programs for farmers.  In the agent model, the employer is the applicant for the H-2A program 
and the Association acts as the applicant’s agent working with the various government entities to secure 
approval.  In the association model, like the NCGA process above, the Association becomes the applicant, 
one or more employer members are listed on the application, and the association actively assists in 

Page 22 

 



 

recruitment and becomes a joint employer with the growers.  WAFLA is responsible to deliver workers to 
the farm and pick them up and take them home or to the next farm at the end of the contract. While 
workers are on on the farm, the farmer is the employer and treats them exactly the same as if he hired them 
directly. WAFLA writes about 50 applications per year, 90 percent of which use this  association model .  
 
In 2007, WAFLA paid NCGA to show them how to do association applications. By 2013, WAFLA brought 
4,500 H-2A workers to Washingto state, and the program is growing.  To recruit workers, extensive outreach 
is conducted through newspaper advertisements and working with state employment offices.  Also 
employers send letters to every worker who worked last year to tell them there is work available this year. 
 
WAFLA has a staff of eight.  They charge $100 per year per member, with close to 600 members.  WAFLA 
charges members on a fee basis for specific services.  Several law and accounting firms are also sponsors.  

H-2A Farm Labor Housing and Transportation Requirements 
 
If an employer (including a Farm Labor Contractor) does submit a successful H-2A application, the employer 
is required to provide workers with housing and transportation, as follows:  
 
Employer Housing Requirements:   

• Provide to all non-local workers free housing (employer-provided  or rental or public housing paid 
for by the employer) 

• Housing must meet federal and state regulations for migrant labor camps 
• Housing must include kitchen facilities, or the employer can provide workers three meals/day with 

worker reimbursement  
 

Employer Transportation Requirements:   
• Pay for both the workers’ inbound and outbound transportation 
• Provide daily transportation to and from job site(s) 
• Provide transportation to town (grocery, bank, etc.) at least once a week 

 
If immigration reform were eventually to be passed by Congress with similar provisions, it would increase 
the need for housing and transportation options in the SACOG region that meet federal requirements.  (For 
more detail on existing H-2A requirements, see Appendix A.) The following sections discuss in more detail 
housing and transportation requirements and challenges in the SACOG region.  
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Employee Housing Act  
 
California’s Employee Housing Act6 specifies requirements for employee housing, including farm labor 
housing. According to the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), “The Legislature 
enacted the Employee Housing Act for the benefit of persons living in privately owned and operated 
employee housing to assure their health, safety and general welfare, and to provide them a decent living 
environment. The Act also provides protection for the general public which may be impacted by conditions 
in and around employee housing.”7 
The Employee Housing Act generally requires annual inspections of employee housing. Inspections of farm 
labor camps are conducted by Department of Environmental Management staff for Sacramento County and 
by HCD staff in the five other counties. Inspections are conducted prior to seasonal occupancy of housing 
and again during occupancy. Inspectors look for any fire, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, weather 
protection, cleanliness, or other health and safety issues, and check the water system (usually well water) 
for any contamination.   
 
There are 37 on-farm labor camps located in the region, with the ability to house over 1,100 farm laborers. 
Housing styles range from dormitories with centralized kitchens to single family and mobile homes. Table 12 
summarizes the farm labor camps found in the Sacramento region. Many of the labor camps were built 
many years ago, and have been continued through repairs and renovations. Sacramento County inspection 
staff reported that the number of camps operating in southern Sacramento County has remained stable and 
there have been very few instances in which a camp was closed for violations.  
  

Table 12. Farm Labor Camps in the SACOG Region, 2013 
 
 
County 

 
Total # of farm 

labor camps 

Total # of 
employees 

housed 

 
 
Locations 

El Dorado 1 12 Placerville 
Sacramento 24 725 South of Elk Grove 
Sutter 5 122 Live Oak, Rio Oso, Robbins, Yuba City 
Yolo 4 64 Clarksburg, Winters, Woodland 
Yuba 3 204 Marysville 
Region Total 37 1,127  
Source:  County of Sacramento, CA Department of Housing and Community Development 

 
 

6 In California Health and Safety Code Sections 17000-17062.5 adopted in 1979, with more recent amendments 
7 Department of Housing and Community Development, http://www.hcd.ca.gov/codes/eh/pp.html 
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Farm Labor Housing Inventory 
 
In addition to the farm labor camps in Table 11 above, SACOG staff inventoried other housing available to 
agricultural workers in the region. The SACOG region has three migrant centers offering seasonal housing in 
Davis, Madison, and Yuba City. There are three more centers in the neighboring areas of Lodi, Dixon, and 
Williams. Table 12 summarizes existing migrant centers, both in the SACOG region and nearby. The name 
“migrant center” may at this point be misleading, given that most now offer family apartments with child 
care and other amenities on-site.  
 
Table 13. Seasonal Migrant Centers 

Housing Authority Manager County Location 
# of 

Units 
Details  - all with 
daycare center Open 

In SACOG Region           
Regional Housing Authority 
of Sutter & Nevada Counties Sutter Yuba City 79 

62 two-bedroom, 17 
three-bedroom units  April-Oct. 

Housing Authority of the 
County of Yolo Yolo Davis 62 2- to 4-bedroom units April – Oct. 
Housing Authority of the 
County of Yolo Yolo Madison 88 2 – to 4 –bedroom units April – Oct. 

Near SACOG Region           

Colusa County  Colusa Williams 110 
also includes 50 units of 
permanent housing? April-Nov. 

San Joaquin San Joaquin Lodi 96 

 11 two-bedroom, 72 
three-bedroom, 11 four-
bedroom units 

March 15- 
Dec 15 

Dixon Housing Authority 
(Housing Authority of the 
County of Yolo) Solano Dixon 82  2 to 4 bedroom units April-Oct. 
Region Total 

  
517   

 Source: Public Housing Authorities 
 
The region is also home to a number of complexes targeted to agriculture workers with affordable 
apartments or mobile homes. Table 14 provides a summary of these permanent housing options in the 
region for farm laborers and their families.   
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Table 14. Permanent Farm Labor Housing in and near the SACOG Region 
County Location Name Units Details 
Sutter Yuba City Mahal Plaza 98 2-, 3- & 4-bdrm townhouse apartments 
Sutter Yuba City Richland Farm Labor Housing 180 50 2-bedroom, 118 3-bedroom and 12  

4-bedroom units 
Yolo Woodland Casa del Sol Mobile Home 

Park (CHOC) 
187 157 mobile home pads, 30 units of 

modular housing; underwent $18 million 
renovation in 2010  

Yolo Woodland Mutual Housing at Spring 
Lake (opening March 1, 2015) 

62 2-, 3-, and 4-bedroom apartments, with 
61 for farmworkers and their families, 
one for a rental manager 

Yolo Davis Davis Solar units (Housing 
Authority of the County of 
Yolo) 

6 2- and 3-bedroom duplexes and homes 
for farmworkers and their families on 
scattered sites 

Yuba Marysville Beverly Terrace Apts.  39 2-, 3- & 4-bedroom apartments 
Butte Gridley Butte Farm Labor Housing 130 22 2-bedroom & two 3-bedroom 

detached units; 53 2-bedroom duplexes 
that Housing Authority will be 
rehabilitating into 3- to 4-bedroom units 

  Regiona  Total   702   
Source: Dept. of Housing and Community Development, Public Housing Authorities, Housing Elements 
 
Comparing the farm labor housing inventory to permanent and seasonal worker counts from the 2012 US 
Census of Agriculture (Table 15) would suggest that the region provides between seven and 10 percent of 
farm labor housing needs. However, this analysis assumes that only one family member per apartment or 
unit is employed in farm labor, where in many cases spouses and other family members do agricultural work 
as well.  The USDA counts also include all agricultural employees, including owners and workers earning 
higher wages for whom housing availability or costs may not necessarily be a concern.  
 
Table 15. Number of Agricultural Workers Compared with Region’s Permanent & Seasonal Housing Units 

County 

2012 
Workers 

>150                   
days 

Total 
Permanent 

Units 

%  of 
Workers           

> 150 
days  

2012 
Workers              

<150                     
days 

Total 
Seasonal 

Units 

%  of 
Workers        

< 150 days  

El Dorado County 355 - - 315 12 4% 
Placer County 359 - - 860 - - 
Sacramento County 1,792 - - 2,986 725 24% 
Sutter County 1,748 278 16% 4,571 201 4% 
Yolo County 2,581 255 10% 2,574 214 8% 
Yuba County 890 39 4% 2,020 204 10% 
Region Total 7,725 572 7% 13,326 1,356 10% 

Source:USDA 2012 Census of Agriculture, HCD, Public Housing Authorities, Housing Elements  
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Funding 
 
Several federal and state funding sources have supported migrant and farm labor housing.  Voter-approved 
Propositions 46 and 1C provided state bond funding for housing programs in California. This included the Joe 
Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant (JSJFWHG) program. The program provided grants or loans for the new 
construction, rehabilitation and acquisition of owner-occupied and rental units for agricultural workers, with 
a priority for lower income households. Bond funds were nearly spent as of 2012.  
 
As shown in Table 16, the SACOG region received eight JSJFWHG awards totaling over $12.1 million, 
primarily for multifamily rental housing for agricultural workers. USDA is another source of funding for farm 
labor housing. USDA’s Rural Development Program Section 514 loans and Section 516 grants help eligible 
entities purchase, construct, repair, or improve housing for farm laborers. Eligible tenants include those 
engaged in agriculture, aquaculture (fish and oyster farms), on-farm processing, and those who process 
agricultural or aquacultural commodities off-farm. Eligible 514 loan applicants include farmers, associations 
of farmers, family farm corporations, Indian tribes, nonprofit organizations, public agencies, associations of 
farmworkers, and limited partnerships in which the general partner is a nonprofit entity. Section 516 grants 
are made to farmworker associations, nonprofit organizations, Indian tribes, and public agencies. Table 14 
also shows the $15,643,907 in grants and $10,127,817 in loans provided by USDA for multifamily 
developments. 

The most recent project, Mutual Housing at Spring Lake, broke ground in December 2013. The project is 
being financed through a combination of sources: $14.5 million in federal and state tax credits, $5.5 from 
USDA; $1 million from the Serna Grant Program; $910,000 from the City of Woodland; and a $16.7 million 
loan commitment from Citibank for construction and $1,143,000 as a permanent loan.8 
 
The state housing bond also included funds for migrant center construction and rehabilitation. Two migrant 
centers, Yuba City and Madison, received $123,000 in funds through the state Office of Migrant Services 
(OMS) towards construction activities. USDA also contributed $3.6 million towards three migrant centers, as 
shown in Table 16.  
 
 
 

8 http://www.davisenterprise.com/local-news/14-5-million-awarded-for-farm-worker-housing-in-woodland/ 
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Table 16. Awards from Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Program, Office of Migrant Services, and USDA Rural Development  
Multifamily 
Rental/ 
Ownership 

 
 
Name of Complex 

 
 
Community 

 
 
County 

 
 

# of Units 

 
 
Date 

 
 
Source 

 
Total 
Award 

Rental Courtland Plaza Courtland Sacramento 32 2/11/2003 JSJFWHG $610,468 
Rental Grizzly Hollow Phase III Galt Sacramento 54 6/30/2004 JSJFWHG $2,202,655 

Rental 

Richland Homes Phases 
I, II and III/Richland 
Housing Farmworker 
ADA units & Hans Miller 
Community Building 

Yuba City Sutter 280 

6/30/2003 JSJFWHG $966,665 
8/20/2003 USDA Loan $1,500,000 
9/10/2007 USDA Loan $3,000,000 
11/20/2008 JSJFWHG $2,000,000 
9/17/2010 USDA Loan $127,817 
9/17/2010 USDA Grant $1,143,000 
6/17/2011 JSJFWHG $2,231,425 
1/10/2013 USDA Grant $2,346,425 

Rental Country West II Esparto Yolo 6 10/2/2003 JSJFWHG $331,269 

Rental Mutual Housing at 
Spring Lake Woodland Yolo 101 

9/28/2010 USDA Loan $3,000,000 
6/17/2011 JSJFWHG $3,500,000 
3/11/2013 USDA Loan $2,500,000 

Homeownership Sierra Vista Phase I Linda Yuba 8 3/25/2005 JSJFWHG $312,000 
        481 Total Funding $25,771,724 

Source: Department of Housing and Community Development, USDA Rural Development  

 
Table 17. Migrant Centers receiving Office of Migrant Services &/or USDA Rural Development Funding 

Yuba City Migrant Center Yuba City Sutter 9/2/2005 OMS $48,000 
Davis Migrant Center Davis Yolo 9/23/2008 USDA Grant $1,000,000 
Madison Migrant Center Madison Yolo 8/26/2003 USDA Loan $2,000,000 

6/3/2005 OMS $75,000 
9/19/2006 USDA Grant $603,410 

    Total $3,726,410 
Source: Department of Housing and Community Development, USDA Rural Development
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Housing Elements 
 
First enacted in 1969, state housing element law requires that local governments adequately plan to meet 
the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of their communities. SB 375 (Chapter 
728, Statutes of 2008) changed the timing to require the update of a county or city’s general plan housing 
element every eight years.  All housing element updates in the SACOG region were due to the Department 
of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review by October 2013. As part of their housing 
elements, jurisdictions are required to assess the special housing needs of farmworkers (permanent and 
seasonal), and identify potential program or policy options and resources to address those needs.   
 
In reading drafts of these housing element updates, SACOG found that jurisdictions varied on which data 
source described above – USDA Census of Agriculture, ACS, or EDD – they used to estimate the number of 
farmworkers in their communities, reflecting the challenge of reliable data.  
 
Housing elements identified a number of challenges that farmworkers face for obtaining adequate housing, 
including:  
 
Limited incomes: Sacramento County’s element found that, “Farmworkers typically fall within the extremely 
low- or very low-income groups. The hourly mean wage for a farm worker in the Sacramento-Arden Arcade-
Roseville Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is $9.11 which is about $19,000 a year. A household earning 
$19,000 a year would be in the very low-income category.”9 
 
Overcrowding:  The City of Galt’s housing element notes that, “Farmworkers are more likely to be affected 
by substandard housing conditions and overcrowding than other groups.” Because of low incomes, 
farmworkers often double up to afford rents. Many farmworkers’ families are also larger than average and 
affordable three- or four-bedroom options can be difficult to find.  

Market Discrimination: Some farm workers do not speak English well and face discrimination in the housing 
market, or experience substandard conditions but do not complain for fear of losing their housing.  
 
Lack of Options for Single Workers: While previously it was more difficult for farmworker families to find 
seasonal housing than single men, now single migrant workers are not eligible for units at most migrant 
centers, which have become geared to families and offer two bedroom or larger units. According to Yolo 
County’s Housing Element, “In order for single migrant workers to be able to occupy units at the migrant 
centers, changes to State and Federal admission requirements as well as other regulations would be 
necessary.”10  
 

9 County of Sacramento Housing Element 2013-2021 
10 Yolo County Housing Element 2013-21 

Page 29 

 

                                                           



 

Migrant center closures: Some farm laborers seek housing outside peak seasons, but most migrant centers 
close between November or December and April.  
 
Double housing costs: Migrant farmworkers who are not accompanied by their families must pay for 
seasonal housing for both themselves and shelter for their families back home. 
 
Limited permanent options: Many former migrant farm laborers have now become permanent residents. 
They and their families face the same challenges in the housing market as other low-income households and 
larger families for finding affordable rentals or ownership homes.  
 
Changing demand: According to the Yolo County Housing Element, “a memo to the Yolo County Local 
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), dated December 2006, acknowledged changing housing 
preferences among farmworkers with families, stating that ‘workers are obtaining permanent employment 
positions and establishing permanent residences in, or closer to, urban areas. Urban areas offer more 
amenities to farmworkers and their families.’”11 
 
 

Challenges to Farm Labor Housing Production 

Section 17021.5(e) of the state Employee Housing Act states:  “The Legislature hereby declares that it is the 
policy of this state that each county and city shall permit and encourage the development and use of 
sufficient numbers and types of employee housing facilities as are commensurate with local needs.”  
The Employee Housing Act includes the following provisions that streamline approvals for farm labor 
housing.  The full text of these sections may be found in Appendix X.   
 
Section 17021.5 -(b) Any employee housing providing accommodations for six or fewer employees shall be 
deemed a single family structure with a residential land use designation for the purposes of this section…  
No conditional use permit, zoning variance, or other zoning clearance shall be required of employee housing 
that serves six or fewer employees that is not required of a family dwelling.12 
 
Section 17021.6 - (b) Any employee housing consisting of no more than 36 beds in a group quarters or 12 
units or spaces designed for use by a single family or household shall be deemed an agricultural land use for 
the purposes of this section… No conditional use permit, zoning variance, or other zoning clearance shall be 
required of this employee housing that is not required of any other agricultural activity in the same zone 
[and]  
(c) … shall not be subject to any business taxes, local registration fees, use permit fees, or other fees to 
which other agricultural activities in the same zone are not likewise subject.13 

11 Yolo County Housing Element 2013-21 
12 Excerpt from California Health and Safety Code, Section 17021.5   
13 Excerpt from California Health and Safety Code, Section  17021.6  
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To meet these requirements, jurisdictions in areas with farmworker populations have already made zoning 
code revisions or indicate they plan to make changes.  More information by jurisdiction may be found in 
Appendix X.  
 
Housing elements and stakeholders revealed a number of barriers to creating more housing options 
targeted to farmworkers, including: 

Construction costs: During county focus groups, growers indicated that building new on-farm housing is a 
challenge in terms of construction requirements and costs. Any new farm labor housing must meet all 
current building code standards. Most agricultural producers in the region are not large ventures that can 
afford to construct new employee housing on their own. 

 
Infrastructure availability:  On-site farm labor housing requires water and sewage systems that meet 
building codes. Many rural communities and farm properties do not have existing infrastructure. For 
example, in Yolo County Esparto and Knights Landing are the only two unincorporated communities with 
available sewer and water. The town of Yolo has municipal water, but no sewer; the community of Madison 
has sewer and water but it is very constrained.14 
 
Reduced state subsidy:  Proposition 1C bond funds for farm labor housing programs, such as the Joe Serna, 
Jr. Farmworker Housing and Office of Migrant Services grants for housing construction and rehabilitation, 
are largely gone. In addition, migrant centers have seen significant cuts in state operations funding.  
 
Evictions and Liability: According to the Yolo County Housing Element, “The difficulty of evicting tenants and 
the insurance liability costs of providing rental housing for families are two of the biggest obstacles.” Farm 
operations can also be temporarily shut down for housing violations, for example, if the well or water 
system serving farm labor housing residents is found to be contaminated.  
 

Efforts to Increase Farm Labor Housing Availability 
 
A number of programs in California and other states have sought to increase the availability of housing 
options for seasonal and permanent farm laborers.  
 
California  

Vouchers 
Growers and FLCs report offering motel vouchers as an option for seasonal housing. A grower in the 
Sacramento region purchased an apartment building to insure housing availability for seasonal employees. 
However, even though it was not on farm property, the building would have been subject to state 
inspections as employee housing if held in the grower’s name – posing a dilemma as to whether or not to 

14 Yolo County Housing Element, 2013-2021 

Page 31 

 

                                                           



 

hold title directly and incur inspections and fees, or create an arrangement whereby someone else would 
hold title and manage the property. 
 
House Farm Workers!  
House Farm Workers! was founded in 2004 as a subcommittee of the Ventura County Ag Futures Alliance 
Farm Worker Housing Task Force.  Its mission is to “support and promote the provision of safe, decent and 
affordable housing for all farm workers.”15 The program helps facilitate the development of farmworker 
housing and farmworker housing groups in local areas in Ventura County through community education, 
dialogue and advocacy.  
 
About 500 farmworker units have been built in the area. The program has advocated for constructing more 
farmworker housing, including options for single men and women, and helped educate people about the 
benefits of providing proper housing for farmworkers and their families.  
 
Napa County Service Area 4 
Napa County Service Area 4 was set up to receive a $10 per vineyard acre assessment, adopted by vineyard 
owners, to support housing for vineyard workers. Every five years, the land owners in the area vote whether 
or not to keep the vineyard assessment. The assessment was most recently reauthorized in 2012 by a 76 
percent yes vote of the vineyard owners voting. The assessment provides half of the funding for Napa 
Valley's three farmworker housing centers, with the other half from farmworker’s rental payments. 
Oversight of the farmworker housing centers is provided by the Napa County Housing Commission and the 
Napa County Board of Supervisors. 
 
The vineyard assessment is collected through a property tax placed on the vineyard owners. This tax is 
collected twice a year and transferred to the local auditor’s office. Depending on how slow certain months 
are out of the year, the auditor has the power to allocate extra needed funding. 

 
The California Human Development Corporation provides onsite management at the migrant centers all 
season. A season usually consists of 11 months. In Napa’s case, the majority of migrant workers are men, so 
the facilities have few families to accommodate; however, they do provide other affordable housing 
opportunities to accommodate families or spouses. Facilities do not check the legal status of workers, 
leaving that up to the vineyards. 
 
The daily fee for farmworkers at the migrant centers was recently raised from $12.00 to $13.00 per day. This 
includes housing, breakfast, a packed lunch, and dinner. The vineyard assessment plus worker payments are 
not enough to cover the costs of the centers. The County of Napa contributes $200,000 annually, which 
includes support for staff (lawyers, auditors, etc.) The City of Napa provides an annual contribution of 

15 House Farmworkers!, http://housefarmworkers.org/HFW!/Home.html 
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$10,000 towards the housing facility. Occasionally, local residents donate extra clothing or home-grown fruit 
to a center.   
 
The facilities also work with Clinic Ole, a set of six health clinics in Napa County that provide health care to 
migrant farmworkers and other low- income individuals in the community. This includes medical, dental, 
mental health, and women’s health programs.   
 
Washington  

Washington Farm Labor Assocation  
In Washington, the Bureau of Reclamation donated land to the Franklin County Farm Bureau, which in turn 
leased the land to the Washington Farm Labor Association (WAFLA) for the Ringold Seasonal Farmworker 
Housing site in Mesa, Washington.   
 
Ringold has a total of 12 two-bedroom duplexes, offering beds for 96 individuals with a year-round resident 
manager. WAFLA manages the development, and rents up to 90 percent of the beds to area growers at 
$8.00 per night per worker.  The state dictates that 10 percent of the beds are paid by workers directly, so 
10 percent of beds are reserved for the farmworker public. Staff believe that growers would be willing to 
pay for the remaining 10 percent if this was not required.  The State provides a $30,000 grant for 
maintenance. To break even, WAFLA holds an annual fundraiser cookout, hosted by the County Farm 
Bureau, to raise another $30,000.  
 
Ringold is not allowed to house year-round workers – only migrant and seasonal workers – and is full from 
June 1 to October 15. There are farms in the area that have housing that is not winterized and  must be shut 
down. Those farms send their workers to Ringold for the winter, so WAFLA keeps it open at very reduced 
rates – about 50 percent.   
 
The State does not want Ringold to house families, and men and women are not allowed to share an 
apartment. WAFLA only allows families during the slow winter months, and only if the families guarantee 
that they will leave by the spring.  

Office of Rural and Farmworker Housing  
The Office of Rural and Farmworker Housing (ORFH) is a private, statewide nonprofit that develops and 
helps preserve housing for farmworkers and other rural residents of Washington State. ORFH develops both 
community-based multi-family rental housing and works directly with the agricultural community to develop 
on-farm and near-farm housing serving the needs of both farmworkers and agricultural employers. For on-
farm housing, ORFH helps growers/employers with feasibility studies and cost estimation, development and 
financing to provide proper housing for their farmworkers. Owners, typically growers, are then responsible 
for housing maintenance and management.   
 

Page 33 

 



 

About 85 percent of the housing developed by ORFH has been specifically limited to farmworkers. Their 
primary source of funding is through the USDA. Also they have been eligible to use low income housing tax 
credits. 

State of Washington 
The state of Washington also previously had a state Housing Trust Fund.  Table 18 shows the investments 
made in farm labor housing in the decade between 1999 and 2009. 

 
Table 18. Washington Housing Trust Fund investments by housing type, 1999-2009 

Seasonal Housing Beds  $ Invested 
Community-based 1,127 $20,990,194 
Migrant camps 1,095 $13,827,213 
On-farm 6,987 $16,201,038 
Total Seasonal 9,209 $51,018,446 

   Permanent Housing Units  $ Invested 
Multi-family 1,282 $48,079,355 
Homeownership 50 $1,500,000 
Total Permanent 1,332 $49,579,355 

 
 

Transportation Challenges for Farm Workers 
 
Given the rural nature of most agricultural work sites, public transit is usually too expensive and 
unproductive in terms of ridership and fares for local transit agencies to provide. However, the costs of 
owning, operating and maintaining a private vehicle can be a challenge for low-income farm laborers. Until 
early 2015, undocumented workers are still unable to secure a legal driver’s license in California.   
 
The H-2A program requires employers to provide transportation to employees. In many cases, growers and 
Farm Labor Contractors provide transportation as a way to facilitate employees moving between fields, 
communities, counties or states, retain needed  labor, and provide more year-round work opportunities.   
 
The following sections discuss regulations and challenges for farm labor transportation in the SACOG region, 
and efforts to improve transportation options.   
 

Farm Labor Transportation Regulations 
 
The Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural Worker Protection Act (MSPA) is administered and enforced by the 
Wage and Hour Division of the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) and provides employment-related 
protections for migrant and seasonal agricultural workers. If providing transportation, the MSPA requires 
that every agricultural employer, non-exempt farm labor contractor (FLC), and agricultural association insure 
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that each vehicle meets applicable federal and state safety standards and insurance requirements and that 
each driver is properly licensed. DOL requires vans used by growers or FLCs to transport workers to comply 
with the following:  
 

• The FLC must be registered with DOL as a Farm Labor Contractor 
• An FLC employee who transports migrant or seasonal agricultural workers must be registered with 

DOL as a Farm Labor Contractor Employee (FLCE).  
• The driver or FLCE must document that s/he holds a valid drivers’ license for the vehicle type and 

has had a physical.  
• Vehicles are listed by the grower as “approved to transport workers”  
• Vehicles have insurance of at least $100,000 per seat, and routine inspections  

 
 “Raiteros,” or individuals who provide transportation for farmworkers to and from their work sites for a fee, 
are also supposed to comply with these requirements if the fee exceeds the cost of providing the 
transportation.   
 
The following forms of transportation are exempt from MSPA requirements: 
 

• Transportation on tractors, combines, harvesters, pickers, or other similar machinery and 
equipment if the worker is engaged in agricultural work;  

• Carpooling arrangements in which the FLC does not participate, including when the workers make 
all of the arrangements themselves; the workers use one of the workers’ own vehicles; and the 
workers are not specifically directed or requested by the employer to participate.  

• Transportation if the only other occupants of the person’s vehicle are members of his or her 
immediate family.16  

 
 
California Vanpool Authority 

The California Vanpool Authority, or CalVans, is a Joint Powers Authority of a number of regional and local 
agencies across California, including SACOG. CalVans operates a program of both public and agricultural 
worker vanpools.  

CalVans’ agricultural vans are equipped with first-aid kits, fire extinguishers, roadside safety items, water 
containers, a safe location for carrying tools, and a Global Positioning System that allows CalVans staff to 
monitor the driver’s performance and locate the van should an emergency arise. Every van is covered by a 
$10 million insurance policy. CalVans provides water containers on the front of vans to help growers meet 

16 US Department of Labor, Wage and Hour Division  
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legal requirements to make water available in the field, and in response to concerns of the California 
Highway Patrol that containers in a van might be a hazard in case of an accident.  

Drivers are farm workers who volunteer to operate a vanpool. Vanpool drivers must have a Class C license, 
pass a required physical and provide a DMV printout showing proof of a clean driving record. Riders share 
the cost of the van based on the number of riders and mileage. The payments cover the cost of maintaining 
and insuring the vans and replacements when they wear out. In some cases, growers provide vouchers to 
riders to cover the vanpool costs for their employees.  

According to CalVans, DOL has provided mixed messages concerning the agricultural vanpool program. In 
some cases, DOL staff has suggested that growers consider using the CalVans program to avoid conflicts 
with DOL regulations. Other DOL inspectors have expressed concerns that DOL laws may be violated if 
growers are encouraging their workers to use the program, or Farm Labor Contractors might be driving vans. 
Agricultural vanpools provided by CalVans comply with all DOL requirements except the requirements for 
FLC/FLCE registration and the vehicles being approved by a grower to transport workers.  This is in part 
because CalVans complies with existing carpool/vanpool DOL farm labor requirements. The carpool 
requirements state that the driver of a carpool/vanpool cannot be an FLC or an agent of the grower. 
 
CalVans has been working with DOL to develop an agreement that could be used with Farm Labor 
Contractors that would retain the carpool/vanpool designation while allowing the growers to list the 
vehicles as “approved to transport workers.” According to CalVans, the fact that the driver might have an 
FLC (Supervisor) designation should not compromise the vanpool designation. The arrangement would allow 
growers to continue providing vouchers to riders to cover the cost they would otherwise have to pay.  

Despite the availability of CalVans and these efforts to coordinate with DOL, the SACOG region has seen very 
limited use of the agricultural vanpool program. This led to SACOG’s withdrawal from the formal CalVans 
Joint Powers Authority in July 2014. Stakeholder interviews and focus groups identified a number of barriers 
to CalVans use in the region, such as:  

More permanent workforce:  SACOG research seems to indicate that a good portion of the region’s 
agricultural workforce lives in the region full-time and may already have transportation options. 
 
Raiteros:  According to the CHP, raiteros do exist in the SACOG region. The vehicles used can be unsafe, 
driven by unlicensed drivers, and/or the fees may be high. However, farmworkers are sometimes hesitant to 
stop riding with a raitero, whether because they have a personal relationship and don’t want to offend or 
financially impact them, or the raitero is somehow connected with the grower or another key figure.  
 
Less CHP enforcement:  There are only a few CHP officers targeted to farm labor vehicle enforcement in the 
Sacramento region.  As a result, vans operating in violation of federal and state requirements are less likely 
to be stopped.  
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Fear of government: A CHP officer at one of the focus groups stated he provides information on CalVans if 
he stops a van being used to transport farm laborers that is in violation of the law. However, some 
agricultural workers are concerned that CalVans may be a government agency who could identify them as in 
the country without documentation. One CalVans vanpool in Southern California was raided by INS agents 
who had been searching for one of the passengers. This created some distrust that the vans, which are 
prominently labeled as CalVans, could become targets for INS agents.  
 
Shorter distances:  Vanpools become cost-effective at greater distances.  Commute distances for many 
agricultural laborers are not as great in the Sacramento region as in other parts of the state.  

Smaller operations:  Most growers are relatively small in the Sacramento region, meaning fewer workers, 
even during peak season, and limiting the market for vanpool riders going to/from the same location.  

Shorter season:  In some areas of the state, agriculture continues nearly year-round, so CalVans has been 
able to form more vanpools.  Some large labor contractors also use CalVans to move agricultural workers 
from California to Arizona during the winter to keep people working.  Much of the Sacramento region’s 
agricultural work is seasonal, and growers have reported having a harder time in recent years competing for 
seasonal labor because of the shorter growing season.   

Little use of H-2A Program:  The federal H-2A Farm Labor Program, the primary legal method for bringing in 
farm labor from outside the U.S., requires the provision of housing and transportation for agricultural 
workers.  As noted, the Sacramento region has seen almost no use of this program.  There also does not 
seem to be movement in Congress on immigration reform legislation that might expand requirements for 
agricultural transportation in the region.   

Visible out-of-pocket costs: While private vehicles can be costly in the long-run, this cost is not as apparent 
as when riders must reimburse a driver regularly for all CalVans vanpool expenses.  According to CalVans 
staff, “A great deal of time and effort went into establishing several vans in [the] Punjabi community in the 
Sutter County area last season only to have them leave the program after four weeks citing cost as the 
primary reason.”   
 
 
Labor and the Future of the Sacramento Region’s Agricultural Industry 
 
This white paper has sought to document current data and issues related to agricultural labor in the 
Sacramento region. The following may also have significant implications for the future of this key sector in 
the region’s economy.  
 
Changes in Foreign Labor Supply  
A study published in 2012 by Professor J. Edward Taylor and graduate student Diane Charlton of the UC 
Davis Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, and Professor Antonio Yúnez-Naude from the 
Center for Economic Studies at El Colegio de Mexico in Mexico City, highlights some of the potential changes 

Page 37 

 



 

in agriculture that may occur given demographic and economic changes in the world. The study abstract 
notes that:  
 

An analysis of nationally representative panel data from rural Mexico, with observations in 
years 2002, 2007, and 2010, suggests that the same shift out of farm work that 
characterized U.S. labor history is well underway in Mexico. Meanwhile, the demand for 
agricultural labor in Mexico is rising. In the future, U.S. agriculture will compete with 
Mexican farms for a dwindling supply of farm labor. Since U.S. domestic workers are 
unwilling to do farm work and the United States can feasibly import farm workers from only 
a few countries in close geographic proximity, the agricultural industry will eventually need 
to adjust production to use less labor. The decline in foreign labor supply to farms in the 
United States ultimately will need to be accompanied by farm labor conservation, switching 
to less labor intensive crops and technologies, and labor management practices that match 
fewer workers with more farm jobs.17 

 
Crop Pattern Shifts  
To assess whether cropping patterns may have been changing in recent years, SACOG completed an analysis 
of crops using 2002 and 2012 county crop reports to correspond with the USDA Ag Census years. Table 19 
shows available data for harvested acres, tonnage, and regional values for a range of fruits, nuts, vegetables, 
and other agricultural products. It should be noted that there are differences in what is reported each year 
by the county Agricultural Commissions who produce the crop reports, so comparisons are not completely 
consistent. However, the data still provides valuable information on crop patterns and shifts in the region.  
 
Peaches, pears and plums showed the greatest decreases in production between 2002 and 2012. This tracks 
with farmer’s reports of labor shortages for these crops, which generally require hand picking and pruning. 
These tree fruits also have lower values than some other commodities, which reportedly led to farmers 
replacing fruit trees with nut trees. High-value almonds and walnuts, which can be harvested mechanically, 
did show steep rises in production, as well as tomatoes, and olives due to the increasing demand for 
gourmet olives and olive oil. Cherries and wine grapes also increased, despite needs for skilled labor. 
Production likely grew due to high values and the burgeoning wine industry in the region. However, since 
2012, SACOG staff has begun to hear anecdotal reports of farmers returning to peach production especially, 
likely because other farmers made shifts and reduced local fruit supply and competition.  
 
Only Yolo County has begun tracking organic production, accounting for the increase shown in Table 19. 
Increased production is likely due to the premium consumers are willing to pay for organic produce, but 

17 The End of Farm Labor Abundance, Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy (Winter 2012) 34 (4): 587-598. doi: 
10.1093/aepp/pps036 First published online: November 16, 2012  
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these figures will be lower than actual production due to other counties’ not differentiating organic from 
non-organic commodities.  
 
Table 19. Changes in Acres, Tons Produced and Values of Crops in the Sacramento Region, 2002-2012 

    % Change 2002-2012 

   Crop Type Crop 
Harvested 

Acres 
Total 
Tons Value 

Inflation  
adjusted 

Value 
(2000 $) 

Value 
per 
acre 

Fruits & Nuts 

Almonds 74% 105% 325% 233% 144% 
Apples 2%   98% 55% 94% 
Cherries 203% 829% 1254% 961% 346% 
Kiwi 3% 20% 33% 4% 29% 
Oranges/Mandarins 50% 60% -12% -31% -41% 
Peaches -31% -28% -8% -28% 33% 
Pears -18% -4% 11% -13% 35% 
Persimmons -91% 170% 466% 343% 6157% 
Plums -53% -72% -34% -48% 41% 
Prunes -27% 17% 86% 46% 155% 
Strawberries 2% 25% 21% -5% 18% 
Walnuts 55% 71% 312% 223% 165% 
Wine Grapes 23% 49% 81% 42% 46% 
Misc. Fruit & Nuts 1% 347% 59% 24% 57% 
Orchard By-Products     249% 174%  
Fresh Tomatoes 850% 1662% 260% 182% -62% 
Processing Tomatoes     -27% -43%  
Misc. Vegetables -7%   35% 6% 46% 
Organic Production 566%   342% 247% -34% 

Apiary Products Apiary Products     80% 41%  
Grains & Hay Grains & Hay 2%   72% 35% 68% 

Livestock & 
Poultry 

Livestock & Poultry     65% 29%  
Livestock & Poultry Products     16% -9%  
Dairy & Wool     52% 19%  

Nursery Stock Nursery Stock -77%   5% -18% 355% 
Seed Crops Seed Crops 3%   213% 145% 203% 
Christmas Trees Christmas Trees     -47% -58%  
Timber Timber     -58% -67%  

 
Table 20 shows more detail on regional production and value figures for 2002 and 2012, including 2012 
values adjusted for inflation to 2002 dollars.  
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 Table 11. 2002 and 2012 Crop Comparison Regionwide 2002                           Regionwide 2012   

Crop Type Crop 
Harvested 

Acres Total Tons Total Value 
Harvested 

Acres 
Total 
Tons Total Value 

Inflation Adj'd 
Value (in 2002 $) 

Fruits & Nuts 

Almonds 11,453 8,253 $13,091,200 19,932 16,934 $55,596,384 $43,564,006 
Apples 835 11,774 $6,657,900 850 0 $13,168,166 $10,318,262 
Cherries 358 324 $551,000 1,086 3,009 $7,459,000 $5,844,695 
Kiwi 472 3,312 $4,026,400 485 3,988 $5,358,000 $4,198,402 
Olives 0 0 $0 2,226 7,858 $3,724,262 $2,918,243 
Oranges/Mandarins 127 635 $1,820,500 190 1,013 $1,611,000 $1,262,341 
Peaches 15,842 248,370 $59,412,900 10,934 177,907 $54,419,880 $42,642,125 
Pears 6,691 121,727 $29,121,600 5,501 116,270 $32,337,340 $25,338,771 
Persimmons 188 846 $231,000 17 2,285 $1,307,000 $1,024,134 
Plums 212 551 $651,400 99 154 $429,160 $336,280 
Prunes 34,039 55,909 $45,283,000 24,866 65,381 $84,356,800 $66,099,984 
Strawberries 122 27,598 $1,520,000 125 34,410 $1,841,000 $1,442,564 
Walnuts 34,035 51,588 $56,086,000 52,843 88,357 $231,134,358 $181,111,392 
Wine Grapes 38,187 243,821 $124,160,300 47,129 364,230 $224,419,566 $175,849,840 
Misc. Fruit & Nuts 4,463 731 $16,749,700 4,509 3,271 $26,591,493 $20,836,462 
Orchard By-Products 0 0 $2,489,600 0 0 $8,700,000 $6,817,113 

Vegetables 

Peppers 111 1,388 $413,000 0 0 $0   
Pumpkins 556 9,952 $1,772,000 0 0 $0   
Fresh Tomatoes 824 16,810 $5,917,000 7,827 296,174 $21,325,000 $16,709,763 
Processing Tomatoes 5,717 199,523 $9,497,000 0 0 $6,932,000 $5,431,751 
Sweet Corn 491 2,897 $4,198,000 0 0 $0   
Misc. Vegetables 308,135 0 $155,168,500 285,373 1,139 $209,129,252 $163,868,713 
Organic Production 5,405 0 $9,078,000 36,007 0 $40,162,233 $31,470,172 

Apiary Products Apiary Products 0 0 $7,957,000 0 0 $14,356,425 $11,249,354 
Grains & Hay Grains & Hay 759,037 0 $302,055,200 777,926 0 $519,287,410 $406,901,277 

Livestock & Poultry 
Livestock & Poultry 0 0 $88,152,400 0 0 $145,338,057 $113,883,449 
Livestock & Poultry Products 0 0 $13,058,900 0 0 $15,112,000 $11,841,404 
Dairy & Wool 0 0 $38,824,000 0 0 $58,884,000 $46,140,103 

Nursery Stock Nursery Stock 1,472 0 $59,363,000 339 0 $62,253,519 $48,780,378 
Seed Crops Seed Crops 35,908 0 $32,008,700 37,055 0 $100,203,866 $78,517,369 
Christmas Trees Christmas Trees 0 0 $3,106,200 0 0 $1,649,530 $1,292,533 
Timber Timber 0 0 $37,020,500 0 0 $15,371,951 $12,045,096 
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Aging of Agricultural Operators 
A factor that could also impact the future of agriculture in the region is the aging of the region’s 
farm operators. According to the Ag Census data shown in Tables 21 and 22 below, years at 
current farms increased 12 percent to an average of 19.4 years. In terms of age, the most 
significant growth has been in the group of farm operators ages 60 and over, and the average 
age is 59.  In percentage terms, younger farmers aged 25 to 34 saw a significant increase (40 
percent) between 2002 and 2012, but represent less than five percent of total farm operators in 
the Ag Census. As noted previously, the Ag Census does not capture information on all farms, 
but is one of the best data sources available. Whether or not older farmers have plans to retire, 
have successors to carry on their businesses, or plan to sell their land for agriculture or 
development will have implications for future agricultural production.     
 

Table 21. Years on Present Farm of Farm Operators, 2002 to 2012 

Principal Farm Operator     

Years on present farm 2002 2007 2012 
% change 
2002-12 

2 years or less 316 423 459 45% 
3 or 4 years 928 611 542 -42% 
5 to 9 years 1,482  1,536  1,187  -20% 
10 years or more 4,870  4,557  5,082  4% 
Average  years on present farm 17.3 18.2 19.4 12% 
Total 7596 7127 7270 -4% 

 
Table 22. Age of Principal Farm Operators, 2002 to 2012 

Principal Farm Operator Regionwide Total % of total % change 
2002-
2012  Age Group 

 
2002 

 
2007 

 
2012 

 
2002 

 
2007 

 
2012 

Under 25 years 54 38 50 0.7% 0.5% 0.7% -7% 
25 to 34 years 235 208 330 3.2% 2.9% 4.6% 40% 

35 to 44 years     1,106  
         

795  
        

689  15.1% 10.9% 9.5% -38% 
45 to 54 years 2,117  2,010  1,516  28.8% 27.5% 21.0% -28% 
55 to 59 years 1103 1025 1005 15.0% 14.0% 13.9% -9% 
60 to 64 years 865 1104 1097 11.8% 15.1% 15.2% 27% 
65 to 69 years 602  779  1,019  8.2% 10.7% 14.1% 69% 
70 years and over 1,263  1,337  1,521  17.2% 18.3% 21.0% 20% 
Average age 56.1 57.8 58.9       5% 
Total  7345 7296 7227       -2% 
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Technology  
Another emerging development that could have significant implications for farm labor needs 
and future cropping patterns is research to develop robots for farm work. In October 2013, the 
USDA provided $4.5 million in grant funding for agricultural robotics research. Private 
companies are also involved in developing robotic applications. Robotics research and 
development efforts include applications for fruit picking, weeding, nursery plant moving, 
monitoring plant health, watering, milking, and livestock herding. Whether or not such farm 
robots can be successfully developed, and the eventual costs of robots, will determine the 
extent to which they might replace human labor and how robots might affect the economics of 
producing different agricultural commodities.  
 
 
SACOG Next Steps 
As part of its ongoing Rural Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) work, SACOG expects to continue to 
assess developments related to labor and agricultural production in the Sacramento region, and work 
with the region’s agricultural stakeholders to develop strategies to support this important industry.  
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 Item #15-3-4B 
Land Use & Natural  Resources Committee   Information 

February 26, 2015 
 
Rural-Urban Connections Strategy:  Yolo Case Study Status Report 
 
Issue:  A Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) case study for western Yolo County is currently underway. 
 
Recommendation:  None; this is for information only. 
 
Discussion:  The Rural-Urban Connections Strategy team is undertaking a series of case studies of rural 
communities throughout the region and is currently examining the areas around Winters, Esparto and Woodland 
in western Yolo County. The study area intentionally includes a range of agriculturally-based communities of 
various sizes.  The objective of this case study is to assist western Yolo County and its communities with 
economic development strategies that leverage their existing assets of land uses, infrastructure, agriculture lands 
and natural resources. This will include analyzing potential crop scenarios, potential sites for a food hub 
(aggregation, processing and distribution), agritourism and ecotourism opportunities, and the usage and condition 
of the rural transportation network.  The methodology and lessons learned through these analyses will be 
transferrable to other rural communities within the SACOG region and throughout the state. 
 
There are three main components to the case study: technical work, stakeholder engagement and vetting, and 
rural community planning. The case study is currently in the data and information development phase. Data 
collected thus far include transportation infrastructure, crop maps, crop costs and revenues, existing and projected 
future land uses, water infrastructure and availability, soil quality, broadband coverage, population, and 
employment. These data will be used for forthcoming analysis.  
 
The scenario analysis phase and stakeholder meetings will begin in early March and continue into April. Staff 
will be returning to the committee with case study results and stakeholder feedback over the course of the work. 
Staff will be seeking guidance from the committee throughout the project. 
 
Technical assistance for economic development and community vitalization in rural communities will be 
provided by Local Government Commission and Civilis Consultants.  Civilis Consultants recently completed 
assessments for the Cities of Rancho Cordova, Elk Grove and the County of Sacramento with Portland State 
University’s Urban Sustainability Accelerator.  Civilis is continuing work throughout the region under the award 
of the most recent Strategic Growth Council grant.  
 
This study is funded by a grant from the Strategic Growth Council and will be complete in June 2015. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:DS:AL:ts 
 
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265 
  David Shabazian, Principal Program Expert, (916) 340-6231 
  Amy Lee, Planner / Research Analyst, (916) 340-6274 



 Item #15-3-5  
Land Use & Natural  Resources Committee  Information  
 
February 26, 2015 
 
Draft Frameworks for Regional Funding Programs in 2015 
 
Issue: Staff will provide a briefing on Regional Funding Programs in 2015 and associated Draft 
Policy Frameworks, to highlight proposed changes to the programs and processes in advance of 
an April 2015 action issuing a call for projects. 
 
Recommendation: None; this item is for information and discussion. 
 
Discussion: During the February 2015 SACOG Board committee cycle, staff previewed 
upcoming funding opportunities including State Cap-and-Trade programs, Cycle 2 of the 
Statewide Active Transportation Program (ATP) and six-county Regional ATP, and the SACOG 
four-county Flexible Funding Round (2015 Funding Round). Input was received from the 
committees on integrating the upcoming funding programs with air quality and planning efforts.  
Two distinct opportunities were called out: streamline programs and link air quality and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction funding. SACOG’s regional funding program activities in 2015 
provide an opportunity to realize these opportunities, while also responding to Board member 
interest in greater transparency throughout the project selection process. 
 
The opportunity for streamlining that was discussed included integrating the grant application 
and review processes for the State ATP, six-county Regional ATP, and 2015 SACOG Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Funding Program. These three individual programs have overlapping policies and 
goals, sequential schedules, and incrementally more focused eligibility requirements, which 
present an opportunity to create a single streamlined application and review process for the two 
programs funded through SACOG, building off of the state ATP application process. 
 
Also discussed was the option to link air quality and GHG reduction funding through a funding 
set-aside for yet-to-be-determined air quality improvement projects. These projects would be 
funded through the Air Quality Funding Program, would reduce vehicle emissions and, where 
possible, reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Up to this point, the Air Quality Funding Program 
has been non-competitive because of adopted Transportation Control Measure (TCM) 
commitments. The 2015 Funding Round programs projects for the years 2018 and 2019 and, in 
doing so, will fulfill adopted 2008-2018 TCM commitments. It is not yet known what, if any, 
new TCMs will be adopted for the years 2019 through 2026 as part of the Ozone State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). 
 
Staff has taken the committee input, which was supportive of the two policy opportunity areas, 
and developed the following program overview and draft policy frameworks for the 2015 
Funding Round. 
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Overview of the Regional Funding Programs  
The SACOG four-county Flexible Funding Round programs have unique and long-standing 
identified purposes. The Bicycle & Pedestrian Program is intended to support the efforts of local 
agencies to construct infrastructure with walking, bicycling, and transit use as primary 
transportation considerations, and to provide facilities for walking and biking within and 
between the communities of the Sacramento region. The Community Design Program seeks to 
promote the implementation of the regional Blueprint principles through the construction of 
improvements in the public right-of-way. The emphasis of the Regional/Local Program is to 
promote projects that provide regional benefits and that develop and maintain the regional 
transportation network. The Air Quality Program and Transportation Demand Management 
Program have been non-competitive programs to fulfill TCM commitments related to the Ozone 
SIP. 
 
The six-county Regional ATP is in its second cycle.  It is based on the State ATP program, which 
focuses on safe routes to school projects and ensuring that disadvantaged communities share in 
the benefits of the program.  In addition to these areas of emphasis, the Regional ATP also 
focuses on increasing active transportation and addressing known safety concerns.  The statutory 
goals of the Regional ATP include:  
 

• Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking; 
• Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users; 
• Advance the active transportation efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas 

reduction goals as established pursuant to SB 375 and SB 391; 
• Enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity; and 
• Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users. 

 
As part of the initiation of each funding round, SACOG staff assesses the prior round’s program-
level policies, outcomes, and processes. Staff conducts this assessment to determine ways to 
refine, streamline, and provide additional transparency within each of the individual programs. 
This includes updating policy frameworks and application forms based on feedback from 
participants, local agencies, and participating staff. For the various 2015 competitive funding 
programs, SACOG staff has updated the individual policy frameworks, and continues to work to 
refine the application process in preparation for the anticipated release of the call for projects by 
the SACOG Board on April 16, 2015. 
 
Below are the unique modifications to these four programs, with more information provided in 
the draft policy frameworks in Attachments A, B, C, and D. Proposed modifications reflect input 
received from applicants and working group members in the prior funding round and staff 
analysis. 
 
SACOG Four-County Flexible Funding Round 
Community Design Program: The policy framework and selection process remain fundamentally 
the same as in prior funding rounds. There is an emphasis on streamlining the overall application 
requirements and increasing the certainity of land use policy elements of project applications. 
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Regional/Local Program: The goals/priorities and performance outcomes within the policy 
framework remain fundamentally the same as in prior funding rounds. Updates are reflective of 
changes in delivery practices and asset management dialogue, and provide increased 
transparency. This round continues to place an emphasis on early feedback within the application 
process regarding available data resources and project scoping; a pre-submittal letter will be 
required of all proposed projects. In the last funding cycle, an additional performance outcome 
was included for project evaluation, which allowed applicants to document how their project 
supports “state of good repair” benefits that improve the efficiency of the existing transportation 
system. This method of evaluation has been refined to provide a universal method for evaluation 
across modes. Within the review process, there will be continued emphasis on utilizing a 
workgroup with expertise in the performance outcomes; this will be further broadened to 
additional external staff. Additional clarification has been provided on the context of capital 
projects, funding requests, and demonstration of performance. An open policy question is 
whether to continue the program’s focus on small or medium-sized capital projects. Language on 
this goal/priority from the prior funding round is included in the Attachment D description, but is 
simply a placeholder from the last funding round. Policy options for Board consideration include 
keeping the small or medium-sized project priority and not changing the language; keeping the 
priority but establishing a clear definition of  large versus small/medium projects and their 
associated performance outcome expectations; or, eliminating the goal/priority altogether. 
 
Six-County Regional ATP and Four County-Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program 
Streamlined 
 
Six-County Regional ATP: The policy framework and selection process remain fundamentally 
the same as in Cycle 1 but now include a process utilizing a single working group to evaluate all 
applications submitted to both this program and the Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program.  
Staff is requiring that applicants submit a letter of intent identifying any projects intended to be 
submitted to the six-county Regional ATP and/or Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program.  Six-
County applicants are strongly encouraged to apply to the State ATP to take advantage of 
streamlining opportunities. Based on the outcomes from the first round of the State ATP, 
SACOG will try to provide more data and analytics to support applicants pursuing the second 
round of the state program. Technical assistance provided to applicants for the State ATP will 
also help the applicants increase the quality of information in the any subsequent application to 
the Regional ATP. 
 
Addressing comments from Cycle 1, a phone call option will be utilized during the working 
group review process to provide a greater opportunity for dialogue between the working group 
and project sponsor. Identical to last time, the policy framework includes scoring criteria for a 
project’s potential for supporting greenhouse gas reduction goals through reducing or shortening 
vehicle trips. Cycle 2 proposes amending the State ATP-identified scoring criteria for leveraging 
non-ATP funds (i.e., providing a match of local funds for the project). SACOG’s past practice is 
to require, not incentivize, matching funds. Additionally, SACOG has prepared modifications to 
the ranking process to include points related to disadvantaged communities, in the event that the 
25% threshold is not attained though performance-driven scores.  
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Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program: The policy framework remains fundamentally the same 
as in prior rounds, with only minor modifications to the selection process in order to allow for 
application streamlining with the six-county Regional ATP. The most notable change is that staff 
is requiring applicants to submit a brief letter of intent identifying any projects intended to be 
submitted to the six-county Regional ATP and/or  Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program in 
order to allow staff to better plan for project evaluation. Staff is also clarifying how projects are 
scored in the framework rather than in the application, and staff is requesting that applicants 
agree to conduct bicycle and/or pedestrian counts (if feasible) as part of a regional effort to 
collect data and increase competiveness for funding opportunities. The process and working 
group make-up will be consistent with the six-county Regional ATP Cycle 1. Four-County 
applicants are strongly encouraged to apply to the State ATP and six-county Regional ATP to 
take advantage of streamlining opportunities. 
 
Program Timing Overview 
SACOG Four-County Flexible Funding Round  
SACOG releases a call for projects on a biennial basis, providing local agencies within the four-
county region (Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties) the opportunity to apply for flexible 
funds that can go towards road, transit, bicycle, or pedestrian projects related to the five regional 
funding programs: Air Quality, Bicycle & Pedestrian, Community Design, Regional/Local, and 
Transportation Demand Management. The four-county project selection process runs for 
multiple months, beginning with the circulation of draft policy frameworks, formal Board 
approval of the policy frameworks and issuance of a call for projects, and culminating in a final 
programming recommendation by December 15th. A high-level overview of these programs and 
the schedule is included in Attachment E. 
 
Based upon the discussion and direction provided during the February committee cycle, staff has 
developed a systematic approach for adjusting the timing of these five programs. 
 

• The Air Quality Funding Program and Transportation Demand Management Program 
will remain non-competitive for 2018 to fulfill the final year of adopted Transportation 
Control Measure commitments. Future year funding will be addressed off-cycle at the 
conclusion of analysis by staff of the need for TCMs as part of the Ozone State 
Implementation Plan. The results of that analysis will inform the direction that a future 
Air Quality Funding Program and related Transportation Demand Management Program 
could take. 

• The Community Design and the Regional/Local Programs will begin with a formal 
approval of the policy frameworks/issuance of the call for projects in April, and conclude 
with a draft recommendation in October and a final programming recommendation in 
December. 

• The Bicycle & Pedestrian Program will be linked with the timing of the Active 
Transportation Program for purposes of streamlining. The timing is outlined below. 
 

Active Transportation Programs 
New this year is the concurrent timing of the State and six-county Regional Active 
Transportation Program (ATP) competitive processes during the four-county Flexible Funding 
biennial cycle. The timing and policy of the ATP program is determined and constrained by the 
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California Transportation Commission (CTC). The statewide competition will commence in 
March with statewide guideline adoption and the issuance of a call for projects. The 
commencement of the program influences the start date of the six-county Regional ATP process.  
 
The six-county Regional ATP policy framework must first be acted upon by the SACOG Board 
and then be approved by the CTC.  For this reason, the SACOG Board will take action on the 
policy framework in April and the CTC will take action on the policy frameworks in May. It will 
be necessary for the Board to delegate to SACOG’s CEO the authority to respond to any CTC 
changes and to release the six-county Regional ATP call for projects to allow for timely 
application development. 
 
The State ATP’s selection of projects to be funded will inform the selection and 
recommendations of the six-county Regional ATP.  Results of the statewide ATP competition 
will be announced on September 15th. The six-county Regional ATP must consider all projects 
not selected through the Statewide ATP competition, and any regional-only applications, and 
provide a Board-approved recommendation to the CTC by November 15th. To meet this 
deadline, staff will provide the preliminary ranked draft recommendation for all submitted 
projects during the September 2015 committee cycle, followed by a final recommendation for 
approval in the October 2015 committee cycle.  
 
Funding Estimates 
Four-County Funding Programs 
The flexible funds for programming are derived from state and federal sources and leveraged by 
available local resources to both pair and focus federal dollars. The funding round is one of 
SACOG’s means for funding and advancing projects that contribute to the implementation the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) through a well-
developed program funding structure and targeted investments in the region’s transportation 
system. 
 
Using the latest information, staff has identified an estimated $145 million in this cycle to fund 
various projects as well as other funding commitments. These funding commitments include 
transportation control measures as identified above. Also included in the funding commitments is 
the Regional Surface Transportation Program Exchange for rural counties, and planning, 
programming, and monitoring costs. Staff must balance the funding program amounts against 
eligibility requirements for the funding sources. The $145 million estimate is comprised of the 
following sources: 
 

• State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds: Funds are available in state 
fiscal years 2016/17 through 2020/21, with most of this capacity anticipated in the last 
two years of the STIP (State Fiscal Years 2019/20 and 2020/21). At the release of the 
SACOG call for projects, there will be uncertainty concerning the amount of STIP funds 
available for programming, as the STIP fund estimate is released in July and final action 
is not taken by the CTC until August. Staff assumes a flat estimate based upon prior 
apportionment shares. Noting the advancement of projects from the STIP during the 2014 
delivery year using other funding sources, STIP funds available within this call for 
projects will make up the majority of funding available for programming. STIP funds can 
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be used for a wide variety of capital projects; statewide policy on the dispersal of these 
funds is currently under development by the CTC. Final programming authority for these 
funds resides with the CTC. 

• Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funds are available in Federal 
Fiscal Year (FFY) 2017/18 through 2018/19 for a wide variety of capital projects, 
programs, and road rehabilitation on federal aid-eligible corridors. Staff assumes a flat 
estimate based upon prior apportionment shares developed by Caltrans. Estimates are not 
finalized until the actual year of programming and are influenced by the federal 
transportation act. 

• Federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds are available in FFY 2017/18 
through 2018/19 for capital projects, programs, and transit operating assistance that can 
demonstrate air quality improvement benefits. Staff assumes a flat estimate based upon 
prior apportionment shares developed by Caltrans. Estimates are not finalized until the 
actual year of programming and are influenced by the federal transportation act. 

• The funding target includes an additional $1 million in SACOG Managed Funds for 
projects to be programmed in FFY 2017/18 through 2018/19. As in past funding rounds, 
staff is recommending that the SACOG Managed Fund be used to fund small projects 
that are not eligible for or would face extreme difficulty in using federal funds through 
the Community Design and Bicycle & Pedestrian programs. 
 

Active Transportation Programs 
The 2015 ATP Fund Estimate is derived from state and federal sources. Program capacities are 
based on Senate Bill 99 and Assembly Bill 101, and guidance from the Federal Highway 
Administration, CTC, and California State Transportation Agency. Funds are available in FY 
2016/17 through 2018/19. The ATP combines many federal and state funding streams previously 
used for bicycle, pedestrian, safety, and other related purposes into one funding stream with 
broad eligibilities. A draft fund estimate was released by the CTC on January 22, 2015; an 
estimate incorporating any necessary revisions is expected to be adopted March 25, 2015. 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
MM:RDV:ds 
Attachments 
 
Key Staff:  Kacey Lizon, Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265 
 Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235 
 Renée DeVere-Oki, Team Manager of Programming & Project Delivery, (916) 
 340-6219 
 

 
 



 

2015 REGIONAL ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM GUIDELINES:  
EL DORADO, PLACER, SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, AND YUBA COUNTIES 
The purpose of this funding program is to increase and 
attract active transportation users and provide facilities 
for walking and biking in urban, suburban, and rural 
portions of the region and to provide connections 
between them. Projects and programs funded through 
this program are consistent with the vision of the 
Blueprint and support the implementation of the long-
range transportation plans for the El Dorado County 
Transportation Commission (EDCTC), the Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), and the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).   

EDCTC, PCTPA, and SACOG invest regional funds regularly 
for infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects 
benefitting active transportation in the region. ATP funds 
from the State of California provide an important new 
funding source for active transportation projects.  

PROGRAM GOALS  
California Senate Bill (SB) 99 establishes California’s ATP 
program with six program goals that provide a 
foundation for the state and regional ATP programs: 

 Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by 
biking and walking; 

 Increase the safety and mobility of non-
motorized users; 

 Advance the active transportation efforts of 
regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas 
reduction goals as established pursuant to SB 
375 (C728, §2008) and SB 391 (C585, §2009); 

 Enhance public health, including reduction of 
childhood obesity, through the use of programs 
including but not limited to projects eligible for 
Safe Routes to School Program funding; 

 Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully 
share in the benefits of the program; and  

 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit 
many types of active transportation users. 

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 
The infrastructure projects eligible for this funding 
program are largely derived from the SACOG Regional 
Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master Plan (Master Plan) 
that is amended every odd year. The Master Plan 
provides a set of policies and projects for regional bicycle 
and pedestrian planning efforts across the six-county 
SACOG region, and was developed through a working 
group and approved by the Regional Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Committee and SACOG Board of 
Directors. Additionally, bicycle and pedestrian projects 
included in the Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) for 
EDCTC or PCTPA are also eligible. Federal funds may be 
used for construction, preliminary engineering, 
environmental work and design, and/or right-of-way. 
Projects must support the performance outcomes 
identified in the sections below. 

Non-infrastructure projects eligible for funding must 
meet at least one of two criteria: (1) Encourage biking 
and walking through public information, education, 
training, and awareness; and/or (2) Perform studies and 
develop plans that support one or more of the project 
performance outcomes identified in the section below. 
Projects include bike/ped planning, education, 
information, and marketing efforts. 

The ATP is a State of California identified program 
implemented by the California Transportation 
Commission and comprised of a compilation of state and 
federal funding. The majority of projects will need to 
meet the requirements of the federal Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21). Projects must 
also meet eligibility requirements specific to the ATP 
funding source provided. 

INELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 
Projects in new developments that are considered “good 
practices” according to FHWA guidelines, long-term staff 
positions, transit operations, law enforcement, and 
bicycle racks for carpools, vanpools, or private vehicles 
are ineligible for ATP funds. 
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PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS 
The application process will be specific to the Regional 
ATP and the Bicycle & Pedestrian program. Generally, 
project sponsors are encouraged to discuss potential 
Regional ATP projects with regional transportation 
planning agency (RTPA) staff. The applicant must submit 
an intent letter identifying any projects for which they 
will apply for funding through the Regional ATP and/or 
Bicycle & Pedestrian program. This statement of intent to 
apply permits the project sponsor to submit a full 
application for the identified project(s), and supplements 
RTPA staff/project sponsor discussion about potential 
projects.  

A Regional ATP Team comprised of representatives from 
the three RTPAs in the region (EDCTC, PCTPA, and 
SACOG) will screen applications for eligibility. 
Applications will be removed from the competitive 
process if found ineligible based on these guidelines.  
Projects not selected for programming in the statewide 
ATP competition, but deemed eligible for the state 
program will be considered; to compete in the regional 
program, applicants will be required to submit a 
supplemental application. The Regional ATP Team will 
forward the eligible applications to the Active 
Transportation Working Group, comprised of experts 
from the following areas: 

Active Transportation Working Group Composition 
 

Expertise  Number 
Land Use Planners  1 

Project Engineers  2 

Bicycle/ Pedestrian 
Planning  

4 
(2 advocates, 

2 planners/ engineers) 

Air Quality  1 

Public Health  1 

Transit  1 

Community Groups  1 

   

Total  11 
The Working Group will be recruited from standing 
advisory committees, multidisciplinary, and represent a 
diverse geography across the region. The Working Group 

is required to review, evaluate, and score the 
applications according to its own process, and will not 
discard any applications submitted to the Regional ATP 
and/or Bicycle & Pedestrian Program. Working Group 
members will not vote or comment on applications from 
their own organizations.  The Working Group prioritizes 
and ranks the projects, according to an iterative process 
that uses both quantitative and qualitative methods. The 
Working Group and/or SACOG staff reserves the right to 
contact applicants during this project selection process 
for additional information. The applicant will be provided 
the opportunity to address the Working Group either by 
phone or during a meeting to address questions related 
to the scope of work, budget, timeline, and performance 
considerations. After collectively evaluating the projects, 
the Working Group members will submit re-evaluated 
application scores to the Regional ATP Team at the 
conclusion of the Working Group review period.  

Following the announcement of the statewide ATP 
awards, the Regional ATP Team will remove any projects 
successful in securing funds through the statewide 
competition from further consideration for the Regional 
ATP. The Regional ATP Team will then use the re-
evaluated application scores to finalize the funding 
recommendation, and will confirm that a minimum 25% 
of available ATP funds are dedicated to projects and 
programs benefiting Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) 
as identified in the State Guidelines. In the event a 
minimum is not obtained, 0-10 points for DAC will be 
applied to the ranked projects until the minimum funding 
level is reached.  Discretion will be placed on the 
Working Group and Regional ATP Team to select a 
comprehensive package of projects. 

PROJECT SCREENING  
To be selected for funding, a project or program must 
meet the following screening criteria: 

1. Infrastructure Project is a planned project 
included in the SACOG Master Plan or the 
Regional Transportation Plan of EDCTC or 
PCTPA. Only under special circumstances 
will an application be considered for a 
project that is not listed in one of these 
sources. 
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2. Non-Infrastructure Project meets at least 
one of two eligibility criteria identified in 
the preceding section. 

3. Project is identified in the project 
sponsor’s intent to apply letter.  

4. Project must be ready for inclusion in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program, with project scope and cost. The 
project application may include the cost of 
preparing environmental documents. When 
project design, right-of-way, or construction 
are programmed before the implementing 
agency completes the environmental 
process, updated cost estimates, updated 
analysis of the project’s cost effectiveness, 
and updated analysis of the project’s ability 
to further the goals of the program must be 
submitted to the appropriate RTPA (EDCTC, 
PCTPA, or SACOG) for re-evaluation 
following completion of the environmental 
process. 

5. Project is eligible for appropriate funding 
sources (i.e., TAP, HSIP, State Highway 
Account funds, State SRTS). 

6. Project meets the minimum dollar amount 
for an infrastructure or non-infrastructure 
project and includes at least an 11.47% 
local match; application is to all project 
categories. 

a. Infrastructure project minimum is 
$282,390 ($250,000 funding request + 
$32,390 local match).  

b. Non-Infrastructure project minimum is 
$56,478 ($50,000 funding request + 
$6,478 local match). 

c. Public agencies applying for funding for 
smaller projects may want to consider 
combining projects to meet the project 
minimum thresholds, or consider a 
larger, multi-year program or project.  

7. Public Participation & Planning. The project 
applicant must demonstrate how a 

community-based public participation 
process resulted in the identification and 
prioritization of the proposed project, and 
include relevant notices and materials. 

8. Partnering with Community Conservation 
Corps. The project applicant must 
demonstrate that the California 
Conservation Corps, or a qualified 
community conservation corps, was sought 
out to participate as a partner to undertake 
the project; or provide demonstration of 
the cost-effectiveness clause 23 CFR 
635.204 and provide the relevant 
documentation.  

9. Project is not part of developer-funded 
basic good practices. The project applicant 
must demonstrate the project complies 
with the policy statement and design 
guidance adopted by FHWA to 
accommodate bicycle and pedestrian travel.   

In addition to how projects address the program goals 
discussed above, the following  are scoring criteria 
considerations that will be used by the Active 
Transportation Working Group to make funding 
recommendations to the Regional ATP Team. .  

PROJECT SCORING  
Projects will be scored based on the criteria described in 
the State ATP guidelines with minor modifications as 
described below. 

Project Performance Outcomes (0-95 points) 
1. Project has potential to increase walking 

and bicycling through targeted strategies: 
increasing access to transit services, 
increasing access to schools, eliminating 
gaps or removing barriers in the 
bicycle/pedestrian network, and completing 
facilities. 0-30 points 

2. Project has the potential to reduce the 
number and/or rate of pedestrian and 
bicyclist fatalities and injuries. 0-25 points 
 

3. Project improves public health through the 
targeting of populations with high risk 
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factors for obesity, physical inactivity, 
asthma or other health issues. 0-10 points 

 
4. Project demonstrates cost effectiveness, 

which is achieved by minimizing projected 
capital and operating expenditures while 
offering strong performance benefits. 0-10 
points 

5. Project provides benefit for a 
disadvantaged community. 0-10 points will 
be applied in the event the 25 percent 
minimum is not met. (Please reference the 
project selection process section.) 

6. Project advances active transportation 
efforts to achieve greenhouse gas reduction 
goals through reducing or shortening 
vehicle trips today and over time, as 
established pursuant to SB 375 and SB 391, 
and demonstrates potential for 
placemaking. 0-10 points 

Other Considerations (0-10 points) 
7. Project sponsor demonstrates good 

performance on past grants and/or federal 
aid projects or programs.  

8. Project sponsor demonstrates readiness to 
move forward with the project on a timely 
schedule (i.e., application includes clear 
schedule, cost, and partnerships to deliver 
the project). 

9. Project applicant demonstrates evidence of 
strong support by stakeholders in the 
community in which the project is located. 

 

FUNDING RECPIENT REQUIREMENTS 
Recipients must submit a quarterly update on all projects 
receiving funding during the 2015 SACOG Programming 
Cycle.  Failure to do so could result in negative impacts 
for future funding rounds.   
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2015 BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN FUNDING PROGRAM:  
SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, YUBA COUNTIES
 

The purpose of this funding program is to provide 
facilities for walking and biking within the cities and 
towns of the Sacramento region, and to provide 
connections between communities. Having more people 
bike and walk for transportation is critical to successfully 
meeting state air quality conformity and greenhouse gas 
reduction goals. Further, the efficiency of a truly 
multimodal transportation system is a key component of 
achieving the goals set forth by the regional Blueprint 
and MTP/SCS.  

In order to help implement the MTP/SCS, SACOG invests 
in bicycle and pedestrian facilities through the biannual 
Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program, adopted by the 
SACOG Board of Directors in September 2003. The 
Funding Program encourages locally-determined 
developments consistent with Blueprint principles, 
MTP/SCS policies and strategies, and local circulation 
plans that prioritize walking, bicycling and transit use as 
primary transportation considerations. 

GOALS AND PRIORITIES 
Capital Project Priorities 

1. Increase access to transit services; 

2. Increase access to schools; 

3. Eliminate gaps in the existing 
bicycle/pedestrian network; 

4. Remove physical barriers in the bicycle and 
pedestrian network;  

5. Facility completion; and 

6. Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  

Non-capital Projects and Programs Goals 

1. Encourage biking and walking through 
public information, education, and 
awareness; 

2. Where needed, perform studies and 
develop plans for capital facilities that 
support the goals stated above; and 

3. Increase the level of public agency staff 
expertise on bicycling and walking. 

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 
The projects eligible for this funding program are derived 
from the Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master 
Plan (Master Plan) which has been amended every two 
years since its initial adoption in 2004. The Master Plan 
provides an expansive set of policies and projects for 
regional bicycle and pedestrian planning efforts, and was 
developed through a working group and approved by the 
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee. 
Projects in the Master Plan that meet the adopted 
funding priorities (Capital Project Priorities) are 
encouraged to apply for this Funding Program. 

Financial support for this program will come primarily 
from federal funding sources expected to be available to 
the region. Federal funding requirements from the 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (MAP-
21) are applicable. Examples of eligible projects include 
multi-use paths, bicycle lanes and routes, sidewalks, 
shoulders, signals, crossings, and other infrastructure 
projects. For capital projects, federal funds may be used 
for construction, preliminary engineering, environmental 
work and design, and/or right-of-way. Non-infrastructure 
projects may include bike/pedestrian planning, 
education, information, and marketing efforts. 

INELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 
Projects and programs that are not eligible include 
facilities that serve only a recreational rather than a 
transportation function; projects in new developments 
that are considered “good practices” according to FHWA 
guidelines; bicycle and pedestrian facility maintenance; 
long-term staff positions; transit operations (except for 
bus services for bicyclists); law enforcement; and bicycle 
racks for carpools, vanpools, or private vehicles. 
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PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS 
The application process will be specific to the Bicycle & 
Pedestrian program and the Regional Active 
Transportation Program (ATP). Generally, project 
sponsors are encouraged to discuss potential Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Program projects with SACOG staff.  

The applicant must submit a letter to SACOG staff 
identifying any projects for which the agency intends to 
apply for funding through the Regional ATP and/or 
Bicycle and Pedestrian program. Informing SACOG staff 
supports effective planning and coordination of project 
evaluation. This statement of intent is required for the 
project sponsor to submit a full application for the 
identified project(s).  

SACOG staff will screen applications for eligibility.  
Applications will be removed from the competitive 
process if found ineligible for federal funds or the project 
does not meet other requirements identified under 
“Project Screening.” SACOG staff will forward eligible 
applications to the Active Transportation Working Group. 

The Working Group will be recruited from standing 
advisory committees, multidisciplinary, and represent a 
diverse geography across the region.  The Working Group 
is required to review, evaluate, and score the 
applications according to its defined process. Working 
Group members will not vote or comment on 
applications from their own organizations. 

Active Transportation Working Group Composition 
 

Expertise  Number 

Land Use Planners  1 

Project Engineers  2 

Bicycle/ 
Pedestrian 
Planning 

 
4 

(2 advocates, 
2 planners/ engineers) 

Air Quality  1 

Public Health  1 

Transit  1 

Community 
Groups  1 

Total  11 

The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the projects, 
according to an iterative process that uses both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. The Working 
Group and/or SACOG staff reserves the right to contact 
applicants during this project selection process for 
additional information. The applicant will be provided 
the opportunity to address the Working Group either by 
phone or during a meeting to address questions related 
to the scope of work, budget, timeline, and performance 
considerations. After collectively evaluating the projects, 
the Working Group members will submit re-evaluated 
application recommendations to SACOG staff at the 
conclusion of the Working Group review period.  

SACOG staff will use the re-evaluated applications to 
finalize the funding recommendation for the Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Program, and will present a unified 
recommendation incorporating all Regional Funding 
Program recommendations to the SACOG Board of 
Directors. Following the announcement of the statewide 
ATP awards and the development of the Regional ATP 
funding recommendation, SACOG staff will remove any 
projects recommended for funds through the State or 
Regional ATP from further consideration for the Bicycle & 
Pedestrian Program, and move up additional projects for 
funding using the Working Group’s prioritized list.  

PROJECT SCREENING 
To be selected for funding from the Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Program, a project or program must meet the following 
screening criteria: 

1. It is included in the Master Plan as a 
planned project. Only under very special 
circumstances will an application be 
considered for a project that is not listed in 
the Master Plan. 

2. Project is identified in the project sponsor’s 
letter of intent to apply.  

3. It must be ready for inclusion in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program, with project scope and cost. The 
project application may include the cost of 
preparing environmental documents. 
However, for projects that will necessitate a 
full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
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the EIS can be funded separately from the 
design and construction of the project 
(which should seek funding in a later round 
of funding). 

4. Project is eligible for appropriate funding 
sources (i.e., CMAQ, RSTP, STIP). 

5. Project meets the minimum project size of 
$282,390 ($250,000 funding award + 
$32,390 local match). Public agencies 
applying for funding for smaller projects 
may want to consider combining projects to 
meet the $282,390 threshold, or consider a 
larger, multi-year program or project. The 
exceptions to this rule are funding for non-
capital projects such as Bikeway Master 
Plans or other projects that would qualify 
for Federal Transit Agency Enhancement 
funds; and for pre-construction-only 
projects, which have a minimum project 
size of $169,434 ($150,000 funding award + 
$19,434 local match).  

6. The project is committed to increasing 
information available about quantifiable 
benefits of bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure and planning efforts (i.e., 
conducting  bicycle and/or pedestrian 
counts both pre- and post-project 
implementation); 

PROJECT EVALUATION 
Projects will be evaluated based on the criteria described 
in the Funding Program Project Priorities, the community 
benefits, and other considerations (described below) that 
will be used by the Working Group and SACOG staff to 
make funding recommendations to the Board.  

Project Performance Outcomes (0-66 points, 11 
points each) 

1. Increase access to transit services; 

2. Increase access to schools; 

3. Eliminate gaps in the existing 
bicycle/pedestrian network; 

4. Remove physical barriers in the bicycle and 
pedestrian network;  

5. Facility completion; and 

6. Reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  

Linking to MTP/SCS (0-10 points 5 points each) 
1. Project supports land use and economic 

development efforts in alignment with the 
MTP/SCS land use vision for the area, as 
described in the SCS and the local general 
and/or specific plan; 

2. Project demonstrates the potential for 
placemaking and VMT reduction by 
supporting bicycle/pedestrian travel as a 
means to achieve the MTP/SCS 
performance goals for the area, as 
described in the SCS and the local general 
and/or specific plan; 

Community Benefits (0-12 points, 4 points each) 
1. Project demonstrates the community need 

and community benefits qualitatively 
and/or quantitatively; 

2. Project improves safety/security for 
bicyclists and pedestrians, and includes 
documentation of safety issues (if 
applicable); 

3. Project design is context-sensitive and 
appropriate for surrounding environment. 

Other Considerations (0-12 points) 
1. Project sponsor’s demonstrated readiness 

to move forward on a timely schedule (e.g., 
application includes a clear schedule, cost, 
risk to project, etc.); 

2. Sponsor agency’s commitment to 
implement the project, as evident by non-
SACOG source funding commitments 
and/or inclusion in local policy documents; 

3. Projects improving access to and around 
schools and/or transit provide 
demonstrated evidence of strong support 
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by affected schools and/or transit agencies 
(e.g., a letter of partnership from the 
affected agency);  

4. Inter-community projects offer evidence of 
strong support by all local jurisdictions 
where the project is located, and include 
commitment to land use planning 
consistent with regional Blueprint 
principles; 

5. Project demonstrates cost effectiveness, 
which is achieved by minimizing projected 
capital and operating expenditures while 
offering strong performance benefits; 

6. Sponsor agency’s historical performance in 
delivering federal aid projects (e.g., 
following federal rules, STIP guidelines, 
delivery timeliness, etc.); 

7. Application follows content  requirements. 

 

FUNDING RECPIENT REQUIREMENTS 
Projects awarded funding through the 2015 Regional 
Funding Programs must provide quarterly project status 
updates to appropriate SACOG staff in order to ensure 
successful project delivery. 
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2015 COMMUNITY DESIGN FUNDING PROGRAM:  
SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, YUBA COUNTIES 

The Community Design Program was established in 
2003 by the SACOG Board of Directors to provide 
financial assistance to implement the principles of 
the Blueprint Project: mixed land uses, 
transportation options, housing choice, compact 
development, use existing assets, quality design, 
and natural resource protection. The program 
offers funding for transportation projects by local 
jurisdictions that implement these principles, but 
only in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba Counties.  

GOALS AND PRIORITIES 
Projects must conform to some of the seven regional 
Blueprint Principles (more detail on SACOG’s website 
at www.sacog.org/regionalfunding/betterways.pdf): 

1. transportation choices; 

2. housing diversity;  

3. compact development;  

4. mixed land uses;  

5. use of existing assets;  

6. natural resource protection; and   

7. quality design. 

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 
All projects must be federal aid eligible and primarily lead 
to or include construction. Projects must be eligible for 
CMAQ, RSTP or STIP funds (unless the project is 
submitted in the non-competitive category, which would 
receive SACOG-managed funds).   

Generally speaking, federal aid eligible projects are those 
that significantly contain transportation infrastructure in 
public right-of-ways.  Activities or tasks within the project 
must be categorized as “construction”, “environmental”, 
“design” or “right-of way.”  Pure planning activities are 
generally not considered an eligible use for the 

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

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

• Street corridor revitalization towards more 
pedestrian-oriented activities; 

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

• Pedestrian improvements in public right-of-
ways; 

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

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

• Transit stop amenities such as shelters, 
restrooms, and benches. 

One critical distinction is that federal aid projects must 
be for project elements that are considered “over and 
above” those that are standard requirements if there is a 
development associated with the project.  For instance, if 
a private development is going in, and the project seeks 
Community Design funds for street improvements, the 
improvements must go beyond the jurisdiction’s 
“standard” requirements for that associated 
development.  The private developer may be required to 
put in sidewalks and crosswalks, but federal aid could 
pay for textured crosswalks, landscaped medians and 
other elements that enhance the pedestrian experience 
but are not standard conditions of approval.  
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Project Selection Process 

The application process remains the same as in prior 
rounds. Two committees will be involved in the review 
and selection process: the SACOG/Caltrans Review Team 
and the Community Design Working Group (Working 
Group). The SACOG/Caltrans Review Team is composed 
of SACOG and Caltrans staff, and possibly staff from 
other agencies who are familiar with federal 
transportation funding requirements. The Working 
Group is comprised of staff and appointed 
representatives from geographically diverse areas of the 
region recruited through SACOG’s staff-level regional 
advisory committees (e.g., Planners Committee, etc.).  

Community Design Working Group 
Composition 

 
Expertise  Number 
Land Use Planners  3-5 

Project Engineers  1-2 

Bicycle/ Pedestrian 
Planning  

1 
 
 

Air Quality  1 

Urban Design  1 

Transit  1 

Community Groups 
Transportation 
Demand 
Management 

 
1 
1 
 

Total  10-13 
 
SACOG staff encourages potential applicants to discuss 
possible projects. Applicants must submit a pre-submittal 
letter to SACOG describing  the project, and  the 
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team will reply with a letter 
stating whether the project is eligible and any 
foreseeable concerns the project is raising. If the project 
is determined to be eligible, a full application can then be 
submitted. The Working Group then reviews eligible 
applications and recommends a prioritized project list to 
SACOG staff based on the criteria stated in these 
guidelines. Applicants may be contacted during the 

project selection process and requested to provide up to 
one written email page to clarify questions of the 
Working Group or the SACOG/Caltrans Review Team. 
 
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the applications, 
according to an iterative process that uses both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. For projects 
recommended by the Working Group to be on the 
prioritized list, applicants will meet with the 
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team to ensure the project’s 
scope of work, budget and timeline meet program 
requirements. The Working Group and SACOG/Caltrans 
Review Team recommendations are then provided to the 
SACOG executive team.  
 
PROJECT SCREENING  
Not all projects can be easily determined for eligibility.  In 
all cases, SACOG and Caltrans District 3 Local Assistance 
staff will work directly with each applicant on eligibility. 
For each potential application, an applicant must submit 
a pre-application letter describing the project, and the 
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team will provide a written 
response addressing issues relating to eligibility. 

Capacity to manage a federal-aid project 
In addition, all applicants must have a staff person who is 
trained in federal aid funding management.  In most 
cases, the staff is found in the Public Works 
Departments. Public agencies (cities, counties, and other 
public agencies, such as transit agencies and air quality 
management districts with master funding agreements 
with Caltrans to manage state or federal transportation 
funds) in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties are 
the eligible applicants. 

For those sponsoring jurisdictions that do not have 
internal staff who can manage federal transportation 
funds, they will be required to team up with a local 
agency or hire a qualified consultant in this area.  

Requested project amounts fall into the following ranges: 
$300,000 to $4 million for conventional construction 
projects; $150,000 to $500,000 for conventional pre-
construction (design, engineering, environmental or 
right-of-way activities) projects; $1.5 million to $4.0 
million for construction of Complete Streets projects; and 
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$100,000 or less for non-competitive projects. Applying 
for a non-competitive project precludes the applicant 
from applying competitively within the Community 
Design Program and is limited to SACOG member 
agencies. 

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

EVALUATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE 
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the projects, 
according to an iterative process that uses both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. There are two 
general evaluation criteria used by the Working Group 
and SACOG/Caltrans Review Team to determine whether 
a project will be recommended for funding.  The two 
review committees will consider the projects based on 
the two criteria stated below. Additionally, this funding 
cycle, a renewed emphasis will be placed on the 
applicant’s ability to demonstrate that the land use 
changes claimed by the project will be reliable.   

Criterion #1:  How well does the proposed project 
promote the seven regional Blueprint Project Principles? 

o transportation choices – encouraging 
people to walk, ride bicycles, carpool or 
ride the bus, light rail or train. 

o housing diversity- providing a variety of 
places where people can live – 
apartments condominiums, 
townhouses, and single family 
detached houses.  

o compact development – creating 
environments that are more compactly 
built and use space in an efficient but 
more aesthetic manner that can 
encourage more walking, biking and 
public transit use.  

o mixed land uses – building homes near 
or with other uses, such as business or 
commercial areas that create active, 
vital neighborhoods.   

o use of existing assets – focusing 
development in communities with 
vacant land or intensifying 
development of underutilized land that 
can make better use of public 
infrastructure, including roads.  

o natural resource protection – 
preserving and maintaining open 
spaces and natural places and 
agricultural lands by encouraging 
energy-efficient design and land use, 
water conservation and storm water 
management.  

o quality design – how the built 
environment is developed, the 
relationship to the street, and how 
buildings are oriented, which all 
contribute to a community’s 
attractiveness and how likely residents 
are to walk, bike or have a sense of 
community pride.  
 

Criterion #2:  How realistic is this project to be 
implemented within the program timeline? 

Although these criteria have a high degree of 
subjectivity, the evaluation committee is comprised of 
peer professionals who are experienced in evaluating 
project performance and deliverablity. SACOG staff will 
review the recommendations from the review 
committees of all three programs and take them into 
account for the full recommendation package sent to the 
board.  

FUNDING RECPIENT REQUIREMENTS: 

All program fund recipients must expend the project 
funds within three years if programming funds are 
available in the 2015-16 or 2016-17 fiscal years.   If not, 
use of program funds is extended to match available 
programming capacity.  

Recipients must submit a quarterly update on all projects 
receiving funding during the 2015 SACOG Programming 
Cycle.  Failure to do so could result in negative impacts 
for future funding rounds.   
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2015 REGIONAL/LOCAL FUNDING PROGRAM:  
SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, YUBA COUNTIES
 

The Regional/Local Program is SACOG's largest 
competitive program.  The emphasis of the program is to 
fund projects that will help implement the MTP/SCS by 
providing regional benefits.  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.  This is 
accomplished through the funding of capital and lump 
sum projects included in the 2012 MTP/SCS, asset 
management planning and projects, and the 
development of shelf-ready projects. 

GOALS AND PRIORITIES 
In September 2009, the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) Board of Directors approved 
several policy considerations for the Regional/Local 
Funding Program that have been applied to subsequent 
Funding Rounds. The 2015 Funding Round has revised 
these policies as informed by feedback from prior cycles 
and new policy direction from 2016 MTP/SCS update 
committee dialogues:  

1. EMPHASIZE COST-EFFECTIVE 
PROGRAMMING DECISIONS 
The constrained federal and state funding environment 
calls for placing an even greater emphasis on making the 
most cost-effective programming decisions, which is 
achieved by maximizing performance outcomes and 
minimizing project costs.    Priority will be given to 
projects for which the sponsor has already funded the 
initial phases with its own resources (i.e., environmental, 
design and/or right-of-way).   

2. FIX IT FIRST: ASSET MANAGEMENT AND 
MAINTAINING A STATE OF GOOD REPAIR 
Local and state transportation budgets are strained 
under the weight of stagnant revenues, the loss of gas 
tax buying power and growing deferred maintenance 
costs, reducing the ability of member agencies to operate 
and maintain existing facilities and services.  The 2015  

 

Regional/Local Program will continue to focus regional 
support on the maintenance of federal-aid eligible 
transportation facilities.  Investment priorities include fix 
it first projects that address: 

o complete streets/corridors elements that serve  
an existing or forecasted demand. 

o innovative cost-effective practices to extend the 
life of existing assets, such as the use of recycled 
asphalt or rolling stock rehabilitation. 

o planning and budgeting studies to better 
manage existing assets, such as Pavement 
Management Systems and Transit Asset 
Management Plans. 

 

3. FOCUS ON SMALL OR MEDIUM-SIZED 
CAPITAL PROJECTS 
 The Regional/Local Funding Program is an important 
source of capital funding.  As in past funding cycles, 
capital projects providing regional benefits have been 
awarded funds through the Regional/Local program.  A 
challenge for this policy priority is the limited number of 
projects that can be funded if the programming revenue 
is severely constrained.  For the federal and state funds 
that are available, the emphasis will be on small- and 
medium- sized projects. 

4. LEVERAGE REGIONAL FUNDS FOR NEAR-
TERM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT  
Funding from competitive programs likely to appear in 
the near future need to have “shelf ready” capital 
projects that are deliverable and thereby ready to utilize 
funding.  A relatively small but strategically allocated 
portion of the total revenue may go to early project 
development efforts for projects included within the next 
10 years of the 2012 MTP/SCS. 
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ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES 

Any projects listed in the MTP/SCS or a lump-sum project 
category are eligible.  Any project eligible under the 
Community Design Program can apply without any 
maximum cost limitations, but will only be evaluated in 
the context of the Regional/Local program. Projects 
applying for the State or Regional  ATP or the Bike & 
Pedestrian program will not be considered.  

PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS 
The application process has changed significantly from 
the last  Regional/Local Program to increase 
transparency and external agency involvement.   

A Regional/Local Working Group will review all pre-
submittal letters and applications to draft a 
recommended list of prioritized projects to submit to 
SACOG staff for consideration.  Working Group members 
will include SACOG and external agency staff who will 
evaluate letters and applications against their 
performance outcome area of expertise. 

Pre-submittal letter for review by Working Group: 
Applicants must submit a pre-submittal letter to SACOG 
prior to submitting a full application.  The Working Group 
will reply with a letter indicating:  
a. whether the project is eligible or ineligible to apply,  
b. any foreseeable concerns with the project’s scope of 
work, budget, and timeline; and  
c. feedback on the potential strongest performance 
outcomes of the project. 

 
Full applications prioritized by Working Group: 
A full application must be submitted to SACOG staff for 
preliminary screening; applications are then forwarded 
to the Working Group.                               
 
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the projects, 
according to an iterative process that uses both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. The applicant will 
be provided the opportunity to address the Working 
Group either by phone or during a meeting to ensure the 
scope of work, budget, timeline, and performance 
outcomes meet program requirements and achieve high 
performance outcomes.  The Working Group will 

recommend a list of prioritized projects to SACOG staff 
for review. 

SACOG staff will review all applications against screening 
criteria, project performance outcomes, and Working 
Group recommendations to recommend projects to the 
SACOG Board for funding. 

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

All of the following conditions must be met for a project 
to proceed in the programming process. Failure to meet 
each screening consideration will eliminate the project 
from further consideration.   

1. The project must be currently listed in the 
MTP/SCS or a lump-sum project category. Non-
exempt projects must align with SACOG’s air 
quality conformity and greenhouse gas 
objectives. 

2. The project must be scheduled to begin 
construction no later than FFY 2021 with 
preliminary engineering and environmental 
analysis scheduled within three years. 

3. The project costs and schedule estimates for 
environmental, engineering, ROW and start-up 
construction must be believable, based on 
standards for similar projects. 

4. The project sponsor must have a track record 
that demonstrates technical capacity and 
reliability for similar projects. 

5. A request for construction funding must 
demonstrate that environmental, engineering 
and ROW will be ready by the time funds are 
requested, and the financial capacity for 
ongoing operations and maintenance. 

6. The project must be consistent with complete 
streets requirements (as applicable; 
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EVALUATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE 
There are seven general evaluation criteria used by the 
review committees and SACOG staff to determine 
whether a project will be recommended for funding.  The 
following performance outcomes will be used to evaluate 
projects submitted to the Regional/Local Funding 
Program: 

1. A regional reduction in VMT per capita; 
2. A regional reduction in congested VMT per 

capita; 
3. An increase in multi-modal travel/alternative 

travel/choice of transportation options; 
4. Provide long-term economic benefit within the 

region, recognizing the importance of sustaining 
both the 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 improve the efficiency of the existing 
transportation system. 

Special considerations: 
1. Special consideration will be given to agencies 

submitting a joint-proposal project; in other 
words, a project that can demonstrate multi-
jurisdictional participation and benefits will 
receive some level of priority. 

2. Special consideration will be given to agencies 
submitting a project for which the agency has 
already funded the initial phases with its own 
resources (i.e., environmental, design and/or 
right-of-way). 

3. Special consideration will be given to projects 
that maximize the use of available federal and 
state funds. 

FUNDING RECPIENT REQUIREMENTS 

Recipients must submit a quarterly update on all 
projects receiving funding during the 2015 

SACOG Programming Cycle.  Failure to do so 
could result in negative impacts for future 
funding rounds.   
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Attachment E

State Active Transportation Program Regional Active Transportation Program Bicycle & Pedestrian Funding Program Community Design Funding Program Regional/Local Funding Program
Statewide

Draft guidelines released California Transportation Commission - January 22, 2015 Regional Planning Partnership- February 25, 2015 Regional Planning Partnership- February 25, 2015 Regional Planning Partnership- February 25, 2015 Regional Planning Partnership- February 25, 2015

Final guidelines approved/ call 
for projects released

California Transportation Commission - March 26, 2015

SACOG Board-April 16, 2015
California Transportation Commission - May 27, 2015
SACOG CEO issues call- post California Transportation 
Commission action

SACOG Board- April 16, 2015 SACOG Board- April 16, 2015 SACOG Board- April 16, 2015

Applications due June 1, 2015 June 19, 2015 June 19, 2015 June 30, 2015 June 25, 2015

Award recommendation 
announced

California Transportation Commission - September 15,  
2015

Regional Planning Partnership- August 26, 2015
Adjusted September 15, 2015

Regional Planning Partnership- October 7, 2015 Regional Planning Partnership- October 7, 2015 Regional Planning Partnership- October 7, 2015

Award recommendation 
approved

California Transportation Commission - October 22, 
2015

SACOG Board - October 29, 2015
California Transportation Commission - December 9, 
2015

 SACOG Board- December 10, 2015  SACOG Board- December 10, 2015  SACOG Board- December 10, 2015

Goals/Objectives

Statutory goals include: 
• Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking 
and walking.
• Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized 
users.
• Advance the active transportation efforts of regional 
agencies to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals as 
established pursuant to Senate Bill 375 and Senate Bill 
391.
• Enhance public health, including reduction of 
childhood obesity through the use of programs 
including, but not limited to, projects eligible for Safe 
Routes to School Program funding.
• Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in 
the benefits of the program.
• Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many 
types of active transportation users.

The purpose of this funding program is to increase and 
attract active transportation users and provide facilities 
for walking and biking in urban, suburban, and rural 
portions of the region and to provide connections 
between them. The program is responsive to the 
statutory goals described in the State Active 
Transportation Program.

This program seeks to support the efforts of local 
agencies to construct infrastructure with walking, 
bicycling, and transit use as primary transportation 
considerations, and to provide facilities for walking and 
biking within and between the communities of the 
Sacramento region

This program seeks to promote the implementation of 
the SACOG Blueprint Principles through the construction 
of improvements in the public right-of-way that support:  
• housing options, 
• transportation choices, 
• mixed land uses, 
• compact development, 
• preservation of natural resource lands, and
• utilization of existing resources and quality design.

This program seeks to fund projects that provide 
regional benefits and that develop and maintain the 
regional transportation network by implementing 
projects included in the earlier years of the MTP/SCS.

Opportunities for Streamlining Project sponsors in the six-county area are encouraged 
to utilize the streamlined process to apply to the State 
Active Transportation Program and Regional Active 
Transportation Program with one application.

Project sponsors in the six-county area are encouraged 
to utilize the streamlined process to apply to the State 
Active Transportation Program and Regional Active 
Transportation Program with one application.

Project sponsors in the four-county area are encouraged 
to utilize the streamlined process to apply to the State 
Active Transportation Program, Regional Active 
Transportation Program, and Bicycle & Pedestrian 
Funding Program with one application.

Project sponsors in the four-county area are encouraged 
to adapt unsuccessful Affordable Housing & Sustainable 
Communities Program application concepts for this 
program, as appropriate.

Project sponsors in the four-county area are encouraged 
to adapt unsuccessful Affordable Housing & Sustainable 
Communities Program application concepts for this 
program, as appropriate.

Minimum/Maximum Funding 
Request

$250,000 minimum/no maximum request Infrastructure projects: $250,000 minimum/no 
maximum request
Non-infrastructure projects: $50,000 minimum/no 
maximum request

Capital projects: $250,000 minimum/no maximum 
request
Pre-construction-only projects: $150,000 minimum/no 
maximum request
Non-capital projects: $50,000 minimum/no maximum 
request

Three award categories  within the program: 
1) Conventional:  $300,000 to $4 million; pre-
construction $150,000-$500,000 
2) Complete Streets focus: $1.5 million-$4 million, 
3) Non-Competitive: maximum $100,000. 
Historically, for construction projects:  $500,000 to $4 
million

Capital projects do not have minimum or maximum 
project size.

Estimated Funding Available 
for Programs

Fund estimate to be adopted by California 
Transportation Commission on March 25, 2015; 
anticipated $179,550,000 available.

Fund estimate to be adopted by California 
Transportation Commission on March 25, 2015; 
anticipated $9,615,000 available.

Anticipated $11-13 million, based on prior cycles.
Fund types: CMAQ, RSTP, STIP, SMF
Fund estimate to be finalized by SACOG Board of 
Directors in August 2015.

Anticipated $17-19 million based on prior cycles but 
highly subject to change
Fund types: CMAQ, RSTP, STIP, SMF
Fund estimate to be finalized by SACOG Board of 
Directors in August 2015.

Anticipated $98-$112 million, based on prior cycles.
Fund types: CMAQ, RSTP, STIP
Fund estimate to be finalized by SACOG Board of 
Directors in August 2015.

Match requirements No match required, though leveraging of additional 
funds is encouraged.

11.47% match for all projects 11.47% match for all projects 11.47% match for projects in competitive category; 10% 
for non-competitive category projects

11.47% match for all projects

*Dates linked to standing committees are subject to change.

Important dates*

Program Description

Program Details

Eligible Geographies Six-County Region:  El Dorado & Placer Counties
Four-County Region: Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, & Yuba Counties
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