Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Thursday, April 5, 2018 at 1 p.m.
SACOG Board Room, 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 Banks, Flores, Janda, Jankovitz, Neu, Spokely, West, Vice Chair Frost, and
Chair Onderko
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.
Action:
1. Minutes of the March 1, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Meeting
(Kacey Lizon) (Estimated time: 2 minutes)
2. Green Region Plan (Raef Porter) (Estimated time: 10 minutes)
Information:
3. 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)
Land Use Scenario (Jennifer Hargrove) (Estimated time: 30 minutes)
4. Housing Scope of Work (Greg Chew) (Estimated time: 10 minutes)
5. 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Sounding
Board Meeting Summary (Monica Hernandez) (Estimated time: 2 minutes)
6. Draft Regional Funding Round: Framework (Garett Ballard‐Rosa) (Estimated time: 15
minutes)
7. Draft Regional Funding Round Programming Targets (Matt Carpenter) (Estimated time:
10 minutes)
8. Envision a Hunger‐Free California Act of 2018 (David Shabazian) (Estimated time: 10
minutes)
9. Regional Futures Forum | April 30 Elected Official Convening (Monica Hernandez)
(Estimated time: 3 minutes)
Receive & File:
10. Rural‐Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) 2.0 Luncheon (Estimated time: 0 minutes)
11. Blueprint Implementation Activities (Estimated time: 0 minutes)
12. Civic Lab Update (Estimated time: 0 minutes)
13. Flood Protection Summary and Advocacy (Estimated time: 0 minutes)
14. 2018 May is Bike Month Campaign Update (Estimated time: 0 minutes)
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Other Matters
Adjournment
Next committee meeting: Thursday, May 3, 2018
This agenda and attachments are available on SACOG’s website at www.sacog.org. SACOG is accessible to the
disabled. As required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and
Regulations adopted in implementation thereof, a person who requires a modification or accommodation, auxiliary
aids or services in order to participate in a public meeting, including receiving this agenda and attachments in an
alternative format, should contact SACOG by phone at 916‐321‐9000, e‐mail (contact@sacog.org) or in person as
soon as possible and preferably at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Parking is available at 15th and K Streets.

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-1.
Subject: Minutes of the March 1, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources
Committee Meeting (Estimated time: 2 minutes)

Ac on: Es mated Time Prepared by: Anne Abad
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Should the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee approve the March 1, 2018, meeting
minutes?

2. Recommendation:
Approve the minutes of the meeting as submitted.

3. Background/Analysis:
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on March 1, 2018.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Attached are the minutes of the March 1, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
meetings for approval.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
March Minutes 2018

ACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES

The SACOG Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on March 1, 2018, in the
Sacramento & American Rivers rooms on the Third Floor of the Meridian Plaza Building
located at 1415 L Street, Sacramento, CA at 1:30 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Onderko called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.

ROLL CALL: Present:

Directors Banks, Jankovitz, Flores, Spokely, West, Vice Chair Frost,
and Chair Onderko

Absent:
1.

Directors Janda and Neu

Minutes of the February 1, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting
Upon motion by Director Banks, seconded by Director Flores, and unanimously carried,
the minutes of the February 1, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee meeting
were approved without any changes.

2.

Contract on FHWA Resiliency and Durability to Extreme Weather Pilot Program
Grant
This item was removed from the agenda by staff.

3.

Rural-Urban Connections Strategy 2.0 Strategy Development
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by David Shabazian,
SACOG staff, and Daniel Kaufman, consultant from Third Plateau. Director Banks
requested to review the survey that will be provided to stakeholders for input. Director
Frost requested a copy of the groundwater recharge report.

4.

Update Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transportation (SECAT) Guidelines
to Promote Low Carbon Transportation
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Matt Carpenter, SACOG
staff, Tim Taylor, SMAQMD, and Kristian Damkier, SMAQMD. Director Banks
requested that the air district work with fire departments to implement the SECAT
program with their agencies.
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5.

2018 SACOG Regional Flexible Funding Round: Calendar and Concepts
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Garett Ballard-Rosa,
SACOG staff.

6.

Green Region Framework
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Raef Porter, SACOG
staff. Vice Chair Frost asked staff to include senior citizens as a “disadvantaged
community”.

7.

Senate Bill 375 Target Update
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Bruce Griesenbeck,
SACOG Staff.

8.

2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) / Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS) Land Use Forecast Status
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Jennifer Hargrove,
SACOG Staff.

9.

Housing Workshop Debrief
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Greg Chew, SACOG
Staff.

10.

Regional Peer Benchmarking Project
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Bruce Griesenbeck,
SACOG Staff.

11.

Receive & File: Blueprint Implementation Activities
This was a receive & file item. No staff presentation was made.

Other Matters
There were no other matters discussed.
Adjournment
Chair Onderko adjourned the meeting at 3:25 pm.

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-2.
Subject: Green Region Plan (Estimated time: 10 minutes)

Ac on: Es mated Time Prepared by: Raef Porter
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
There are many state policies and regulations that will require a bigger effort to be made
on the adoption and use of electric and other zero emission vehicles in the region. SACOG
has been able to take advantage of some of the work around the region on electric
vehicles to help achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) emission targets set under Senate Bill
(SB) 375. However, with higher reduction targets and more stringent policies, a
comprehensive approach to creating a cleaner regional transportation system needs to be
taken. Green Region is a plan to provide resources to help move our region's
transportation system to one with fewer emissions. This will help the region achieve GHG
reduction targets, and better align us for additional resources.

2. Recommendation:
That the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee recommend that the SACOG Board of
Directors adopt the Green Region Plan.

3. Background/Analysis:
In the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS), SACOG took a small credit towards its SB 375 targets for regional and local
work that goes above and beyond state-led efforts on the adoption of electric vehicles
(EVs). For the 2020 MTP/SCS Update, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has
assigned SACOG a higher SB 375 target. While the land use and transportation projects in
the MTP/SCS will deliver most of the GHG reduction needed for the plan, additional
reductions from transportation demand management (TDM) programs, and forecasted EV
adoption, will be needed.
In addition, ARB has mandated that all public transit fleet vehicles be zero-emission by
2040. Currently, these vehicles are very expensive, in the range of $800,000 plus. While
there are some state and local incentives that bring that price down, the cost of converting
an entire fleet is very high.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The Green Region Plan outlines programs aimed at reducing vehicle emissions, and
moving our region toward a zero emission future. There are three main goals that the
Green Region programs work toward. The first goal is to bring existing and new partners
together to work on our cleaner region's transportation by concentrating resources on
specific projects. The second goal is to showcase our region's ability to come together and
create a zero emission system that the state will take interest in helping to fund. The third
goal is to work with existing efforts at SACOG and around the region to create an
equitable approach to meeting our air quality and GHG goals.
The plan includes programs in five topic areas:
Disadvantaged communities
Personal vehicles
Shared rides and vehicles
Public and private microtransit
Medium and heavy duty vehicles
The projects in the plan cover a three-year period, and largely focus on electric vehicles
and the technology required to charge them.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There will be a fiscal impact from the implementation of the Green Region Plan.
Depending on the funding dedicated to the plan through the flexible funding round, the
impact could be as high as $12 million. These dollars will be spent on local projects that
will help the region achieve GHG targets, create a cleaner transportation system, and
hopefully position us for more state funds to leverage local projects.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
Dra Green Region Plan

Attachment

Green Region Plan
a. Executive Summary
The Green Region Plan advances our region’s transportation system, putting it on a path to zero by
emitting fewer emissions. The plan offers cost effective investments that address mobility needs while
also improving air quality. There are many efforts underway in the region on adopting cleaner vehicles,
influencing the choices people make about transportation, and insuring the full system is operating
effectively and efficiently. The Green Region Plan is an attempt to bring together the various partners,
both public and private, that are working toward this same goal.
The Green Region Plan is a collection of projects that work together to help make our region the region
with the most robust system of clean transportation options in America. The Plan has three main goals:

1. Concentrated investment in electrification of the region’s transportation fleet to demonstrate
technologies and our region’s interest in a zero emission transportation future.
2. Showcase the region’s ability to coalesce around clean transportation technology and signal to
the state of California that we know how to effectively invest in clean transportation, and we
should receive additional funds to further this goal.
3. Work with other programs around land use, transportation demand management, smart cities
and infrastructure, and equitable access for all in a cohesive and comprehensive way that helps
our region achieve its air quality and greenhouse gas emission goals.

The Plan focuses on five program areas, each of which are explained in more detail in this plan:
disadvantaged communities | personal vehicles | shared rides and vehicles | public and private
microtransit and shuttles | medium and heavy-duty fleets.
While the idea for Green Region was sparked at SACOG, it was inspired by the complimentary and
related efforts of multiple agencies. The idea of the Green Region Plan is to coordinate with and
leverage the efforts of those partner agencies. There a many productive efforts at moving the region
toward a more sustainable and cleaner form of transportation. SACOG will work with its partner
agencies on these efforts and to implement the programs outlined in the Plan.
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Green Region Plan
I.

Description of Programs

Program Area: Mobility for Disadvantaged
Communities
Mobility Hubs in disadvantaged communities
Program Objectives

What's already
on the ground
$5,000,000

What is still
needed annually
$1,440,000

Providing targeted incentives, education, and outreach to populations that
have been underserved will insure equity in the Green Region plan. This project
will pilot an all EV mobility hub in a selected community.

Action Steps
a. Work with SACOG Board of Directors and partner agencies to identify criteria
for selection of community for the e-mobility hub pilot.
b. Work with SACOG member jurisdictions to identify a community for the pilot
based on criteria set forth in step a.
c. Solicit for a vendor to conduct all phases of the e-mobility hub pilot, which
includes: outreach to community stakeholders and residents, marketing of the
e-mobility hub, creating educational materials, creating a menu of e-mobility
options suited for the hub, and administering the pilot.
d. Run program with selection vendor.
e. Evaluate the success of the e-mobility pilot based on goals identified by the
pilot community, and the SACOG Board of Directors. Determine if additional
year or e-mobility hubs are to be implemented.
f. Incorporate measures for equitable access in all Green Region programs,
including access for low-income, seniors, and people of color.
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Program Area: Personal Vehicles
Create an EV charging program for public charging as part of
the funding round
Program Objectives

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually1

$3,000,0002

$6,000,000

Using the data from the SACOG Board-adopted regional EV infrastructure plan,
TakeCharge, fund priority locations for publicly available DC Fast Charging
stations through regional flexible funds.

Action Steps
a. Coordinate with SACOG member jurisdictions on preferred DC Fast Charger
locations in each jurisdiction.
b. Solicit bids and select vendor for DC Fast charging infrastructure.

c. Solicit bids and select vendor for DC Fast Charger installations.

d. Work with electrical utilities on identifying locations with capacity to support
DC Fast Chargers.
e. Solicit interest from potential host locations at or near priority locations
identified in step a, and select locations within each jurisdiction.
f. Purchase and install DC Fast Chargers at selected locations, numbers based on
available funding.

1

This number represents what the full build-out of the project would cost, on an annual basis. This
is in addition to what is already being done, and includes the efforts Green Region will make
toward these funding goals.
2
The City of Sacramento was selected as the first Green Cities by Electrify America under the ARB
descent decree with Volkswagen, and will spend $44 million on EV infrastructure, vehicles, and
education.
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Program Area: Shared Rides and Vehicles

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually

$1,000,000

$3,530,000

Fund a regional EV car share program
Provide Assistance for EVs in regional car rental companies
EVs in TNC fleets and analyze use of TNCs in the region
Program Objectives

Acquire a fleet of EVs as demonstration vehicles for car share, rental
companies, and TNCs on a three year basis.

Action Steps
a. Solicit for and select vendor to provide EVs, vehicle maintenance, vehicle
branding, and fleet telematics
b. Solicit for and select a vendor to provide insurance on EVs from step a, if
necessary
c. Solicit for and select vendor to provide parking and charging for EVs in step a, if
necessary
d. Work with car rental companies throughout the region to include the EVs from
step a in their car rental fleet at a reduced rate. Target high profile rental
locations like airports, trains stations, and downtowns / city centers.
e. Solicit for and select a vendor to manage a car share program that operates in
the SACOG region with EVs acquired in step a. This could be the same vendor
selected in step a.
f. Work with Transportation Network Companies operating in the region on a
program for their drivers to use the EVs acquired in step a at a reduced cost to
the driver.
g. Evaluate the success of the overall program and determine if a second cycle is
needed, and if so, scale the program as necessary
h. If needed, sell the EVs from the first three year period. Either use funds for the
second cycle, or fund another program.
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Program Area: Public and Private
Microtransit and Shuttles
Provide incentives for EV shuttles in public fleets
Bring private microtransit providers using EVs into the region
Program Objectives

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually

$0

$1,500,000

Currently, there is not a cost-effective option for an electric or zero emission
medium sized, or “cutaway”, bus. Therefore, this program will focus on 12passenger microtransit service, where EV technology currently exists.

Action Steps
a. Work with SACOG staff and transit providers to determine what services could
be meet with a 12-passenger electric van/shuttle, and based on demand and
land use patterns conducive the transit ridership, determine candidate areas.
b. Solicit for and select a vendor to provide 12-passenger electric vans/shuttles.
c. Provide incentives in addition to the National Transportation Database
incentives to public fleet operators on the use of electric vans and shuttles for
their services.
d. Work with existing microtransit providers on bringing electric microtransit
services to the SACOG region.

Program Area: Medium and Heavy Duty
Vehicle Fleets
Plan and provide funding for zero emission buses and
required fueling infrastructure

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually

$3,000,000

$156,500,000

Light, medium, and heavy duty ZEV fleets
Program Objectives

TOTAL

This is an extension of the SECAT program, with a specific focus on public
transit operators, and continued use of SECAT for non-transit fleets.

What's already
on the ground
$12,000,000

What is still
needed annually
$168,970,000
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Green Region Plan
II.

Potential Funding Scenarios
Annual Green
Region funding
(High)

Annual Green
Region funding
(Medium)

Annual Green
Region funding
(Low)

Annual state
funding ask

Create an EV charging
program for public
charging as part of
the funding round

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$750,000

$4,000,000

Fund a regional EV
car share program

$1,000,000

$500,000

$250,000

$1,800,000

Provide Assistance
for EVs in regional car
rental companies

$80,000

$40,000

$20,000

$0

EVs in TNC fleets and
analyze use of TNCs
in the region

$650,000

$325,000

$250,000

$0

Provide incentives for
EV shuttles in public
fleets, and bring EV
microtransit services
into the region

$1,000,000

$500,000

$350,000

$500,000

Plan and provide
funding for zero
emission buses and
required fueling
infrastructure

$4,500,000

$2,250,000

$1,000,000

$100,000,000

Light, medium, and
heavy duty fleets

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$750,000

$50,000,000

$440,000

$220,000

$150,000

$1,000,000

$11,670,000

$5,835,000

$3,520,000

$157,300,000

Program

Mobility Hubs in
disadvantaged
communities
TOTAL
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Green Region Plan
III. Program Outcomes
Annual Green Region
Program Returns
(High)

Annual Green Region
Returns (Medium)

Annual Green Region
Returns (Low)

Approximately 68
publicly available
chargers per year

Approximately 33
publicly available
chargers per year

Approximately 25
publicly available
chargers per year

Approximately 40 EVs
to be used by car
rental companies, car
share, and TNCs

Approximately 19 EVs
to be used by car
rental companies, car
share, and TNCs

Approximately 9 EVs to
be used by car rental
companies, car share,
and TNCs

Provide incentives for
EV shuttles in public
fleets, and bring EV
microtransit services
into the region

Approximately 8
vehicles and expansion
of existing subsidies to
5 years.

Approximately 4
vehicles and expansion
of existing subsidies to
5 years.

Approximately 4
vehicles and expansion
of existing subsidies to
2 years.

Plan and provide
funding for zero
emission buses and
required fueling
infrastructure

This is an extension of
the SECAT program,
with a specific focus on
public transit
operators, and would
replace approximately
45 vehicles

This is an extension of
the SECAT program,
with a specific focus
on public transit
operators, and would
replace approximately
22 vehicles

This is an extension of
the SECAT program,
with a specific focus on
public transit
operators, and would
replace approximately
10 vehicles

Light, medium, and
heavy duty fleets

This is an extension of
the SECAT program for
non transit fleets, and
would replace
approximately 20
vehicles

This is an extension of
the SECAT program for
non transit fleets, and
would replace
approximately 10
vehicles

This is an extension of
the SECAT program for
non transit fleets, and
would replace
approximately 8
vehicles

One e-mobility hub
with vehicles, bikes,
education and
marketing, and
incentives.

One e-mobility hub
with vehicles, bikes,
education and
marketing.

One e-mobility hub
with vehicle and bikes.

Program
Create an EV charging
program for public
charging as part of the
funding round
Fund a regional EV car
share program
Provide assistance and
incentives for EVs in
regional car rental
companies
EVs in TNC fleets and
analyze use of TNCs in
the region

Mobility Hubs in
disadvantaged
communities
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Green Region Plan
IV. Schedule
Create an EV charging program for public charging as part
of the funding round
a.
Finalize priority locations
b.
Solicit EVSE bids
c.
Solicit installation bids
d.
Work with utilities
e.
Solicit for host locations
f.
Purchase and begin installations
Fund a regional EV car share program
Provide Assistance for EVs in regional car rental companies
EVs in TNC fleets and analyze use of TNCs in the region
a.
Acquire EVs
b.
Solicit insurance provider
c.
Solicit for parking and charging
d.
Car rental fleets
e.
EV car share program
f.
TNC fleets
g.
Program evaluation
h.
Sell EVs (if needed)

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Provide incentives for EV shuttles in public fleets
Bring private EV microtransit providers into the region
a.
Inventory service needs
b.
Solicit for EV shuttles
c.
Public EV shuttle incentive
d.
Solicit for new shuttle services

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22
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Green Region Plan
Schedule (continued)
Plan and provide funding for zero emission buses and
required fueling infrastructure
Transit focused SECAT

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Light, medium, and heavy duty ZEV fleets

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Non-Transit SECAT
e-Mobility hubs in disadvantaged communities
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

e-Mobility hub selection criteria
e-Mobility hub selection
Vendor solicitation
Run program
Program evaluation
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-3.
Subject: 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (MTP/SCS) Land Use Scenario (Estimated time: 30 minutes)

Informa on: Es mated Time Prepared by: Jennifer Hargrove
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Each update of the MTP/SCS includes an update of the land use forecast—an estimate of
where future development is likely to occur. Staff proposes an approach to developing the
land use forecast for the 2020 MTP/SCS that starts with a Discussion Draft Land Use
Scenario.

2. Recommendation:
Staff will present a draft approach for creating a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario. This
will lead to an approach for creating a Discussion Draft Transportation Scenario. This
information item will be presented to the Committee for input and discussion.

3. Background/Analysis:
Staff is proposing that we use the learnings from the past MTP/SCS scenarios to set
guardrails that will be used to create one land use scenario for the 2020 MTP/SCS. This
would be a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario used for testing and analyzing the new
policy topics identified in the Policy Framework, such as autonomous vehicles, congestion
pricing, next generation transit, and cost-benefit strategies. In March 2018, the Committee
heard that the California Air Resources Board is recommending that the greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions reduction target that SACOG must meet with the MTP/SCS is being
changed from -16 percent to -19 percent. Our current MTP/SCS meets its -16 percent
target by a very narrow margin so we know that the land use forecast and transportation
project list in the current MTP/SCS will not achieve a new -19 percent target. Staff would
like to narrow in on a single Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario to allow for more testing
and learning related to transportation policies and innovations that could help us achieve
the new GHG target. A draft approach for a Discussion Draft Transportation Scenario will
define the process and analysis we will use to update the transportation project list. A key
input to creating a transportation scenario is land use. Because transportation serves land
use, the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario is created first and will be used as an input
to the Discussion Draft Transportation Scenario. The approach for creating a Discussion

Draft Transportation Scenario will be presented to the Board in June 2018.
In December 2017, the Board adopted regional growth projections for 2040 for use in the
2020 MTP/SCS. The land use forecast is the allocation of those regional 2040 projections
to subareas of the region: jurisdiction and subareas of jurisdictions called community
types. In addition to a 2040 land use forecast, the MTP/SCS will include a land use
forecast for 2035 because that is the Senate Bill (SB) 375 benchmark year for measuring
greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction. The chart below shows the growth planned in the
current MTP/SCS land use forecast from 2012 to 2036, and the growth planned in the
2020 MTP/SCS for the periods 2016 to 2035 and 2016 to 2040.
Regional Totals
Housing Units
Employees

2016 MTP/SCS 2020 MTP/SCS 2020 MTP/SCS
Growth from 2012 Growth from 2016 Growth from 2016
to 2036
to 2035
to 2040
285,000
224,000
260,000
439,000
197,000
248,000

The overarching challenge in preparing the land use forecast is to estimate, as realistically
as possible, the amount, type, and location of growth for the next two-plus decades so
that a transportation system can be planned and built to serve that growth, while
maximizing the positive benefits for the region and its residents.
Background on 2016 MTP/SCS Scenarios
Since the Blueprint, SACOG has adopted scenario planning as a data-driven way to
examine a wide range of alternative growth and transportation patterns for the region.
Scenario planning was used in the Blueprint project and in every subsequent MTP/SCS
update. The current 2016 MTP/SCS land use forecast was created after analyzing three
different land use and transportation scenarios. Each scenario planned for the same
regional total of people, jobs, and homes, were fiscally constrained to the same
transportation budget, and all represented a reasonable range of possible futures. They
varied principally by how much housing and transportation choice they created. These
three scenarios were used to test the effect of different regional land use and
transportation investment packages on land use, travel, and air quality policy objectives.
The scenarios were designed to be realistic—based on the most recent regulatory,
demographic, and market trends. The scenarios ranged from Scenario 1 (highest amount
of outward development and corresponding roadways expansion) to Scenario 3 (highest
amount of infill development and corresponding maintenance of the existing transportation
system, new transit, and multi-modal infrastructure), with a Scenario 2 in the middle. The
transportation investments of these scenarios were designed this way because we know
from the Blueprint and subsequent national studies of land use pattern and travel behavior
that low density development is best served by auto-oriented investments (roadways), and
medium to higher density development is best served by transit, walking, and bicycling
infrastructure.
Attachment A provides a detailed description of the transportation and land use inputs into
the three scenarios and their performance outcomes.
2016 MTP/SCS Scenario Outcomes
We learned that Scenario 3, which had the most infill, most housing choice (including

higher density homes), most jobs and homes near transit, was the scenario that performed
the best in terms of the outcomes measured in the MTP/SCS. Scenario 3 had the biggest
reduction in vehicle miles traveled and congestion, the biggest increase in walking, biking,
and transit use, the highest access to jobs and amenities, the biggest reduction in
greenhouse gas emissions, and the lowest consumption of natural resource lands. The
adopted 2016 MTP/SCS land use forecast performs in between Scenario 2 and Scenario 3
in terms of most of the land use inputs and performance outcomes.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Approach to a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario
Staff proposes to create a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario that aims to maintain, or
improve, the performance outcomes of the current plan, including meeting the new GHG
reduction target. To meet these outcomes, we must start from land use inputs that are
comparable to or better than what is in the current plan. From a land use perspective, our
previous MTP/SCS scenario analysis provided some key takeaways about our ability to get
the quality of life outcomes we want to see in the future and achieve our GHG reduction
target:
1) The balance of growth between infill and greenfield matters. Infill
development utilizes and invests in existing public infrastructure, shortens travel
distances between destinations, encourages more walking, biking, and transit trips,
brings new investment into older suburban corridors, and helps to conserve our
natural resources and agricultural lands. A scenario with more growth in infill areas
than in greenfield areas will revitalize older suburban corridors and downtowns, and
is essential to maintaining or improving the plan’s performance.
2) The diversity of the housing stock matters. A variety of housing choices,
such as apartments, townhouses, and single-family detached homes on varying lot
sizes, creates opportunities for the variety of people who live in them: families,
singles, seniors, and people with special needs. This issue is of particular concern
for people with very low-, low-, and moderate-income, for whom finding affordable
housing close to work is challenging. We know existing housing stock is
overwhelmingly made up of large-lot single-family homes because much of it was
built at a time when a high percentage of our population was made up of married
couples with children. This is no longer the majority demographic today or in the
future: our demographic forecasts tell us we will see significant increases in the
number of singles living alone and in the number of households headed by someone
65 years or older. We have a mismatch between the diversity of our households and
our housing stock. A scenario with a large percentage of the new homes in other
housing types will meet future demand, offer more housing choice in the future than
exists today, and is essential to achieving the performance goals of the plan.
3) The timing of development and the rate of absorption in Developing
Communities matters. A traditional residential greenfield development pattern
starts with construction of homes first, then eventually, after enough homes are
built, construction of some neighborhood-serving retail, schools, transit, etc. Until
the neighborhood reaches a critical mass of homes (which varies by community), a
lot of people living in these Developing Communities will likely be driving relatively

long distances for many of their daily activities. While most of the Developing
Communities proposed in our region are Blueprint supportive in their plans for jobs,
services, transit, and other public amenities, those non-residential components—the
components that create complete communities—are usually built after most of the
homes are constructed. That means the transportation benefits of a Developing
Community don’t show up until the jobs, services, transit, and other public amenities
start showing up. Uncoordinated new growth, characterized by small amounts of
development across a large number of spread out Developing Communities could
increase vehicle miles traveled and congestion if the homes are not contributing to a
better jobs-housing balance for the area. A scenario with fewer Developing
Communities that are more built-out will provide housing choice and maintain or
improve the plan’s performance.
Proposed Framework for a Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario
The two most important land use inputs to maintain or improve from the current plan are
the balance of growth between community types and the housing type diversity. Below is a
table showing the land use inputs from the three scenarios analyzed in the 2016 plan, the
adopted 2016 plan, and the range staff is proposing to use to create a Discussion Draft
Scenario for the 2020 MTP/SCS. Attachment B provides background information on the
Community Types used in the MTP/SCS and the various housing types discussed in the
MTP/SCS.
The proposed Discussion Draft Scenario is targeting a range between the current
MTP/SCS and Scenario 3 that was analyzed during the development of the current
MTP/SCS. Because Scenario 3 performed better than the MTP/SCS, but the current
MTP/SCS performed better than Scenario 2, keeping the inputs of the Discussion Draft
Scenario between the current plan and Scenario 3 is a way to maintain or improve the
performance of the current plan.
Target Land Use Inputs for a Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario
Land Use Inputs
Scenario
Scenario Scenario Current
Proposed
1
2
3
MTP/SCS Discussion
Draft
Scenario
2035 and
2040
Share of new homes in 49%
56%
63%
58%
58-63%
Established and Center
and Corridor
Communities
Share of new homes in 47%
42%
36%
40%
36-40%
Developing
Communities
Share of new homes in 4%
2%
1%
2%
1-2%
Rural Residential
Communities
Share of new homes in 39%
28%
24%
29%
24-29%
large-lot single-family
homes

Share of new homes in 61%
small-lot single-family
and attached homes

71%

76%

71%

71-76%

This target range of land use inputs would be for both a 2035 and 2040 land use forecast.
The range provides flexibility, but also stays within the land use parameters we have
previously tested. In other words, a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario that has a land
use pattern within this target range would set us up for the best possible outcomes from a
land use perspective: achieving Blueprint land use principles within the reality of current
and future market and regulatory conditions.
In 2017, staff presented a Regional Progress Report to the Board. The Progress Report
shows that our most recent development trend is not in line with the housing targets
proposed for the Discussion Draft Scenario. We recognize that implementation is the most
important part of the plan and believe that despite recent trends, the region can in
fact change development trends in the next twenty years. For SACOG's part, the MTP/SCS
will need stronger implementation-focused policies and strategies. More on this will be
presented under a separate item on SACOG’s Housing Strategy, which is also being
presented to the Committee this month.
Methodology for creating the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario
These target land use inputs provide an important foundation for the MTP/SCS land use
forecast. However, many additional factors are taken into consideration when creating the
land use forecast. SACOG’s process for creating a land use allocation, whether for
alternatives scenarios, a Discussion Draft Scenario, or a preferred scenario, considers
many policy, regulatory, and market factors that can affect the location, type, and rate of
development, starting first and foremost with each adopted and proposed land use plan
identified and inventoried in consultation with local agency planning staff. Last month,
staff provided a draft report of the growth capacity in local plans. The report showed that
the sum of development capacity in local plans far exceeds the demand we are projecting
by 2040 in the MTP/SCS.
This inventory of land use plans forms the basis for allocating housing and employment
growth spatially within a jurisdiction. The decision on how much and what kind of housing
and employment to allocate is based on an analysis of other policy, regulatory, and market
factors. These data are particularly important in assessing development readiness of
specific plans and master plans, which, unless they are under construction, inevitably
require some amount of local, state or regional entitlement plus infrastructure
improvement required in order to begin construction. The following is a sample list of
factors considered in the estimation of growth within subareas of a jurisdiction: status of
local, state and federal entitlement applications, as applicable; past housing permit activity
in the vicinity of the project; major infrastructure requirements; developer readiness to
pursue entitlement and construction; proximity to job centers and services; and housing
product mix. These and additional factors are described in detail in Attachment C. Not all
of these factors are easily quantifiable; SACOG considers factors about each area in
relative terms. In other words, for any given development factor (e.g., major infrastructure
requirements), all projects are evaluated relative to each other. Attachment C also provides
a summary of the initial research staff has done on some of these development factors.
Additionally, while the build out capacity presented to the Committee last month assumes

maximum build out of every parcel, the land use forecast does not. The land use forecast
does consider environmental constraints such as wetlands, vernal pools, and oak
woodlands, as well as market constraints such as parcel size, and the fact that not every
parcel builds to the maximum allowed density or intensity. The effect of this evaluation is
a filtering of projects that are more likely and less likely to build during the course of the
plan update, followed by how much growth can be expected.
The process and resulting preliminary draft growth estimate consider each jurisdiction
individually. However, the MTP/SCS growth projections are created for the region, so each
jurisdiction must also be considered as a share of the regional economy. To do this, the
preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate is analyzed and adjusted to achieve the regional
projections for housing and employment growth by considering: the jurisdiction’s share of
regional housing and employment today compared to historical share, what it will be in
the future, and what the basis is for the changes; how quickly or slowly the jurisdiction
has grown in the past relative to the regional average growth rate and relative to other
jurisdictions in the same market area and/or of similar size; how adopted and proposed
plans might change the jurisdiction’s growth rate from past trends; the amount of growth
assumed in the market area; and the jobs/housing ratio today compared to the
jobs/housing ratio for the estimated growth. This overall process is described in more
detail in Attachment D.
Next Steps
Pending changes or suggestions from the Committee on this proposed approach for
creating a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario for 2035 and 2040, these are the next steps
in the process:
Staff will share a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario
with member agencies. Local agency planning and
public works staff will have a six-week review period to
provide any comments on the Discussion Draft Land
Use Scenario. Because the Discussion Draft Land Use
Scenario will affect decisions made in the Discussion
Draft Transportation Scenario, we will ask both
planning and public works staff to review.
Staff will share the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario
with the MTP/SCS Stakeholder Sounding Board.
Staff will bring a proposed approach for creating a
Discussion Draft Transportation Scenario to the
Committees in June.
Staff will bring information back to Board on the
various policies we are testing with the Discussion
Draft. The analysis and policy discussions are all to
inform a framework for a draft preferred land use and
transportation scenario for Board consideration in
November.
Staff will hold public workshops on policy trade-offs
that the Board will be considering as part of the
November framework for a draft preferred land use and
transportation scenario. More information on the

April 2018

May 2018
June 2018
June 2018
–
October
2018
August
2018

workshops will come to the Committees in June.
Board action on Framework for a Draft Preferred Land
Use & Transportation Scenario.

November
2018
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Attachment A
Description of 2016 MTP/SCS Land Use and Transportation Scenarios
A total of three scenarios were identified for analysis during the development of the 2016 MTP/SCS.
The land use components of the scenarios were designed in a progression from most dispersed
development pattern to least dispersed development pattern; the corresponding transportation
components followed a progression of most auto-oriented transportation system to most multimodal transportation system. The scenarios are described according to this progression in below. All
scenarios analyzed accommodate the same amount of regional growth: 811,000 new people,
439,000 new jobs, and 285,000 new housing units. The table below summaries the land use and
transportation characteristics of each scenario and the performance outcomes. Additional
descriptions of each scenario are provided below the table.
Comparison of Scenarios
Land Use Characteristics
Share of homes in Center & Corridor
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in Established
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in Developing
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in Rural Residential
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in rural residential and
large-lot single-family1 homes
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in small-lot, singlefamily1 homes
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in attached homes1
(percent of homes)
Gross Acres of development1,4
(percent increase in developed acres from
2012)
Jobs Housing Ratio (within 4 miles of
primary and secondary jobs centers)
Regional Average = 1.2
Transportation Attributes
Road Lane Miles2

2012
Baseline

Adopted
2016
MTP/SCS

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

107,718

86,167

57,359

89,830

12%

30%

20%

31%

36%

686,075

78,750

81,147

68,597

75,648

76%

28%

29%

25%

27%

31,422

114,836

165,101

154,682

143,139

3%

40%

47%

42%

36%

78,237

5,143

13,325

4,896

4,382

9%

2%

4%

2%

2%

577,299

83,335

111,652

82,232

65,140

64%

29%

39%

28%

24%

72,612

83,031

79,547

68,227

11%

26%

29%

28%

23%

225,029
25%

128,954
45%

90,597
32%

123,371
43%

151,665
53%

718,356

47,563

75,622

48,777

37,350

n/a

7%

11%

7%

5%

1.16

1.26

1.28

1.27

1.26

2012
Baseline

Adopted
2016
MTP/SCS

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario
3

7,680

8,070

101,173

6,340

Scenario
3
102,027

7,840

7,570

1
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(new or expanded roads lane miles,
percent increase from 2012)
Transit Service
(vehicle service hours, percent increase
from 2012)
Funding for transit ($ in billions)
Farebox Recovery
(percent of transit costs recovered by
ticket sales)
Funding for road, bike and ped
maintenance and operations ($ in
billions) 8
Funding for new road capacity ($ in
billions) 8
Funding for bike/ped street and trail
improvements ($ in billions) 8
Funding for programs (community
design, tdm, etc.) ($ in billions) 8
Performance Outcomes
Square miles of farmland converted to
development6
(4,158 square miles of farmland in 2012)
Square miles of vernal pools affected by
development7
Total number of homes near highfrequency transit3
(share of all homes near high-frequency
transit)
Total number of jobs near highfrequency transit3
(share of all jobs near high-frequency
transit)
Jobs within 20-minute drive of residence
(200,100 jobs in 2008)
Vehicle miles traveled to jobs centers
(Commute VMT per worker at jobs
centers)
Trips by transit, bike or walk to jobs
centers
(Transit/bike/walk commute tips per
worker at jobs center)
Mode share for transit, walking and
bicycling5
Percent of all person trips
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)5

n/a

24%

31%

27%

23%

8,400

6,230

7,910

9,190

n/a

122%

54%

109%

143%

n/a

$10.6

$10.7

$11.30

$13.7

38%

38%

38%

41%

51%

n/a

$12.60

$10.90

$11.50

$11.00

n/a

$5.80

$8.70

$7.40

$6.70

n/a

$2.80

$2.80

$2.80

$3.00

n/a

$1.70

$1.50

$2.20

$1.70

2012
Baseline

Adopted
2016
MTP/SCS

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario
3

n/a

58

93

61

45

n/a

6

7

5

2

442,915

320,857

463,487

463,492

37%

27%

39%

39%

631,958

531,091

583,963

570,756

27%

42%

40%

44%

43%

199,100

272,7000

253,500

260,100

267,800

20

17.1

17.3

17.5

15.7

7%

17%

19%

15%

22%

10%

13%

12%

12%

14%

17.6

17.2

16.0

3,780

141,862
16%
243,773

18.0

17.0

Per capita per day
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Vehicle miles traveled in heavy
4%
6%
5%
6%
5%
congestion
(percent of total VMT: 6% of total VMT in
2008)
Weekday passenger vehicle CO2
n/a
-16%
-11%
-13%
-18%
emissions9
(percent change per capita from 2005)
1
Values shown are for growth assumed in the MTP/SCS between 2012-2036, except in 2012 where values are
total for 2012.
2
Values represented are for new or expanded roads in the MTP/SCS between 2012-2036, except for the 2012
scenario where values are total for 2012.
3
Values represented are total (in 2012 scenario values are total for 2012 and in all other scenarios the value is
existing plus new growth).
4
Except for 2012 acres which represent net acres, for which roads and other public uses have been excluded.
5
Values for the scenarios were adjusted to account for changes to forecasting model made since the
workshop, in order to make the comparable to the current baseline and proposed MTP/SCS results.
6
A generalized analysis of impacts to farmland was conducted for the scenarios based on all Farmland
Monitoring and Mapping Program categories; the same method was applied to the proposed MTP/SCS to
allow for comparison.
7
A generalized analysis of impacts to vernal pools was conducted for the scenarios using Central Valley
Vernal Pool Complexes (Holland, 2009); the same method was applied to the proposed MTP/SCS to allow for
comparison.
8
Proposed MTP/SCS budget allocations have been re-calculated to match the same categorical
classifications as the workshop alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, 3).
9
The greenhouse gas emissions reduction target approved by the CARB for the SACOG region is a 16 percent
per capita GHG reduction below 2005 levels by 2035.

Scenario 1
Scenario 1 assumes the same growth and transportation investment as the proposed MTP/SCS, but
with less compact development and less focus on maintaining and improving the current
transportation system. Overall this scenario is the most dispersed and provides the fewest housing
and transportation options.
Land Use Pattern
Compared to the other two scenarios and the proposed MTP/SCS, this scenario provides the most
amount of large lot single family and rural residential new housing, the least amount of growth
through infill and redevelopment, and the least improvement in jobs-housing balance within subareas of the region. Specifically, 61 percent of the new homes are small-lot or attached and just over
half (51 percent) of the new homes are located in Developing or Rural Residential Communities,
which is significantly higher than the other scenarios. Scenario 1 has the largest growth footprint,
consuming almost 76,000 acres of land.
Transportation
Compared to the other two scenarios, Scenario 1 has a higher amount of funding for, and the largest
number of, new roads and road expansion projects. Scenario 1 has significantly lower investments in
road maintenance and transit than the other two scenarios. This is largely due to the more dispersed
land use pattern.
Scenario 2
Scenario 2 was constructed to be consistent with the growth patterns and transportation investment
priorities of the 2012 MTP/SCS. The growth in population, jobs, and homes is slightly less as a result
of a new base year, but the total population, jobs, and housing achieved by Scenario 2 by 2036 is the
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same as the 2035 totals used in the 2012 MTP/SCS. Projected revenues for transportation
investments and funding allocations are consistent with the 2012 MTP/SCS. This scenario assumes
the same housing and employment growth as the proposed MTP/SCS, but distributes the growth
differently as described below. Overall, this scenario would be less dispersed than Scenario 1, but
slightly more dispersed than the proposed MTP/SCS.
Land Use Pattern
The percentage of the new housing that is rural residential, large-lot single-family, small-lot singlefamily, and attached; the amount of new growth that is projected to occur through infill versus
greenfield development; the proportion of housing and jobs growth expected to occur through
redevelopment; and the jobs-housing balance within major sub-areas of the region are all the same
under Scenario 2 as under the proposed MTP/SCS. Compared to Scenario 1, this scenario would
have a higher share of new compact housing (71 percent), more growth in TPAs and fewer developed
acres due to a more compact development pattern. This is in part due to a higher percentage of new
homes in Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities, when compared to
Scenario 1. In contrast, compared to Scenario 3, this scenario has less compact housing, less growth
in TPAs, and more acres developed. This scenario has the same percentage of large-lot versus
compact (small-lot or attached) housing as the proposed MTP/SCS. However, the proposed
MTP/SCS has more housing in infill versus greenfield areas, and improves the jobs-housing balance
within major sub-areas of the region when compared to this scenario.
Transportation
The transportation system for Scenario 2 matches the investment priorities in the 2012 MTP/SCS. The
percentage of the budget dedicated to operations and maintenance, transit, new road capacity,
bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and programs is the same as the current 2012 plan. This
scenario would have more transit service, including more new BRT, streetcar, and light rail service
than Scenario 1. Scenario 2 would have a 109 percent increase in transit service from 2012. It also
would have more bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and fewer new roads and road expansions,
than Scenario 1. These differences in the transportation system would support a more compact
development pattern. Scenario 2 has more new roads and road expansions, and less transit service
than in Scenario 3 and the proposed MTP/SCS, as those scenarios have a more compact
development pattern than Scenario 2.
Scenario 3
This scenario assumes the same growth as the proposed MTP/SCS, but with more compact and
mixed land uses. Overall this scenario would be less dispersed than the proposed MTP/SCS. During
the 2012 MTP/SCS scenario development process, the SACOG Board wanted to analyze a scenario
(Scenario 3) that maximized transit ridership for the purposes of gaining an understanding of what
would be required to generate a high increase in transit ridership. That Scenario 3 from the 2012
MTP/SCS was the basis for this scenario. Scenario 3 and Scenario 1 are bookends to Scenario 2 in
terms of analyzing land use and transportation options. To achieve this level of transit performance
for Scenario 3, land use assumptions were made that go beyond the federal requirements of what is
reasonable to assume. For instance, the scenario relies on a higher amount of attached housing,
especially near transit, than the market and financial incentives currently will support. Additionally,
Scenario 3 includes a high funding allocation for transit and relies on an exceptionally high farebox
recovery rate, which are unlikely to occur under current operations.
Land Use Pattern
Scenario 3 has the highest percentage of new compact housing (76 percent) and the smallest
development footprint in comparison to the proposed MTP/SCS and the scenario scenarios
described above. This scenario would have the highest percentage of new homes in Center and
Corridor Communities and the least amount of new growth in Developing Communities and Rural
Residential Communities.
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Transportation
Because it has the least dispersed development pattern, this scenario has the highest amount of bus
and rail projects of all of the scenarios and would increase transit service (vehicle service hours) by
143 percent from 2012. It also has the highest amount of bicycle and pedestrian projects, and the
fewest new roads and road expansions.
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COMMUNITY TYPES
CENTER & CORRIDOR COMMUNITIES
Land uses in Center and Corridor Communities are
typically higher density and more mixed than
surrounding land uses. Centers and Corridors are
identiﬁed in local plans as historic downtowns, main
streets, suburban or urban commercial corridors, rail
station areas, central business districts, or town centers.
They typically have more compact development
patterns, a greater mix of uses, and a wider variety of
transportation
infrastructure
compared
to
the
communities surrounding them.
Some have frequent transit service, either bus or rail, and
all have pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure that is
more supportive of walking and bicycling than other
Community Types.

ESTABLISHED COMMUNITIES
Established Communities are typically the areas adjacent
to, or surrounding, Center and Corridor Communities.
Many are characterized as “ﬁrst tier,” “inner ring,” or mature
suburban communities. Local land use plans aim to
maintain the existing character and land use pattern in
these areas. Land uses in Established Communities are
typically made up of existing low- to medium-density
residential neighborhoods, oﬃce and industrial parks, or
commercial strip centers. Depending on the density of
existing land uses, some Established Communities have
bus service; others may have commuter bus service or
very little service. The majority of the region’s roads are in
Established Communities in 2012 and in 2036.
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COMMUNITY TYPES
DEVELOPING COMMUNITIES
Developing Communities are typically, though not always,
situated on vacant land at the edge of existing urban or
suburban development; they are the next increment of urban
expansion. Developing Communities are identiﬁed in local
plans as special plan areas, speciﬁc plans, or master plans and
may be residential-only, employment-only, or a mix of
residential and employment uses.
Transportation options in Developing Communities often
depend, to a great extent, on the timing of development. Bus
service, for example, may be infrequent or unavailable today,
but may be available every 30 minutes or less once a
community builds out. Walking and bicycling environments
vary widely though many Developing Communities are
designed with dedicated pedestrian and bicycle trails.

RURAL RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITIES
Rural Residential Communities are typically located outside of
urbanized areas and designated in local land use plans for
rural residential development. Rural Residential Communities
are predominantly residential with some small-scale hobby or
commercial farming. Travel occurs almost exclusively by
automobile and transit service is minimal or nonexistent.

LANDS NOT IDENTIFIED FOR DEVELOPMENT
These areas of the region are not expected to develop to
urban levels during the MTP/SCS planning period. Today,
these areas are dominated by commercial agriculture,
forestry, resource conservation, mining, ﬂood protection, or a
combination of these uses. Some have long-term plans and
policies to preserve or maintain the existing “non-urban” uses;
however, some are covered under adopted or proposed plans
that allow urban development and/or are included in the
adopted Blueprint vision for future growth.
2
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Housing Types
Attached Residential
Single-family or multifamily
housing that shares
common walls with another
unit. This could include
housing types like
townhomes, duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes,
apartments, or condos.

Small-Lot Residential
Single-family detached
housing that is typically one
to two stories and built on
lots 5500 square feet or
smaller.

Large Lot Residential
Single-family detached
housing that is typically one
to two stories and built on
lots 5500 square feet or
larger.

Rural Residential
Single-family housing
typically located outside of
urbanized areas, built at a
density less than or equal to
one unit per acre.
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Attachment C: Factors Considered in Updating the MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast

MARKET

POLICY

REGULATORY

Description of projects assumed to have
Regulatory/Policy the highest likelihood to build within 20
and Market Factors
years

Attachment C

Middle range of conditions

Description of projects assumed to have
the lowest likelihood to build within 20
years

Local Entitlements

Specific Plan approved, Annexation
complete (if required), Tentative Map(s)
in process

Range of conditions includes: projects that are approved but still need annexation; projects
approved but no tentative maps submitted; projects approved but have unsettled lawsuit;
projects currently in process; projects in pre‐application

No current entitlement activity;
identified by general plan or SOI as
future growth area

State/Federal
Entitlements

Approved

Range of conditions includes: projects that are not yet approved but in process; projects
participating in an HCP or NCCP; projects with no significant resource issues

Significant, unresolved resource issues

Air Quality

In SCS with lower VMT than average for
Developing Communities

Range of conditions includes: projects that are in the SCS with average VMT; projects in the SCS
with higher than average VMT; projects not in the SCS with lower than average VMT; projects
not in the SCS with average VMT

Not in SCS with above average VMT for
Developing Communites

Regional Plans and
Policies

Consistent with 2012 MTP/SCS and
Blueprint

Range of conditions includes: projects in MTP/SCS and partially consistent with Blueprint;
projects in MTP/SCS and not consistent with Blueprint; projects consistent with Blueprint and
not MTP/SCS; projects partially consistent with Blueprint and not in MTP/SCS

Not consistent with 2012 MTP/SCS or
Blueprint

Proximity to Job
Centers

Close proximity to a regional jobs center

Range of conditions includes: projects partially within 4 miles of a regional job center; projects
within 4 miles of a secondary job center; partially within 4 miles of a secondary job center

Significant distance from any job
center(s)

Housing Mix

Mix of housing types including mostly
small‐lot and attached

Range of conditions includes: projects that have a mix of housing types including small‐lot and
attached housing at varying amounts; projects that are primarily large‐lot residential because
they are in more rural areas

All large‐lot single‐family where higher
densities could be supported (i.e more
urban or suburban locations)

Market Area
Saturation

Range of conditions includes: projects in areas with high market demand and high number of
Historically high market demand and
approved or pending projects in market area; projects in areas with average market demand and
limited number of approved or pending
a high number of approved or pending projects in market area; projects in area with lower
projects in market area
market demand and a high number of approved or pending projects in market area, but have a
unique factor that could significantly change the market demand for the area

Historically low market demand and a
high number of approved or pending
projects in market area

Adjacency

Adjacent to existing urban development
or has significant borders with a city
Range of conditions includes: projects that are adjacent to existing development at varying rates
boundary or areas designated for future
urban development

Less than 10% adjacent with existing
urban development,a city boundary or
areas designated for future urban
development

Developer Activity

Transportation
Infrastructure

Other Infrastructure
(sewer, water, flood
control, etc)

Range of conditions includes: very active to active, single or multiple ownerships with no
development history; single or mulitple ownerships with varying levels of activity and some
projects completed in the region; single or mulitple ownerships with varying levels of activity
and no history of completed projects in or outside the region

Not active, single or multiple ownership,
no completed projects in the region

No major or regional infrastructure
needed or infrastructure is fully funded

Range of conditions includes: projects that have some infrastructure, but need more; projects
that can build some before significant infrastructure investment is needed; projects that need
significant infrastructure and have funding

Significant infrastructure needed and
not funded or not yet defined

No major or regional infrastructure
needed of infrastructure is fully funded

Range of conditions includes: projects that have some infrastructure, but need more; projects
that can build some before significant infrastructure investment is needed; projects that need
significant infrastructure and have funding

Significant infrastructure needed and
not funded or not yet defined

Very active, single ownership or
experienced ownership partnerships,
multiple completed projects in region
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Summary of Research on Factors Influencing Development
Staff is updating research from the 2016 plan on a variety of development factors in order to have the
most up-to-date information for the 2020 plan. Since this research directly informs the land use
scenario process, which will begin this month, staff is providing a brief summary on the findings of the
research to date and how each factor is likely to affect the regional land use scenarios.

Inventory of Adopted and Proposed Local Land Use Plans: This is the basis for all MTP/SCS scenario
development. The current inventory shows that there is significantly more residential and employment
capacity planned than projected demand. This was shared with the Committees in March.

Floodplains and Levee Improvements: Local governments within floodplains are working toward
compliance with state and federal floodplain regulations. The timing of funding and construction of
levee improvements is one factor that may influence the timing of construction of land development
projects in these jurisdictions.

Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans Development: With the exception
of the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, the HCPs and NCCPs in the region continue to be
under development. Two major conservation plans that cover much of the new development areas
being contemplated in the MTP/SCS are the Placer County Conservation Plan and the South
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan. Both plans are currently anticipated to be adopted in 2018.
Several development projects located within the HCPs/NCCPs subject to Clean Water Act and
Endangered Species Act permitting requirements have previously received or currently pursuing their
independent permits. For the purposes of scenario development, federal and state permit status are
assumed to affect timing of development.

Water Supply: Staff is still researching this topic but information gathered during the development of
the 2016 MTP/SCS indicates that long term (20-year) water supply is not likely to be a limiter of
growth. Rather, the factors that would have the greatest effect on the timing of development projects
are the timing of financing and construction of new treatment, storage and conveyance facilities
needed for new development areas, and consideration of the amount of development that could be
built before significant investments in water infrastructure are needed. Staff is still gathering
information on the timing aspects of water infrastructure (i.e., which projects have sufficient water
supply and infrastructure available such that a large percentage of a project could be constructed in
the next four years).

Housing Market Trends: A housing market trends white paper was written to support the 2012 and 2016
MTP/SCS. Research is underway to update the literature review for that paper. A review of literature to
date on local and national housing market and demographic trends, as well as consultation with the
development industry, points to a continuation of the trends identified in the 2016 paper. One of the
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major driving forces for this MTP/SCS update is the cost of housing: what are the housing product
types that homebuyers and renters can afford. For the purposes of scenario development, this affects
the type and location of new housing that will likely be produced. Staff presented to the Committees
in February a briefing on the status of housing production in the region and will present the major
findings of the housing market white paper in May to the Land Use and Natural Resources Committee.
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Methodology for MTP/SCS Jurisdiction-Level Land Use Allocation
Last updated: March 15, 2018

Purpose: The purpose of this document is to provide specific information about how jurisdiction-level
growth allocations are developed for MTP/SCS land use scenarios.
1.

Creating Jurisdiction Growth Estimates

SACOG’s process for creating a land use allocation begins with creating housing and employment growth
estimates by jurisdiction. The following is a description of how SACOG creates housing unit and
employee scenario allocations for a jurisdiction in the MTP/SCS.
a.

What do base line and historic residential and employment growth trends indicate about a
jurisdiction’s potential long-term growth?

First, SACOG assembles all of the numerical data considerations available and relevant to each
jurisdiction. This data is not intended to be definitive; it is the best available useful information that is
considered as part of the analytical process that leads to the jurisdictional growth estimates. This
includes jurisdiction-level summaries of:
•

•

•

•

Baseline data
o

Total number of housing units and employees today (2016);

o

Jobs/Housing ratio today (2016);

o

Percent of regional growth share for housing units and employees today (2016).

Historic reference data
o

Annual, five-year average and ten-year average historic residential building permits;

o

Percent of regional five-year and ten-year residential permits;

o

An extrapolation of the five-year and ten-year building permit averages to estimate 20162040 housing unit growth if those past trends defined the future;

o

Historic county-level employment estimates from State of California Employment
Development Department;

o

Employment estimates from past SACOG MTP and MTP/SCS base years (2004, 2008,
2012);

o

Percent of regional employment estimates from past SACOG MTP and MTP/SCS base
years (2004, 2008, and 2012);

Capacity data
o

General Plan and specific plan capacity for housing units and employees;

o

How close existing housing units and employees are to reaching the capacity estimate
(how close the jurisdiction is to build-out today);

o

Mix of planned employment uses; mix of planned residential uses.

MTP/SCS data

Methodology for MTP/SCS Jurisdiction-Level Land Use Allocation
Last updated: March 15, 2018

Attachment D

o

Housing units and employees assumed in the last MTP/SCS;

o

Regional share of growth of housing units and employees in the last MTP/SCS;

o

Job/Housing ratio in the last MTP/SCS;

o

A projection of housing unit and employee growth based on percentage share of growth
from the current MTP/SCS applied to the new regional growth forecast.

While local land use plans have a strong influence on the estimated growth pattern, it is more accurate
to state that they are the start, not the end, of the process. There are many reasons for this, but
essentially the sum of all local policies and regulations never yields a growth pattern exactly consistent
with the projected amount of employment and housing growth for the entire region. For example, the
current sum of adopted and proposed local plans can accommodate 60 to 70 years of residential and 90
to 110 years of employment growth compared to the 24-year growth rate of the 2020 MTP/SCS update.
Additionally, the time horizons of general plans seldom exactly match the time horizon for an MTP/SCS.
All of these plans and regulations are also likely to change many times throughout the planning horizon
of the MTP/SCS. So assuming that they are, in effect, frozen for two or more decades on the date the
MTP/SCS is adopted is not likely to be accurate. For this reason, other policy, regulatory and market
information is gathered and analyzed.
b.

What other policy, regulatory and market factors might influence the location, shape, and pace
of growth within a jurisdiction?

Next, for each jurisdiction SACOG gathers and considers a number of other policy, regulatory and market
factors that can affect the location or rate of development, not all of which are easily quantifiable in a
spreadsheet. In addition to local land use plans, other data are gathered and used to assess
development readiness of specific plans and master plans, which, unless they are under construction,
inevitably have some amount of local, state or regional entitlement plus infrastructure improvement
required in order to begin construction.
This information comes largely from local government planning staff at each SACOG member agency,
but can also come from other sources. For additional policy and regulatory factors, SACOG consults with
other governmental agencies such as flood control agencies, local agency formation commissions,
federal and state natural resources agencies, and water agencies. SACOG also reaches out to the
development industry through the MTP/SCS cross-sectoral sounding board to solicit input on the market
and regulatory factors influencing development. Again, data gathered through these interactions are not
intended to be conclusive by themselves; they are part of the information gathered and considered in the
process of creating jurisdictional growth estimates. SACOG considers factors about each project in
relative terms. In other words, for any given development factor (e.g., major infrastructure requirements),
all projects are evaluated relative to each other. The information considered includes:
•

The number and development capacity of greenfield (Developing Communities) and/or infill
opportunities (Center and Corridor and Established Communities) in and around the jurisdiction.
o

For specific plans:


Is the plan approved; and what levels of approval does it have?



Has construction started on the site?



Does the project require annexation through a local agency formation
commission (LAFCo)?



Are there natural resource issues to consider and does the project require
federal and/or state permit(s)?
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Are there development agreements to consider?



Is there pending litigation on the project?



Does the plan help or hinder the region’s ability to attain air quality conformance
under the federal Clean Air Act?



Was the plan part of the last MTP/SCS and is there updated information about
the plan that should be considered?



What type of infrastructure needs to be built to support the development
(wastewater treatment plant, water conveyance, highway interchange, etc.)?



Are there other specific plans in the area and if so what is their entitlement
status?



How competitive is the project’s location in the regional market/how close is it to
job centers and services?



How close is the project to existing urban development and/or how far is it from
urban development in the future?



How does the project’s mix of housing products compare to projected housing
product demand?



How does the project’s mix of employment land uses compare to projected
growth in employment sectors?



How active is the developer(s) in pursuing entitlements?

General Plan land use policies that may influence the timing, shape and location of development:
o

When was the plan adopted?

o

Is the plan currently being updated?

o

What are the land uses, densities, and intensities allowed?

o

Are there policies about mixed-use and/or redevelopment?

o

Are there policies about jobs-housing balance?

o

Are there policies about infrastructure provision?

o

Are there agricultural preservation policies?

•

Major job centers in or near the jurisdiction (existing or proposed)

•

Strength of the current residential market in the jurisdiction’s market area

•

Strength of the commercial, office and industrial markets in the jurisdiction’s market area

•

Major infrastructure or natural resource constraints to building (such as water/sewer capacity,
flooding, habitat issues, etc.)

•

The level of transit service today and planned in the last MTP/SCS
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Combining base line and historic data with policy, regulatory and market factors to create a
preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate.

The jurisdiction-level base line and historic data are used to estimate a jurisdiction’s overall housing and
employment growth. The policy, regulatory and market factors are evaluated to assess which subareas
and projects within a jurisdiction are more likely and less likely to build during the course of the plan
update, and how much of their capacity might be absorbed. Using all of the data and information above,
SACOG creates a preliminary draft allocation of housing and employment growth for each jurisdiction.
d.

Adjusting the preliminary jurisdiction growth estimates to achieve the regional projections for
housing and employment growth.

The process described in steps 1a through 1c and resulting preliminary draft growth estimate consider
each jurisdiction individually. However, the MTP/SCS growth projections are created for the region, so
each jurisdiction must also be considered as a share of the regional economy. The MTP/SCS land use
forecast is bounded by SACOG’s regional growth forecast. For the 2020 MTP/SCS, this equates to 260,000
new homes and 248,000 new jobs between 2016 and 2040. These regional housing and employment
growth projections are further divided into projections by housing type and employment sector. Therefore,
the preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate is analyzed and adjusted to achieve the regional projections
for housing and employment growth, by considering the following:
•

The jurisdiction’s share of regional housing and employment today compared to what it will be in
the future, and the basis for the changes;

•

How quickly or slowly the jurisdiction has grown in the past relative to the regional average growth
rate and relative to other jurisdictions in the same market area and/or of a similar size;

•

How adopted and proposed plans might change the jurisdiction’s growth rate from past trends;

•

The amount of growth assumed in the larger sub-regional market area;

•

The jobs/housing ratio today compared to the jobs/housing ratio for the estimated growth.

Creating jurisdictional growth estimates that match the region’s growth forecast is an iterative process
involving the above steps 1a through 1d. Once preliminary housing and employment growth “targets” are
set for all jurisdictions, they are then modeled in a GIS.
2.

Modeling the Preliminary Draft Growth Estimates

The primary reasons for modeling the preliminary allocation are to 1) be able to account spatially for the
estimated growth, which makes it possible to make further refinements if needed and, 2) to provide the
ability to vet all preliminary assumptions with local jurisdictions in an easily understandable format.
Land use scenario software tools are used for developing and comparing land use scenarios; by
themselves, they are not projections or forecasting tools. SACOG uses a combination of GIS and a GISbased software tool called Envision Tomorrow to model the land use allocation. The modeling is done to
spatially allocate development to jurisdictions by subareas (which are defined by local planning areas) to
reach the jurisdictional estimates developed according to the land use allocation process described
above. If the resulting modeled land use allocation does not match the jurisdiction target of housing and
employment growth, both sets of numbers are then analyzed to determine whether one, or both, should
be adjusted. The allocation process is thus an iterative process to achieve a land use scenario that reflects
the regional growth forecast.
Once the scenario is modeled, it can be visually displayed in a number of ways and can also be tallied and
summarized by different geographies. For the 2016 MTP/SCS land use forecast and accompanying
scenarios, SACOG primarily summarized and displayed the dataset using the MTP/SCS Community Types.
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Vetting Draft Land Use Scenarios

Regional land use scenarios and the draft preferred scenario are vetted through planning staff at each
SACOG member jurisdiction. To support local staff’s review, SACOG provides jurisdiction-level tabular
summaries showing housing and employment estimates for 2016, 2035, 2040, and build out capacity at
the Community Type level, as well as a corresponding Community Type map. If other summaries, maps,
or individual data files are requested, SACOG also provides these. After receiving comments and feedback
from the jurisdictions, SACOG uses the new information provided as well as all the data and considerations
outlined earlier in this document, to determine if proposed refinements should be made to a scenario. A
change in one jurisdiction can affect growth assumptions elsewhere in the region, so when refinements
are proposed, all jurisdictions are re-analyzed to determine whether or not the refinements should be
made and where other refinements may be required in order to maintain the regional housing and
employee growth totals. The revised information is again circulated to local jurisdiction planning staff for
review.
Throughout the 2020 MTP/SCS process, SACOG will conduct review periods directed to local planning
staff at various stages of the plan update. The various review periods are summarized below. The first
vetting of information occurred in early 2018, with local staff review of the 2016 existing conditions and
build out estimates. The next period of review will occur in April and May with local staff review of the 2035
and 2040 Discussion Draft Scenario. After the Board directs the development of a draft preferred scenario
in fall of 2018, SACOG staff will develop a preliminary draft preferred scenario for vetting again through
local planning and public works staff, with reasonable opportunity for local elected bodies to provide input
on the assumptions in early 2019, if they so choose. These review periods are anticipated to occur in
February and April of 2019.
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1. Issue:
What is SACOG doing to assist its members in addressing housing-related issues?

2. Recommendation:
Staff is seeking input on the proposed activities, including offering any direction on
priorities or missing items.

3. Background/Analysis:
The rising cost and availability of housing are increasingly creating concerns for
communities in the Sacramento region and throughout California. Housing production is
not keeping up with demand in the region and as a result, the cost of housing – whether
rent or purchase – is rising much faster than wages are increasing. This gap between
supply and demand is perhaps most profound for more affordable attached housing
products, which creates challenges for both affordability and the capacity of our region to
meet its climate goals. In an effort to address these concerns, the California State
legislature passed a number of housing-related bills in 2017, and is deliberating on a
number of new bills in 2018, most of which are intended to result in more housing
construction. Many of these factors affect local governments directly.
At its February 15, 2018, meeting the SACOG Board heard from the market-rate and nonprofit housing producers about the challenges and obstacles to building housing for a
variety of incomes. Obstacles included the cost of impact fees, increasing state
regulations, the rising cost of labor and materials, the shortage of qualified labor, the
development review process, zoning restrictions, public and elected official outreach and
education, neighborhood opposition, and other factors. SACOG, in its role as regional
transportation planning agency and provider of a regional forum to discuss issues of
regional concern, is considering ways that it can provide assistance to its local government
member agencies.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Attachment A provides an outline of activities and strategies that SACOG staff will be
performing to assist its member agencies in the next year. The activities and strategies
address many of the obstacles discussed by the guest speakers from the development
industry at the February 15, 2018, SACOG Board meeting. However, the proposed
activities do not directly address issues largely outside the control of local and regional
government, such as the rising cost of labor and building materials. Activities outlined in
Attachment A include: (1) local government coordination, (2) monitoring past and future
legislative actions, (3) identifying a toolkit of best practices for amending governmental
constraints to new housing supply at the local level, (4) educational materials and
outreach, (5) consistency review and technical assistance, and (6) developing the sixth
round Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) methodology.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This project is budgeted in SACOG's adopted Fiscal Year (FY) 17/18 OWP and budget.
Staff will scope a cost estimate of any additional items not identified in Attachment A
based on a range of project options.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A - Housing Scope
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Attachment A:
SACOG Housing Assistance to Local Governments
In 2017, staff presented a Regional Progress Report to the Board. The progress report shows that
our most recent development trend is not in line with the housing targets being proposed in the in
the MTP/SCS. The gap between supply and demand is perhaps most profound for more affordable
attached housing products, which creates challenges for both affordability and the capacity of our
region to meet its climate goals. We recognize that implementation is the most important part of
the plan and we believe that we can reverse these trends in the next twenty years. To do this, the
MTP/SCS will need much stronger implementation focused policies and strategies and SACOG will
need to do more to help jurisdictions to this end.
This outline describes the variety of forms of assistance that SACOG staff is proposing to provide to
local governments in an effort to boost housing production for all income levels. While SACOG will
be engaging in most of the actions below, some of the specific items are prefaced with “SACOG
could” because they are dependent upon local interest, financial assistance from the State, or
regional consensus.
Category 1: Local Government Coordination
SACOG will reconvene the periodic meetings with local government planning staffs to discuss issues
of common interest, particularly as it pertains to housing-related matters. In the past, the Planners
Committee meetings were used to discuss regional planning issues, including the Blueprint and
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS), and provide
educational forums.
For this upcoming cycle, the focus will be on legislative issues, including but not limited to: (1)
implementation of the 2017 State Housing Package, including updated reporting requirements and
changes to Housing Element Law; (2) updates on 2018 proposed legislative bills and their potential
impact on local governments; and (3) updates on and preparation for Cycle 6 (2021-29) of the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation process that will substantively be developed in 2019. These
meetings will be scheduled periodically but as needed. The meetings will be held in person but an
option would be available for phone-in options. For detailed sessions with guest speakers that are
purely educational, a webinar may be hosted instead.
In addition, as an option depending on interest, SACOG could conduct walking tours of built housing
projects in the region that best exemplify the intended outcomes of new legislation and the
Blueprint principles more generally. Potential tours could include a look at examples of “missing
middle” housing for moderate incomes or affordable housing for lower income households.
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Category 2: Monitoring Legislative Actions and Implementation
SACOG will continue to monitor legislative changes as they relate to housing and their impacts on
local governments, and, following SACOG’s adopted policies, could take advocacy positions and
actions as directed by the Board. The 2017 State Housing Package included legislation that is
intended to:
•

Provide funding for new affordable homes;

•

Accelerate development to increase housing supply;

•

Increase enforcement of housing element law and the housing accountability act; and

•

Create opportunities for new affordable homes and preserve existing affordable homes.

SACOG held a webinar in October 2017 to update planners in the region and has posted a recording
on the SACOG website. In 2018, SACOG will continue to monitor how these bills will be
implemented. In addition, SACOG is following affordable housing funding opportunities, such as SB
2, the upcoming housing bond(s), and guidelines updates to the Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities (AHSC) program.
While 2017 was an active year for new housing legislation at the State level, several new housingrelated bills have been proposed in 2018. This year, legislation is largely centered around the four
areas below:
•

State zoning preemption and bills intended to boost housing production

•

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) reform

•

Property tax/Prop 13 reform

•

Rent control, tenant protections, and anti-displacement measures

SACOG is coordinating with CALCOG and other MPOs in the state to track these issues. SACOG will
keep local jurisdictions informed of past and potential changes to State law related to housing and
could, following SACOG adopted policy, engage in advocacy.
Category 3: Toolkit of Potential Policy Changes
While governments have limited ability to change market conditions, they do control the regulatory
framework by which we plan for and approve housing. SACOG is committed to working with its
member agencies to identify best practices for amending governmental constraints to new housing
supply at the local level. This toolkit of potential policy changes will be built into the 2020
MTP/SCS as a menu of options for local governments to help implement the Blueprint principles
and the housing outcomes called for in the MTP/SCS. These regulatory best practices will likely be
oriented around:
•

Amending zoning, particularly single family districts, to allow for more affordable and
“missing middle” housing types in established communities and near transit;

•

Adopting objective and transparent standards for setting and charging fees;

•

Encouraging the construction of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs); and
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•

Streamlining the development review process to facilitate more by-right approvals and
transparent review timelines.

Category 4: Educational Materials and Outreach
SACOG staff will work with planners from local jurisdictions to assist with educational materials
that may help with providing information to the public, stakeholders, planning commissioners, and
elected officials. SACOG staff could provide source materials for local governments to use or create
slideshows, FAQ sheets, and graphic materials for broader regional usage, depending on requests
from local jurisdictions. For instance, SACOG could provide images of different residential housing
densities of built projects that promote the SACOG Blueprint Principles, or provide information
about housing statistics in the region.
Category 5: SCS Consistency Review and Technical Assistance
SACOG will continue to provide MTP/SCS consistency reviews of proposed housing projects for SB
375 streamlining. Per SACOG policy, local jurisdictions may request SACOG’s review for project
consistency with the MTP/SCS, which under SB 375, may qualify projects for CEQA streamlining.
SACOG will also work with local governments to provide technical assistance on grant applications
for projects that have the best chance of securing competitive State-wide housing funds. Technical
assistance may come in the form of data analysis and mapping or general application assistance.
Strategic assistance may be identifying the potential project sites that are the most competitive
for the funding program criteria. SACOG will also continue to provide technical assistance and
strategic review of potential projects applying for the AHSC program or any future housing funding
programs created by the State. It is SACOG’s ultimate goal to develop a regional strategy and
pipeline for California Climate Investment funding opportunities.
In addition, SACOG is studying how a “circuit rider” system of technical assistance could help local
governments. This circuit rider would be a pooled planning consultant with a specialty in housing
that serves local agencies. SACOG is looking into finding ways to subsidize the cost of a circuit rider
(perhaps with the financial assistance of the California Housing and Community Development
Department), which would allow local jurisdictions to draw upon this resource. The circuit rider
could help with any housing related matter, including assistance with specific housing development
proposals, housing element assistance, and potentially helping to implement policies from the
policy toolkit described above in Category 3.
Category 6: Regional Housing Needs Allocation – Cycle 6 (2012-29)
SACOG staff will provide local government planners updates to Housing Element Law and RHNA
requirements. The year 2019 is the critical year for the Cycle 6 RHNA, and SACOG will develop a
participatory process for engagement in the development of the RHNA. In addition, SACOG staff
will be available to present all local governments’ planning commissions and governing body
meetings.
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1. Issue:
SACOG staff continues to convene the Sounding Board to gather cross-sector input and
feedback in the development of the 2020 MTP/SCS.

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
Last fall, staff held the first 2020 MTP/SCS Sounding Board meeting. The Sounding Board
is a cross-sector group of interested parties that provide feedback throughout the
development process for the 2020 MTP/SCS. The group meets quarterly or as needed to
discuss major milestones, topical areas, and analysis important to the MTP/SCS update.
Staff summarizes input from the sounding board for consideration by the SACOG Board to
help inform discussion and decisions that guide the plan update. The sounding board is
made up of private sector, nonprofit, and public agencies that are not included in the
member staff outreach outlined in the Engagement and Communications Plan.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The Sounding Board meeting is scheduled for March 23. At the due date of this committee
report, the March Sounding Board meeting had not been convened. Staff will provide a
verbal presentation and written summary of participant feedback at the committee
meeting.
In August 2017, staff presented the 2020 MTP/SCS Engagement and Communications
Plan. The staff report can be accessed online at: http://bit.ly/2fd7X2M

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no impact to the SACOG operating budget, as the resources necessary to
complete the planned communications and engagement activities are already included in

the Board-adopted budget for the 2020 MTP/SCS update.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A
A achment B
A achment C

2020 MTP/SCS Sounding Board Meeting Summary
March 23, 2018 | 9:00-11:00 a.m.
Sacramento Food Bank & Family Services
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Summary
On March 23, SACOG staff held the second meeting of the 2020 MTP/SCS Sounding Board. Staff
provided an overview of the 2020 MTP/SCS timeline, milestones, and how feedback from the
Sounding Board is used. The agenda items below were presented by staff, and included a
thorough discussion. The discussion is summarized below, categorized by each agenda item, and
themes distilled from the discussion.
Attendees
-California Apartment Association
-California Capitol Financial Development Corporation
-The California Endowment
-CSU Sacramento
-Sacramento County Health & Human Services
-Sacramento Housing Commission Alliance
-Sacramento Food Bank & Family Services
-Sacramento Metropolitan Arts Commission
-WALKSacramento
Agenda
Welcome and Introductions
Recap Purpose of Sounding Board
Regional Prosperity Framework
Land Use and Transportation Scenario Approach
State of Housing
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Target Update and Household Travel Survey
Close Out and Next Steps
Regional Prosperity Framework
THEME: Job growth and access
• Will Brookings’ deliverables include a geography of jobs?
• What was driving growth before the recession and what is driving growth now?
• A pre/post-recession analysis would be helpful so that we can see the growth of existing
industries and new industries.
• It’s important to remember that prior to the recession, the significant industry was
construction and real estate, but real estate finances haven’t come back. What we’re
seeing today is growth in the health care and service sectors.
• There is concern about things like growing traded sector jobs.
• What about the support for innovation and internal jobs growth?
• There is a gap in local support for jobs growth and innovation, nothing is taking place.
1

•

We need to expand on the job growth trajectory–we grew a lot of jobs quickly postrecession but that won’t continue.

THEME: Economic values and the region
• Will Brookings use the full six-county region in its assessment?
• Was the Portland economic values part of their MTP/RTP process?
• We want to move to region’s economic prosperity goals, SACOG can do it in
transportation plan, but who else can help us implement the goals?
• Does the Chamber Small Business Development Center do this?
• It’s important to differentiate what “support” is. Is it public support for businesses?
Because that is what they need - public support.
• Can you bring back lessons from Portland on how they used the Brookings assessment in
their processes?
Land Use and Transportation Scenario Approach
THEME: Population, housing, and housing affordability
• Homes are defined as housing units.
• Can you add population numbers?
• Other than growth, population, and homes, do you account for affordability?
• Data sounds like a link to understanding and identifying affordability.
• In addition to the MTP, you have the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), how
do you reconcile these from the beginning?
• One tension you get as a region is that the MTP is constrained with a lower number of
units, but RHNA shows higher numbers than the MTP
• It’s important to figure out affordability now, so that when jurisdictions get their RHNA
allocations in a few years, there isn’t shock.
• Affordability should be factored in, and it’s important to do it early so we can talk about
the differences publicly and frequently.
• RHNA has a lot of potential, it shouldn’t be reduced or underestimated -but balance the
approaches of how you develop it and have a public dialogue about the challenges and
the discrepancies.
• If you aren’t talking about affordability, you are doing it a disservice –look at this as part
of the regional prosperity context.
• There is an expectation, if you don’t explain housing supply and affordability, it remains
an issue.
• There is a great role for SACOG to lead on housing and housing affordability.
THEME: Housing and jobs
• How many of the jobs are people coming in and getting a job, compared to unemployed
residents getting jobs? This can skew the data.
• Explore the responsibility of job centers to house employees as part of their development
responsibility.
• Will the data on housing take into account the tax changes (cap on deductibles)?
2

•
•

Rent control is a concern.
Some programs that help with down payment assistance grants have been eliminated.

State of Housing
• CA Apartment Association may have other data sets that can be shared.
• Somewhere public policy issues that impact data should be considered–like rent control,
Costa-Hawkins Act, etc.
• SACOG is a good third party to look into issues that impact affordable housing. Some
counties lost Golden State Financing Authority (GSFA) grant funding, which impacts home
buyers, and federal tax reform credits for affordable housing development.
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Target Update and Household
Household Travel Survey
• The targets are not really for punishment, they are meant to be incentives.
• We should understand the relationship of GHG to affordable transit oriented
development and non-affordable transit oriented development.
• Is there data on Uber and Lyft drivers based on income level?
• Are we making sure low-income households are included?
• What about shared economy analysis as a driver of the economy?

MTP/SCS Sounding Board Meeting Evaluation
RANKING: 1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree
This meeting was well organized.
Average: 4.9
The length of the meeting was appropriate to get through the material.
Average: 4.5
The materials provided in advance were useful to prepare for the meeting.
Average: 3.8
The discussion on regional prosperity was informative.
Average: 4.6
The discussion on the state of housing was informative.
Average: 4.4
The discussion on land use and transportation scenario approach was informative.
Average: 4.4
The approach for creating a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario is a sound approach.
Average: 4.2
The discussion on the greenhouse gas reduction target was informative.
Average: 4.2
I understand the next major steps in the 2020 MTP/SCS process.
Average: 4.5
I had the opportunity to express my interests and/or concerns on the items presented.
3

Average: 4.7
What should be done next time to make the presentations more effective?
Great Job!
Clarity when data is presented. Is the slide representative of the 4/6 county region?
Any applicable/relevant reports in advance
Additional comments or questions not expressed in the meeting:
Thank you! Great info!
Thanks Monica for capturing all of these notes.
Acknowledging the housing affordability challenge/needs would be wise to incorporate
Thank you for being so organized
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2020 MTP/SCS Sounding Board List
Friday, September 08, 2017

ORGANIZATION
AARP California
AIA Central Valley
Align Capital Region
American Farmland Trust
Area 4 Agency on Aging
Auburn Area Chamber
Black Chamber of Commerce
Breathe California

Staff Contact: Monica Hernandez
(916) 340‐6237
mhernandez@sacog.org
Sector
Senior/Aging
Community Development
Regional Cooperation
Agriculture
Senior/Aging
Economic Development
Economic Development
Air Quality

JURISDICTION
State
Region
Region
Region
Region
Auburn
Region
Region

Buena Vista Rancheria of Me‐Wuk Indians
California Capital
California Delta Chambers
California Department of Housing

Tribal Community
Economic Development
Economic Development
Housing, equity

Tribal/Amador County
Region
Sacramento County
Region

California Department of Public Health
California Endowment
California Family Resources

Public Health & Transportation
Youth, Equity
Youth Services

State
Region
Sacramento County

California Highway Patrol (Yuba‐Sutter)

Emergencies/Disaster

Yuba‐Sutter Counties

California Office of Emergency Services

Emergencies/Disaster

Region/State

California Rural Legal Assistance

Rural Community Development

Region

California State University Sacramento
California Trucking Association
California Trucking Association
Carmichael Chamber
Citrus Heights Chamber
Colfax Area Chamber of Commerce
David Taylor Interests Inc
Davis Chamber of Commerce
Dignity Health
Downtown Sacramento Partnership

Education
Goods Movement
Goods Movement
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Urban Development
Economic Development
Health Care
Economic Development

Region
Region/State
Region/State
Carmichael
Citrus Heights
Colfax
Region
Davis
Region
Sacramento

East Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
Economic & Planning Systems
El Dorado County Ag Commissioner

Economic Development
Community Development
Agriculture

Sacramento
Region
El Dorado County

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce Rural Economic Development

El Dorado County
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Sector

El Dorado County of Public Health

Public Health

JURISDICTION
El Dorado County

El Dorado County Office of Education
El Dorado County Office of Emergency
Services
El Dorado County Office of Emergency
Services
El Dorado Hills Chamber
Elk Grove Chamber of Commerce

pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

El Dorado County

Emergencies/Disaster

El Dorado County

Emergencies/Disaster
Economic Development
Economic Development

El Dorado County
El Dorado Hills
Elk Grove

Environmental Council of Sacramento

Environment

Region

Esparto Regional Chamber of Commerce Economic Development
Fair Oaks Chamber of Commerce
Economic Development
Folsom Chamber
Economic Development

Esparto
Fair Oaks
Folsom

Foresthill Divide Chamber of Commerce
Freed Center for Independent Living
Galt District Chamber of Commerce
Golden Sierra WIB
Greater Sac Vietnamese‐American
Chamber of Commerce

Economic Development
Disability Rights
Economic Development
Workforce Development

Foresthill
Yuba‐Sutter Counties
Galt
Region

Economic Development

Region

Economic Development
Economic Development
Public Health
Housing, equity
Economic Development
Health Care
Market Rate Housing
Equity
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Community College
Transportation Network
Company
Suburban housing
Young Professionals
PBID
Housing, workforce, equity
Environment

Region
Region
Region
Region/State
Isleton
Region
Region
Region
Lincoln
Live Oak
Loomis
Sacramento County

Greater Sacramento Economic Council
Greater Sacramento Urban League
Health Education Council
Housing and Urban Development
Isleton Chamber of Commerce
Kaiser Permanente
Kiefer Consulting
League of Women Voters
Lincoln Area Chamber of Commerce
Live Oak Chamber of Commerce
Loomis Basin Chamber of Commerce
Los Rios CC District
Lyft
MacKay & Somps
MetroEDGE
Monterey Trail District
Mutual Assistance Network
Natural Resources Defense Council

Region
Region
Region
Sacramento County
Sacramento
Region

Workforce Development/Market
North State Building Industry Association Rate Housing
Region
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Sector

JURISDICTION

Opening Doors
Orangevale Chamber of Commerce
Paratransit, Inc.
Pedal Love
PG&E
Placer County
Placer County Ag Commissioner
Placer County Office of Education
Placer County Public Health Officer
Public Advocate
Rainbow Chamber

Equity, housing
Economic Development
Disabled Transportation
Bicycle Advocacy
Energy
Emergencies/Disaster
Agriculture
K‐12 Education
Public Health
Social Equity
Economic Development

Region
Orangevale
Sacramento County
Yolo County
Region/State
Placer County
Placer County
Placer County
Placer County
Region
Region

Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce
Region Business
Regional Water Authority
Rental Housing Association
Resources for Independent Living
Richland Communities
Rocklin Chamber of Commerce

Economic Development
Economic Development
Water
Housing
Disability Rights
Suburban housing
Economic Development

Rancho Cordova
Sacramento County
Region
Region
Region
Region
Rocklin

Roseville Area Chamber of Commerce
Roseville Electric
Sacramento ACT
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
Sacramento Area Women's Chamber of
Commerce
Sacramento Asian Pacific Chamber of
Commerce

Economic Development
Energy
Faith Based Coalition
Bicycle Advocacy

Roseville
Roseville
Sacramento County
Region

Economic Development

Region

Economic Development

Region

Sacramento County Ag Commissioner

Agriculture

Sacramento County

Sacramento County Office of Education
Sacramento County Parks

K‐12 Education
Parks & Rec

Sacramento County
Sacramento County

Sacramento County Public Health Officer
Sacramento County Sheriff
Sacramento Employment and Training
Agency
Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce
Sacramento Housing Alliance
Sacramento Labor Council
Sacramento Metro Chamber
Sacramento Metropolitan Arts
Commission

Public Health
Emergencies/Disaster

Sacramento County
Sacramento County

Workforce Development

Sacramento County

Economic Development
Affordable housing
Labor
Economic Development

Sacramento County
Region
Region
Region

Creative Placemaking/Arts

Sacramento County
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Sector

JURISDICTION

Sacramento Municipal Utilities District
Sacramento Region Community
Foundation
Sacramento Slavic American Chamber of
Commerce
Sacramento Tree Foundation
Safe Routes to School National
Partnership

Energy/Electric Vehicles

Sacramento County

Philanthropy/Foundation

Region

Economic Development
Environment

Region
Sacramento County

Active Transportation

Region

Tribal Community
Environment
Social Equity
Suburban housing
Market Rate Housing
Agriculture
Emergencies/Disaster
K‐12 Education

Tribal/El Dorado
Region
Region
Rancho Cordova
Region
Sutter County
Sutter County
Sutter County
Sutter County
Sutter
Sutter County
Region
Region/State
Region
Davis
Region
Placer/Lincoln
Region
Region
Region
Region

Via
Walk Sacramento
Well Space Health

Emergencies/Disaster
Public Health
Emergencies/Disaster
Health Care
Environment
Equity
Education
Health Care
Tribal Community
Education
Land Use
Young Professionals
Regional Cooperation
Transportation Network
Company
Active Transportation
Community Health Care

West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
Wilton Rancheria
Winters Chamber of Commerce
Woodland Chamber of Commerce
Yocha Dehe Wintun
Yolo Ag Commissioner

Economic Development
Tribal Community
Economic Development
Economic Development
Tribal Community
Agriculture

West Sacramento
Tribal/Sacramento County
Winters
Woodland
Tribal/Yolo
Yolo County

Yolo County Department of Education

Pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

Yolo County

Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Sierra Club Mother Lode
Sierra Health Foundation
SMB Corp/Cordova Hills
Stonebridge Properties, LLC
Sutter County Ag Commissioner
Sutter County Fire
Sutter County Office of Education
Sutter County Office of Emergency
Services
Sutter County Public Health Officer
Sutter County Sheriff
Sutter Health
The Nature Conservancy
UC Davis Center for Regional Change
UC Davis Government Affairs
UC Davis Medical Center
United Auburn Indian Community
University of the Pacific
Urban Land Institute
Urban Land Institute Young Leaders
Valley Vision

Region
Region
Region
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Sector

Yolo County Parks Department
Yolo County Public Health Officer

Parks and Recreation
Public Health

JURISDICTION
Yolo County
Yolo County

Young Professionals in Transportation
Yuba County Ag Commissioner

Young Professionals
Agriculture

Region
Yuba County

Yuba County Department of Education
Yuba County Office of Emergency
Services
Yuba County Parks Department
Yuba County Public Health Officer
Yuba‐Sutter Chamber of Commerce

Pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

Yuba County

Emergencies/Disaster
Parks and Recreation
Public health
Economic Development

Yuba County
Yuba County
Yuba County
Yuba‐Sutter Counties
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Same List Sorted By Jurisdiction
JURISDICTION
Auburn
Carmichael
Citrus Heights
Colfax
Davis
Davis
El Dorado County

ORGANIZATION
Auburn Area Chamber
Carmichael Chamber
Citrus Heights Chamber
Colfax Area Chamber of Commerce
Davis Chamber of Commerce
UC Davis Government Affairs
El Dorado County Ag Commissioner

Sector
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Education
Agriculture

El Dorado County
El Dorado County
El Dorado County

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce
El Dorado County of Public Health
El Dorado County Office of Education

Rural Economic Development
Public Health
pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

El Dorado County

El Dorado County Office of Emergency Services Emergencies/Disaster

El Dorado County
El Dorado Hills
Elk Grove
Esparto
Fair Oaks
Folsom
Foresthill
Galt
Isleton
Lincoln
Live Oak
Loomis
Orangevale
Placer County
Placer County
Placer County
Placer County
Placer/Lincoln
Rancho Cordova
Rancho Cordova
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

El Dorado County Office of Emergency Services
El Dorado Hills Chamber
Elk Grove Chamber of Commerce
Esparto Regional Chamber of Commerce
Fair Oaks Chamber of Commerce
Folsom Chamber
Foresthill Divide Chamber of Commerce
Galt District Chamber of Commerce
Isleton Chamber of Commerce
Lincoln Area Chamber of Commerce
Live Oak Chamber of Commerce
Loomis Basin Chamber of Commerce
Orangevale Chamber of Commerce
Placer County
Placer County Ag Commissioner
Placer County Office of Education
Placer County Public Health Officer
United Auburn Indian Community
Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce
SMB Corp/Cordova Hills
AIA Central Valley
Align Capital Region
American Farmland Trust
Area 4 Agency on Aging
Black Chamber of Commerce
Breathe California
California Capital
California Department of Housing
California Endowment

Emergencies/Disaster
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Emergencies/Disaster
Agriculture
K‐12 Education
Public Health
Tribal Community
Economic Development
Suburban housing
Community Development
Regional Cooperation
Agriculture
Senior/Aging
Economic Development
Air Quality
Economic Development
Housing, equity
Youth, Equity

Region

California Rural Legal Assistance

Rural Community Development
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JURISDICTION

ORGANIZATION

Sector

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

Education
Urban Development
Health Care
Community Development
Environment
Workforce Development

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

California State University Sacramento
David Taylor Interests Inc
Dignity Health
Economic & Planning Systems
Environmental Council of Sacramento
Golden Sierra WIB
Greater Sac Vietnamese‐American Chamber of
Commerce
Greater Sacramento Economic Council
Greater Sacramento Urban League
Health Education Council
Kaiser Permanente
Kiefer Consulting
League of Women Voters

Region
Region
Region
Region

Lyft
MacKay & Somps
MetroEDGE
Natural Resources Defense Council

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

Region

North State Building Industry Association
Opening Doors
Public Advocate
Rainbow Chamber
Regional Water Authority
Rental Housing Association
Resources for Independent Living
Richland Communities
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
Sacramento Area Women's Chamber of
Commerce
Sacramento Asian Pacific Chamber of
Commerce
Sacramento Housing Alliance
Sacramento Labor Council
Sacramento Metro Chamber
Sacramento Slavic American Chamber of
Commerce

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

Safe Routes to School National Partnership
Sierra Club Mother Lode
Sierra Health Foundation
Stonebridge Properties, LLC
Sutter Health
UC Davis Center for Regional Change

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Public Health
Health Care
Market Rate Housing
Equity
Transportation Network
Company
Suburban housing
Young Professionals
Environment
Workforce Development/Market
Rate Housing
Equity, housing
Social Equity
Economic Development
Water
Housing
Disability Rights
Suburban housing
Bicycle Advocacy
Economic Development
Economic Development
Affordable housing
Labor
Economic Development
Economic Development
Active Transportation
Environment
Social Equity
Market Rate Housing
Health Care
Equity
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Sector

Region
Region
Region
Region

UC Davis Medical Center
University of the Pacific
Urban Land Institute
Urban Land Institute Young Leaders

Region
Region
Region
Region

Via
Walk Sacramento
Well Space Health
Young Professionals in Transportation

Health Care
Education
Land Use
Young Professionals
Transportation Network
Company
Active Transportation
Community Health Care
Young Professionals

Region
Region
Region/State
Region/State
Region/State
Region/State
Region/State
Region/State
Rocklin
Roseville
Roseville
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County

Sacramento Region Community Foundation
Valley Vision
California Office of Emergency Services
California Trucking Association
California Trucking Association
Housing and Urban Development
PG&E
The Nature Conservancy
Rocklin Chamber of Commerce
Roseville Area Chamber of Commerce
Roseville Electric
Downtown Sacramento Partnership
East Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
Mutual Assistance Network
California Delta Chambers
California Family Resources
Los Rios CC District
Monterey Trail District
Paratransit, Inc.
Region Business
Sacramento ACT
Sacramento County Ag Commissioner
Sacramento County Office of Education
Sacramento County Parks
Sacramento County Public Health Officer
Sacramento County Sheriff

Philanthropy/Foundation
Regional Cooperation
Emergencies/Disaster
Goods Movement
Goods Movement
Housing, equity
Energy
Environment
Economic Development
Economic Development
Energy
Economic Development
Economic Development
Housing, workforce, equity
Economic Development
Youth Services
Community College
PBID
Disabled Transportation
Economic Development
Faith Based Coalition
Agriculture
K‐12 Education
Parks & Rec
Public Health
Emergencies/Disaster

Sacramento County

Sacramento Employment and Training Agency Workforce Development

Sacramento County

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Economic Development

Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
State

Sacramento Metropolitan Arts Commission
Sacramento Municipal Utilities District
Sacramento Tree Foundation
AARP California

Creative Placemaking/Arts
Energy/Electric Vehicles
Environment
Senior/Aging
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JURISDICTION
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Sector

State
Sutter
Sutter County
Sutter County
Sutter County

California Department of Public Health
Sutter County Public Health Officer
Sutter County Ag Commissioner
Sutter County Fire
Sutter County Office of Education

Public Health & Transportation
Public Health
Agriculture
Emergencies/Disaster
K‐12 Education

Sutter County
Sutter County

Sutter County Office of Emergency Services
Sutter County Sheriff

Emergencies/Disaster
Emergencies/Disaster

Tribal/Amador County
Tribal/El Dorado
Tribal/Sacramento County
Tribal/Yolo
West Sacramento
Winters
Woodland
Yolo County
Yolo County
Yolo County
Yolo County
Yolo County
Yuba County
Yuba County

Buena Vista Rancheria of Me‐Wuk Indians
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Wilton Rancheria
Yocha Dehe Wintun
West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
Winters Chamber of Commerce
Woodland Chamber of Commerce
Pedal Love
Yolo Ag Commissioner
Yolo County Department of Education
Yolo County Parks Department
Yolo County Public Health Officer
Yuba County Ag Commissioner
Yuba County Department of Education

Tribal Community
Tribal Community
Tribal Community
Tribal Community
Economic Development
Economic Development
Economic Development
Bicycle Advocacy
Agriculture
Pre‐K ‐ 12 Education
Parks and Recreation
Public Health
Agriculture
Pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

Yuba County
Yuba County
Yuba County
Yuba‐Sutter Counties
Yuba‐Sutter Counties
Yuba‐Sutter Counties

Yuba County Office of Emergency Services
Yuba County Parks Department
Yuba County Public Health Officer
California Highway Patrol (Yuba‐Sutter)
Freed Center for Independent Living
Yuba‐Sutter Chamber of Commerce

Emergencies/Disaster
Parks and Recreation
Public health
Emergencies/Disaster
Disability Rights
Economic Development
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2020 MTP/SCS Update
March 23, 2018 Sounding Board Meeting
SACOG MTP Team
sacog.org/regional-plans
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Agenda

01
02
03

Welcome & Introductions
Recap Purpose of Sounding
Board
Regional Prosperity Framework

04
05
06

State of Housing

Land use and Transportation
Scenario Approach
GHG Target Update & Household
Travel Survey

2 of 45

Economic
Prosperity in the
2020 MTP/SCS

James Corless
SACOG CEO
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4 of 45

5 of 45

6 of 45

7 of 45
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11 of 45

12 of 45
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Brookings: Next Steps

Brookings contract Dec 17-April 18
Draft data available in early April
SACOG Electeds Forum April 30 – Amy Liu
April-May – regional economic prosperity framework
June-Dec – SACOG integrates into MTP
June- Sept – Phase 2 work – spatial strategy
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Land Use
Forecast
Jennifer Hargrove
Senior Analyst
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Why do we do a land use forecast?

Transit, bike, and walk
trips

Rate of congestion
increase

Medium and high-density
homes

Vehicle miles traveled

Jobs and homes closer
together
Infill and redevelopment

Air pollution and
Greenhouse gas
Ag, open space, natural
resources lost
Water consumption
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Why do we do a land use forecast?
Capacity beyond 2040
87 Years of employment
38 years of housing

Regional Total

2016

2040

Build Out
Estimate

Growth by 2040
(2016 to 2040)

Capacity
Beyond 2040
(build out
minus 2040)

Jobs

1,082,000

1,331,000

2,228,000

248,000

897,000

Homes

921,000

1,181,000

1,590,000

260,000

410,000
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How do we do a land use forecast?
Policy/
Regulatory
Forces

Land
Use
Forecast

Market
Forces
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Regional Development by Community Type

Center/Corridor

Established

Developing

Rural Residential
-

400,000

Existing (2012)

800,000

1,200,000

1,600,000

Growth (2012-2036)
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What We’ve Learned

01

The balance of growth between infill and greenfield
matters

02

The diversity of the housing stock matters

03

The timing of development and rate of absorption in
Developing Communities matters
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Proposed Approach to Land Use Forecast
Policy/
Regulatory
Forces
Community
Type and
Housing
Type
Targets

Discussion
Draft
Land Use
Scenario

Market
Forces
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Proposed Approach to Land Use Forecast
Target Land Use Inputs for a Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario
Land Use Inputs

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Current
MTP/SCS

Proposed Discussion
Draft Scenario
2035 and 2040

Share of new homes in Established
and Center and Corridor
Communities

49%

56%

63%

58%

58-63%

Share of new homes in Developing
Communities

47%

42%

36%

40%

36-40%

Share of new homes in Rural
Residential Communities

4%

2%

1%

2%

1-2%

Share of new homes in large-lot
single-family homes

39%

28%

24%

29%

24-29%

Share of new homes in small-lot
single-family and attached homes

61%

71%

76%

71%

71-76%
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Local agency planning staff will have a six-week review period to

April-May

provide any comments on the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario

Staff will also share the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario with

May
June

the MTP/SCS Stakeholder Sounding Board

Board input and potential action on Framework for Discussion Draft
Transportation Scenario
Analysis and policy discussions to inform a framework for creating a final land use

June-October

August
November

scenario and transportation project list for Board consideration in November

Public Workshops

Board action on Framework for a Draft Preferred Land Use &
Transportation Scenario
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Housing
Production
Update

Tina Glover
Demographer
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SACOG region in 2017
2.5 million residents

921,000 housing units
1.08 million jobs
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Annual Change in Jobs, Population, and Housing in
the SACOG Region (2001-2017)
+60,000
+50,000
+40,000
+30,000
+20,000
+10,000
0
-10,000
-20,000
-30,000
-40,000
-50,000

Population

Housing

Jobs

Start of Recession

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001

-60,000

End of Recession
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SACOG region 2012-2017
127,000 new jobs
22,000 new homes
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Annual Change in Population, Housing, and Jobs
(2012-2017)
33,200
30,000
29,441
23,400
18,600
17,994

2,293
2012

21,500
21,708

25,745
23,545

19,667

3,376

3,939

3,740

2013

2014

2015

Population

Housing

4,652

2016
Jobs

6,492

2017
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Jobs per Housing Unit

5.8

2.3

2.4

Sacramento Region

Portland, OR

Nashville, TN

1.8

Austin, TX

1.8
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Washington, DC

Actual Housing Unit Growth vs Projected Growth
(2012-2040)
17,500
16,200
13,250

7,100
6,000
4,652
3,939
3,740
3,376

6,492

2,293

2012

2017

2022
Total Units Built

2027
MTP Assumption

2032

2037
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Lack of Attached Housing Units being built (2012-2017)
17,500
16,200

MTP/SCS 45%
2012-2017 16%

13,250

7,100
6,000
858
605 855

2012

476 337

711

2017

2022
Single Family Units

2027
Multi-Family Units

2032
MTP Assumption

2037
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Home Price

Median Rents for 2-bedroom
$1,596

$381,400

$1,180
$272,600

$209,200

$1,083

$1,009

$135,700

2012

2013

2014

2015

Sacramento Metro

2016

2017

Yuba City Metro

2012

2013

2014

2015

Sacramento Metro

2016

2017

Yuba City Metro
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Sacramento
Metro

Yuba Metro

Housing Prices

59%

69%

Rental Prices

33%

11%

Median Income

7.9%

6.4%
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Households Paying 30% or More of Household Income
on Housing Costs (2016)
56%
52%

51%

47%

44%

51%

49%

37%
31%

36%

33%

30%

33%

26%

El Dorado

Placer

Sacramento
Renters

Sutter

Yolo

Yuba

SACOG Region

Owners w/ Mortgage
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Greenhouse
Gas Targets
Bruce Griesenbeck
Data Modeling Manager
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

What are the targets
7% by 2020
16% by 2035

New, higher targets
2020 target unchanged (7%)
2035 target increased to 19%
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Strategies for 19%
Promote attached
housing, infill & TOD

Innovation & Smart
Mobility

Next generation
public transit

Next generation user
fees and pricing
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SACOG Household Travel Survey
April-May

August

2018-2019

Main survey

Survey data & results available

Analysis & follow on studies through next year

41 of 45
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March

April

Economic Prosperity/Equity
Next Generation Transit
Land Use Forecast Status
Autonomous Vehicle/Electrification
Revenue and Financial Constraint Briefing

May

Congestion and Pricing
Call for Transportation Projects Update

June

Transportation Scenario Approach
Draft Revenue Forecast Assumptions

July

No Board Meeting
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Fall

November

December

Transit Assumptions
Transportation Benefit/Cost Evaluation
Scenario Performance Report
Public Workshops

Draft Preferred Scenario Framework

Preferred Scenario Modeling and Vetting

44 of 45

Thank you

SACOG.org/regional-plans
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-6.
Subject: Draft Regional Funding Round: Framework (Estimated time: 15
minutes)

Informa on: Es mated Time - 12 Minutes
Prepared by: Gare Ballard-Rosa
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
What is the draft framework for the 2018 Regional Funding Round?

2. Recommendation:
None, this item is for information and discussion.

3. Background/Analysis:
Every two to three years, SACOG conducts a programming round to allocate funds to
transportation projects in the four-county region comprised of Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo,
and Yuba counties. Jurisdictions in El Dorado and Placer counties apply to separate
programs through the El Dorado County Transportation Commission and Placer County
Transportation Planning Agency, respectively.
The SACOG flexible funding round allocates four-county regional funds to projects based
on available apportionments of Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ), Regional
Surface Transportation Program (RSTP), State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP), and SACOG managed funds. SACOG will conduct its next flexible funding round
this calendar year.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
During the March committee cycle, staff introduced the key concepts and draft calendar for
the upcoming agency funding round. During the April committee cycle, staff will provide a
briefing on the individual programs that comprise the 2018 funding round, as well as the
estimate of available funding.
Overview of Funding Programs
Traditional Competitive Programs:
The core programs within SACOG’s four-county funding round have unique and long-standing
purposes. The Community Design Program promotes the implementation of the regional

Blueprint principles through the construction of improvements in the public right-of-way.
The Regional Program – a merger of the former Regional/Local and Bicycle & Pedestrian
funding programs – promotes projects that help implement the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS), provide regional benefits, and maintain the
regional transportation network. The merged Regional Program preserves the flexibility of
funding a diverse array of cost-effective projects with demonstrated performance benefits, while
mainstreaming funding opportunities for active transportation investments. Both the Regional
Program and Community Design are competitive programs.

New Competitive Programs:
An overarching objective of the upcoming funding round has been to evolve the competitive
grant programs to be even more performance-based, while also introducing complementary new
programs that respond to emerging opportunities for regional action. In prior months staff has
briefed the Board on concepts for the new Green Region and the Next Generation
TDM programs. Based on Board and stakeholder input received, staff has translated these
concepts into draft policy frameworks for these new programs that are included in the 2018
regional funding round.
Staff reports included on the agenda for the April meeting of the Transportation Committee
provide the frameworks for each of these individual programs that will together make up
the 2018 funding round, beginning with the Regional Program below and concluding with
an estimate of funding available. Staff will provide an update on the six-county Active
Transportation Program next month.
Regional Program Policy Framework
As discussed in the March funding round staff report, for the 2018 round staff proposes
merging the prior Regional/Local and Bicycle & Pedestrian programs into a single core
Regional Program, with a minimum target for active transportation investments. Staff
believes this streamlining has notable performance benefits, preserves the agency’s
historical commitment to funding active transportation projects, and recognizes the holistic
nature of evaluating transportation investments. Attachment A provides the draft
framework for the merged Regional Program, which preserves the longstanding and
successful programmatic elements built through multiple prior cycles, while incorporating
more data and streamlining the application process, as discussed in the March staff report.
Major elements of the draft Regional Program framework include:
Emphasizing cost-effective funding decisions
Targeting projects with demonstrated performance benefits
Creating a funding target for active transportation investments
Focusing on small or medium-sized capital projects and assessing performance
relative to project size and geography (e.g., urban, suburban, rural)
Strategically leveraging regional funds for near-term project development
Supports the region's efforts to meet new greenhouse gas reduction targets
In May 2018, staff will return to the Committee with the final framework, reflecting input
received this month through Board Committees, the Regional Planning Partnership, the
Transit Coordinating Committee, and other outreach. At that time, staff will ask the
Committee to recommend that the Board adopt the final Regional Program framework and

direct staff to release the program guidelines and call for projects, with applications due in
July 2018.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item has no fiscal impact to the agency’s operating budget, other than already
budgeted staff and limited consultant time.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A

Attachment A

2018 REGIONAL PROGRAM: SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, YUBA COUNTIES
The merged Regional Program is SACOG's largest
competitive program. It combines into a single program
the Regional/Local and Bicycle & Pedestrian funding
programs of the 2015 cycle. The emphasis of the
program is to fund cost-effective transportation projects
that realize the performance benefits of the MTP/SCS.
The program seeks to promote effective and efficient use
of limited state and federal funding resources to both
develop and maintain the regional transportation
network and provide regional benefits. This is
accomplished through the funding of capital and lumpsum category projects included in the 2016 MTP/SCS.

GOALS AND PRIORITIES
Through prior funding cycles the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG) Board of Directors has
approved the policy considerations that form the basis of
the Regional Program. The 2018 Funding Round
continues
these
foundational
elements
while
incorporating Board, project sponsor, and stakeholder
feedback focused on augmented and transparent data
use and application streamlining. The goals of the 2018
Regional Program are to:

1. EMPHASIZE COST-EFFECTIVE
PROGRAMMING DECISIONS
Longstanding Board direction places a programmatic
emphasis on making the most cost-effective funding
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 initial phases with its own resources (i.e.,
planning, environmental, design and/or right-of-way).

2. LEVERAGE REGIONAL FUNDS FOR NEARTERM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Funding from broader competitive programs often
require “shelf-ready” capital projects that are
deliverable, and thereby ready to utilize funding. In the
Regional Program, 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 2016 MTP/SCS.

3. TARGET PROJECTS WITH DEMONSTRATED
PERFORMANCE BENEFITS
SACOG’s Regional Program uses seven performance
outcomes as part of the evaluation criteria. The 2018
Funding Round operationalizes, by performance
outcome, a wide array of regional data into a robust
series of performance measures for individual
transportation projects, providing a consistent, uniform,
and transparent data series. Project sponsors are invited
to complement this baseline series with additional data
or analysis that would support the application.

4. MANAGE ASSETS AND MAINTAIN A STATE
OF GOOD REPAIR
The 2018 Regional Program will continue to include
regional support for fix-it-first projects that address:
•
•
•

Managing transportation assets and maintaining
a state of good repair.
Complete streets/corridor elements that serve
an existing or forecasted demand.
Innovative cost-effective practices to extend the
life of existing assets, such as the use of recycled
asphalt or rolling stock rehabilitation.

5. TARGET ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
INVESTMENTS
Joining the prior Bicycle & Pedestrian and Regional/Local
programs serves to mainstream active transportation
investments in SACOG’s largest funding program. To
ensure the solidity of the merger, the 2018 Regional
Program includes a minimum funding target for active
transportation investments, set to the proportion of the
2015 Bicycle & Pedestrian program to the overall 2015
funding round.

6. FOCUS ON SMALL OR MEDIUM-SIZED
PROJECTS
SACOG’s Regional Program is an important source of
funding for capital and state of good repair projects. A
challenge for this policy priority is the limited number of
projects that can be funded. For the federal and state
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funds that are available, the program emphasis will be on
small- and medium-sized projects. Project performance
outcomes will be assessed relative to the funding request
amount.

7. SUPPORT THE REGION’S NEW
GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION TARGET
The California Air Resources Board recently established
new greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets
for the SACOG region. The region’s target for a 19
percent reduction by 2035 is conditional on the
implementation of new innovative pilot programs in the
MTP/SCS that address specific conditions and challenges
relating to GHG emission reductions. If funding and
related policy commitments are not secured to support
the programs, SACOG’s target will be at 18 percent.

to an iterative process that considers the engineering
cost/feasibility analysis, PPA outcomes, narrative
responses, and application as a whole.
SACOG staff and management will then review all
working group recommendations across the various
funding programs to recommend a full project list to the
SACOG Board for funding.

SCREENING PROJECTS OUT
All of the following conditions must be met for a project
to proceed in the evaluation process. Failure to meet
each screening consideration will eliminate the project
from further consideration.
1.

The project must be currently listed in the
MTP/SCS or fit within a lump-sum project
category. Non-exempt projects must align with
SACOG’s air quality conformity and greenhouse
gas objectives. Non-exempt refers to any project
not listed by the EPA as an approved exemption
from regional air quality analysis.

2.

Projects must provide a minimum of 11.47%
match in non-federal funds towards the total
project cost, as is required for all federal aid
funding projects. In other words, for every
$100,000 of total project cost (grant and match
combined), the program will pay up to $88,530
for every $11,470 of match provided by the
project sponsor.

3.

The project must be eligible for appropriate
funding sources (i.e., CMAQ, RSTP, STIP).

4.

The project must be scheduled to begin
construction no later than FFY 202X, with
preliminary engineering and environmental
analysis scheduled within three years.

5.

A request for construction funding must
demonstrate that environmental, engineering,
and right-of-way will be ready by the time funds
are requested, and that the agency has the
financial capacity for ongoing operations and
maintenance.

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES
Projects applying to the Regional Program must fall
within the four-county (Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba)
region, and be listed in the 2016 MTP/SCS or fit within a
lump-sum project category. Further, projects must be
eligible for CMAQ, RSTP or STIP funds.

PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS
Completed application: For a project to be considered
for funding, the project sponsor must submit a complete
application by the program deadline. Among other
elements, the program guidelines require the sponsor to
use the project performance assessment (PPA) tool as
part of the application.
Performance review: The Regional Program evaluates
submitted applications across a series of related
performance assessments. First, a group of engineers
and other technical professionals reviews each project
scope with a focus on cost-effectiveness, deliverability
and eligibility. This group consists of professionals drawn
from outside of SACOG. Next, each project receives a
quantitative evaluation of outcome measures provided
through the project performance assessment (PPA) tool.
SACOG convenes a working group comprised of both
SACOG and outside agency staff. After individually
reviewing and evaluating applications, the working group
meets to rank and prioritize submitted projects according

EVALUATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE
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The application includes seven outcomes for determining
whether a project will be recommended for funding:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

Reduce regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT)
per capita;
Reduce regional congested VMT per capita;
Increase multi-modal travel/ alternative travel/
choice of transportation options;
Provide long-term economic benefit within the
region, recognizing the importance of sustaining
both urban and rural economies;
Improve goods movement, including farm-tomarket travel, in and through the region;
Significantly improve safety and security;
Demonstrate “state of good repair” benefits
that maintain and improve the existing
transportation system.

Of the seven performance outcomes, applicants choose
the three that best fit their project. Projects are
evaluated on the three outcomes selected.
These performance criteria support project evaluation
across a breadth of size, scope, location and context,
where:
•

Performance indicators are relative, so that
project performance outcomes are assessed
relative to project size.

•

The project performance assessment compares
projects to those of similar place types,
following the direction of the MTP/SCS.

The review will also include the project’s cost
effectiveness, deliverability, and context sensitivity.
Project costs and schedule estimates for environmental,
engineering, right-of-way (ROW) and start-up
construction must be believable, based on standards for
similar projects. The project sponsor must have a track
record that demonstrates technical capacity and
reliability for similar projects. Further, the applicant must
demonstrate how the project is appropriate for the
surrounding community’s current and expected land uses
and transportation needs, and considers complete
streets and the range of current and future users.
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-7.
Subject: Draft Regional Funding Round Programming Targets (Estimated
time: 10 minutes)

Informa on: Es mated Time - 12 Minutes
Prepared by: Ma Carpenter
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
What initial input does the Committee have on the draft programming targets for the 2018
Regional Funding Round?

2. Recommendation:
None, this is for information and Committee input on the draft programming targets. Staff
anticipates bringing a final funding target recommendation to the Board for action in May.

3. Background/Analysis:
Over the last 15 years, SACOG has conducted regional funding rounds every two or three
years. The focus and selection process evolves over each round in response to Board
direction and input from stakeholders across the region. Projects are selected to receive
flexible funds for road, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian projects within the four-county
region (Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties). The funding round is one of
SACOG’s most impactful means to support the implementation of the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS).
The flexible funds recommended for programming selected projects are primarily derived
from state and federal transportation revenues. Based on the latest revenue forecasts, and
an analysis of needs to maintain good regional project delivery, staff recommends
programming a total of $192 million through programming rounds in 2018, and the
following one or two years later. The proposed programming will support competitive
regional funding programs, both traditional and new, and also fulfill other agency financial
commitments. The $192 million of proposed new programming is comprised of four
revenue sources:
$74 million in Federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ)
$60 million in Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP)
$58 million in State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

$1 million in SACOG Managed Funds
Attachment A provides descriptions of each revenue source and the anticipated years
funds will be available for allocation.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The proposed $192 million funding target is comprised of two years of new STIP revenues
and three years of new federal revenues. This robust programming target will yield longterm benefits for both local agencies and the region. Local agencies will benefit from more
funding to support near-term construction and other projects, as well as project
development efforts for longer-term projects. The recommended regional funding level is
also important leverage for agencies to pursue grants from competitive federal and state
programs, which generally require local matching funds.
The recommended programming targets also provide opportunities for new SACOG
funding programs, and create a larger pool of programmed projects that can spend federal
funds each year. Programming three years of federal funds infuses the Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) with enough new projects to support
ongoing success in delivering projects. Through programming three years of federal funds,
SACOG will again have enough projects to draw from when developing the annual
regional delivery plan. This results in successfully positioning our region to meet delivery
targets, capture unused allocations from other regions, and avoid losing federal funds. Of
particular interest is to program enough funds to reduce risks from a federal rescission of
Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) funds that is anticipated in 2020.
SACOG has remained a state leader in project delivery through establishing strategic
funding targets each regional funding round cycle and ongoing collaborations with project
sponsors across our region. Table 1 in Attachment B provides recommended funding
levels by program, and offers a comparison to budget totals from the last funding round in
2015. The following sections offer background on each of the funding target line items.
Traditional Competitive Programs. Agenda Items #7 and #11 provide the policy
framework and detailed descriptions for each of these programs:
Community Design Program: Staff recommends that 15% of the traditional competitive
program funding total be directed to Community Design. This proportion is equivalent to
the percentage share from the 2015 funding round.
Regional Program: The 2018 Regional Program is a proposed merger of the former
Regional/Local and Bicycle & Pedestrian Programs from the last funding round, designed to
achieve the streamlining goals described in Agenda Item #11. Staff recommends that 85%
of the traditional competitive program funding total be directed to the Regional Program.
To support active transportation investments, staff recommends that a minimum of 8.1% of
the funds be committed to bicycle and pedestrian projects. The active transportation
minimum investment level is equivalent to the share of funding the Bicycle & Pedestrian
program received in the last funding round.

New Competitive Programs & Other Commitments. Equally important to the
successful implementation of the MTP/SCS are new investment programs. These new or
updated programs are the subject of more detailed staff reports in Agenda Items #8 and
#9:
Air Quality Transportation Control Measures (TCMs): The 2015 funding round
fulfilled the region’s required financial contributions towards three TCMs that were
part of the old Ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP). As discussed in Agenda Item
4, the Spare the Air Program is the one TCM in the new Ozone SIP that requires
ongoing regional investment. Because the programming target includes two years of
federal CMAQ funds for the 2018 found, staff recommends that SACOG’s annual
contribution for the Spare the Air Program ($471,230) be included for these two
years, resulting in a $942,460 investment. An additional year of SACOG’s Spare the
Air funding commitment would occur as part of the 2019/2020 funding round because
another year of CMAQ would be programmed at that time. The final three years of
SACOG’s six-year commitment to Spare The Air would be included as a budget action
in a later, post-2020, regional funding round.
Green Region Program: Staff recommends funding this new program at the “high” level
described in Agenda Item #8 for one year. By funding at this level, SACOG will be better
positioned to leverage additional funding from private and public funding sources. The one
year of funding in 2018 also allows the Board to evaluate outcomes and investment
priorities from the first year of Green Region before additional funds are committed in
2019/2020.

Next Generation TDM Program, including Civic Lab pilots: Staff recommends
funding this updated and expanded program at the level recommended in Table 1 and
Agenda Item #9. This funding level supports efforts by SACOG and external
stakeholders to complete a broad range of TDM activities and implement 2018 Civic
Lab pilots. By funding one year in 2018, the Board will be able to evaluate outcomes
and revisit program policy priorities before additional funds are committed in 2019
and/or 2020.
SACOG Planning & Monitoring: Staff recommends continuing the precedent of
programming 1% of the total RSTP programmed to support ongoing technical
assistance and programming support by SACOG staff. The $533,800 total in the
funding targets table is derived from the total RSTP anticipated to be programmed in
2018. An additional $66,200 could become available for planning & monitoring
efforts through the later (2019, 2020) funding round when the remaining RSTP is
anticipated to be programmed.
RSTP Exchange: Staff recommends a total funding level for the 2018 round that is
set at the 2015 regional funding round level. Additional exchange funds could be
programmed as part of the later (2019, 2020) funding round. Historically, the RSTP
exchange funds are provided directly to the public works agencies for Sutter, Yolo,
and Yuba counties. The funds provide a non-federal revenue source that helps rural
projects be implemented sooner and with fewer delivery complications.
Later Programming. The 2015 funding round included delayed programming through a
Tier 2 list. While the circumstances were different, the prior funding round set a precedent

for programming regional funds in the intervals between comprehensive regional funding
rounds.
Tier 2 Programming in 2017: Because of the negative STIP, SACOG created a Tier
2 list as part of the 2015 funding round. This was a list of projects selected as
priorities for funding if cost savings were realized from Tier 1 projects and/or new
funding became available from the State. Due to the passage of Senate Bill 1, the
Board was able to program the remaining $31.9 million of Tier 2 projects in the fall
of 2017. This total was $8 million less than the original Tier 2 list cost from 2015
due to strong delivery practices that included negotiated funding agreements with
external agencies.
2019/2020 Programming Round: Staff recommends waiting to program $65.8
million of the available funding until 2019 and/or 2020 for a number of reasons. A
post-2018 funding round is an opportunity to align regional programming with the
timing of the draft preferred scenario for the MTP/SCS update. It is likely that a
number of important near-term priority investments will be identified through the new
plan’s focus on economic prosperity. A post-2018 funding round also provides an
opportunity for the Board to evaluate the first year of the new Green Region and
Innovation Programs before committing additional regional funds. A final reason for
holding back some regional funds is the risk of a Senate Bill 1 repeal that could
impact Board policy priorities for programming regional funds.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The recommended $192 million funding target provides an estimated $3.48 million (1.8%
of the funding target total) for SACOG’s operating budget. The funding will cover staff and
non-staff costs to manage the project delivery of selected projects and to continue
providing technical assistance for local agencies implementing projects across the region.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A
A achment B

Attachment B: Regional Funding Round Revenue Source Background
The recommended funding target of $192 million is comprised of the following revenue sources:
•

Federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ): $74 million in funds are estimated to be
available in FFY 2020 through 2022 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.

•

Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP): $60 million in funds are
estimated to be available in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2020 through 2022 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 the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Estimates are not finalized until the actual year of
programming and are influenced by the federal transportation act.

•

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP): $58 million in funds are estimated
available for state fiscal years 2020 through 2024, with most of this capacity anticipated in
the last two years of the STIP (State Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024). Staff assumes a flat
estimate based upon prior apportionment shares. STIP funds may be used for a wide variety
of capital projects. SACOG makes recommendations, with final programming authority for
these funds residing with the California Transportation Commission (CTC).

•

The funding target includes an additional $1 million in SACOG Managed Funds for projects
to be programmed in FFY 2019 through 2021. As in past funding rounds, staff recommends
that SACOG Managed Funds be used for small projects that are not eligible or would face
extreme difficulty in using federal funds through the Community Design or Regional
Programs.

Although these funds will be programmed some years into the future, project sponsors are unlikely
to be delayed until their programmed year to implementing their projects. SACOG is committed to
helping projects deliver on time or earlier than programmed using creative project delivery tools,
such as advances and loans.

Attachment B

Table 1: 2018 + Later (2019, 2020) Programming Targets & 2015 Programming Actuals
2015 Round:
Actuals
Traditional Competitive Programs

Notes:

Community Design

$18,244,500

Bicycle & Pedestrian

$9,841,900

Regional/Local

$93,550,200

Regional Program
Sub‐Total

$121,636,600

$9,600,000

Green Region
Innovation Programs (TDM, Civic Lab
pilots)
SACOG Planning & Monitoring

$16,338,700 15% share of traditional programs total in 2015 and 2018
8.1% of traditional programs total in 2015.
Recommendation to absorb into the 2018 Regional
program.
76.9% of traditional programs total in 2015.
Recommendation to absorb into the 2018 Regional
program.
$92,586,000 85% share for 2018, with 8.1% minimum for bike/ped to
be consistent with 2015 percentage share

New Competitive Programs & Other Commitments
Air Quality Transportation Control
Measures

2018 + Later
(2019, 2020)
Round: Targets

$108,924,700 2015 sub‐total reflects $89,758,100 for Tier I &
$31,878,000 in later programming for Tier II projects
Notes:
$942,500 Reflects 2 years of funding SECAT, Spare The Air & TDM in
2015; 2 years of funding Spare The Air in 2018
$11,670,000 1 year of “high” funding or 2 years of "medium" level for
program in 2018
$3,000,000 1 year of funding for TDM and Civic Lab pilots in 2018

$425,300

$533,800 Reflects 1% of RSTP programmed in both 2015 and 2018
rounds

$1,106,300

$1,106,300 2018 total recommended to be set at the funding level for
the 2015 round.

Sub‐Total
Later Programming

$11,131,600
$31,878,000'*

GRAND TOTAL

$132,768,200

$17,252,600
$65,822,700 Proposed 2019 Round to align with timing of MTP draft
preferred scenario and year 1 evaluations of new
programs; 2015 Round had a Tier 2 list that was allocated
in 2017.
3
$192,000,000 Reflects 2 years of federal funds for 2015 cycle vs.
years of federal funds proposed for 2018 + Later
(2019,2020)

RSTP Exchange

* the 2015 "Traditional Competitive Programs" budget amounts include the "Later Programming" total.

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-8.
Subject: Envision a Hunger-Free California Act of 2018 (Estimated time: 10
minutes)

Informa on: Es mated Time Prepared by: David Shabazian
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Assembly Bill (AB) 1952, Envision a Hunger-Free California Act of 2018, targets food
insecurity in California by supporting efforts to alleviate hunger through identifying issues
and barriers, educating decision makers, and funding food access projects.

2. Recommendation:
None. This item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
SACOG staff was contacted by staff of the AB 1952 authors, Assembly Members Mayes
and Steinorth, to answer questions about Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS)
research on regional food systems and food hubs in particular. Food systems concepts
from these studies have been incorporated into the bill, which offers strategies to reduce
hunger and food insecurity. Assembly Members Arambula, Aguiar-Curry, Acosta, Baker,
and Mathis, and Senators Weiner and Dodd are also included as authors.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
At the time of writing this staff report, the bill (current version included as Attachment A)
is undergoing committee reviews and amendments. The basic concept of the bill is to
establish criteria and require, by January 1, 2020, the State Department of Social
Services, the State Department of Public Health, the State Department of Education, and
the Department of Food and Agriculture, to develop a plan to end hunger. The plan would
identify under-served communities (as defined by the USDA), barriers to food access,
infrastructure to improve access, and funding to implement the plan. Total funding
amounts have not been specified, but currently the bulk of the proposed 3-year funding
would go to existing food assistance organizations and programs. There would also be
funding to provide grants to assist in establishing food hubs in under-served communities.

SACOG staff will track this bill and will inform the committee if a recommendation to the
SACOG board for support of this bill is merited.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact at this time.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A - Dra Bill
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 19, 2018
california legislature—2017–18 regular session

ASSEMBLY BILL

No. 1952

Introduced by Assembly Members Mayes, Arambula, and Steinorth
(Coauthor: Senator Wiener)
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Aguiar-Curry)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Acosta, Baker, and Mathis)
(Coauthors: Senators Dodd and Wiener)
January 29, 2018

An act to add Section 10001.5 to the Welfare and Institutions Code,
relating to food access.
legislative counsel’s digest

AB 1952, as amended, Mayes. Social services: access to food.
Existing law provides for the federal Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP), administered in California as CalFresh,
under which each county distributes nutrition assistance benefits
provided by the federal government to eligible households. Existing
state law authorizes a county to deliver CalFresh benefits through the
use of an electronic benefits transfer (EBT) acceptance system.
Existing law, until January 1, 2022, encourages the Regents of the
University of California, and requires the Trustees of the California
State University and the Board of Governors of the California
Community Colleges, to designate as a “hunger-free campus” each of
the institutions’ respective campuses that meet specified criteria,
including having a campus employee designated to help ensure that
students have the information they need to enroll in CalFresh.
This bill would require the State Department of Social Services, the
State Department of Public Health, the State Department of Education,
98
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and the Department of Food and Agriculture, to develop a plan to end
hunger. The bill would require the plan to be distributed to the
Legislature no later than January 1, 2020, and would establish criteria
for the plan, including that the plan request the Regents of the University
of California, and direct the Trustees of the California State University
and the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges, to
develop systems that allow EBT cards to be used on their respective
campuses, and present a report to the Assembly Select Committee on
Campus Climate on the progress that has been made, by March 1, 2019.
Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.
State-mandated local program: no.
The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
line 1
SECTION 1. This act shall be known, and may be cited, as the
line 2 Envision a Hunger-Free California Act of 2018.
line 3
SEC. 2. The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the
line 4 following:
line 5
(a) Access to adequate, nutritious food benefits the health and
line 6 welfare of all Californians at every income level.
line 7
(b) California produces about 25 percent of the world’s food,
line 8 but in many communities throughout the state there is limited
line 9 access to quality food, which negatively affects those living at or
line 10 near the poverty line, cash-poor college graduates, working
line 11 families, single parents, and disadvantaged communities.
line12
(c) California’s diverse geography and demographics
line 13 unfortunately increase the likelihood of food deserts, as defined
line 14 by the United States Department of Food and Agriculture, that
line 15 limit food access for hundreds of thousands of California residents,
line 16 and this results in poor health outcomes.
line 17
(d) High-cost and congested areas of the state also experience
line 18 limited access to food and often provide few opportunities for food
line 19 businesses to relocate to those “food-poor” areas.
line 20
(e) California should take steps to ensure access to adequate,
line 21 nutritious food in all communities across the state.
line 22
(f) The food insecurity rate is the percentage of a state’s
line 23 population that experience limited or uncertain access to adequate
line 24 healthy food at some point during the year. People who experience
line 25 food insecurity often have to reduce the quality or variety of their
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diet, and sometimes experience hunger. California’s food insecurity
rate is 12.5 percent.
(g) Food insecurity is primarily a symptom of poverty, and
poverty is substantially higher among Latinos and other
communities of color.
(h) Research in child brain development has shown that even
one experience of hunger as a child can impact the health and
mental well-being of a person into their adult years. Research has
similarly demonstrated the long-term academic and economic
consequences of how hunger limits a person’s life chances.
(i) Hunger, food insecurity and lack of healthy food choices
contribute to our state’s high childhood obesity rate. California’s
childhood obesity rate is 16.6 percent for children who are two to
four years of age, inclusive, and are beneficiaries of the Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children,
also known as WIC. The obesity rate is 31.2 percent for children
in California who are 10 to 17 years of age, inclusive, and the
current obesity rate for high school pupils in California is 13.9
percent.
(j) Lack of adequate healthy food options increases the
likelihood and impact of diabetes and prediabetes. Care and
treatment cost an estimated $37.1 billion in California each year
and affect almost 15 million Californians, limiting their life
possibilities.
(k) The Legislature is calling on all partners to make eradication
of hunger and food insecurity in our bountiful state a priority and
work with us to collectively envision and enact a future without
hunger.
(l) The Legislature resolves to support a process by which all
food system stakeholders will be engaged and collaborate at the
local, regional, and state levels to remove barriers to adequate,
nutritious food choices and ensure that a vibrant and sustainable
food system is available across all communities statewide.
SEC. 3. The State Department of Social Services, the State
Department of Public Health, the State Department of Education,
and the Department of Food and Agriculture, in consultation with
a robust stakeholder group, shall jointly develop a plan to end
hunger. The plan shall be distributed to the Legislature no later
than January 1, 2020, in accordance with Section 9795 of the
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Government Code. The plan shall, at a minimum, do all of the
following:
(a) Identify food deserts, as defined by the United States
Department of Food and Agriculture, and make maps of food
deserts available online.
(b) Identify barriers in bringing retailers to certain locations,
such as those in food deserts. These barriers may include, but are
not limited to, certain city zoning ordinances, restrictive covenants,
the requirements imposed by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) process, the limitations of the public transportation
system, and other restrictions imposed in order to protect public
safety.
(c) Identify infrastructure needs to develop food hubs and
consult with the Department of General Services in order to
conduct an inventory of state-owned property that would be
suitable for food hub locations.
(d) Explore methods to use new and existing resources to
develop a food hub infrastructure and to utilize county fairgrounds
as food hub locations.
(e) Establish a budget of ____ dollars ($____), contingent on
an appropriation in the annual Budget Act or another measure, for
the Department of Food and Agriculture to identify grant
opportunities, with a priority given to regional planning connection
strategy models between rural and urban areas demonstrating
economic development, job benefits, and green house gas emission
reductions. The Department of Food and Agriculture is authorized
to use these funds to support other local food hub efforts, taking
into consideration the need in the community and geographic
diversity.
(f) Identify and facilitate stakeholder engagement, including
representatives from impacted communities.
(g) Make recommendations for improving food access, including
funding.
(h) Include a plan, which shall be presented to the Director of
Social Services by May 1, 2019, to encourage the use of electronic
benefits transfer (EBT) at farmers’ markets and retailers in a food
desert, or a retailer that can ship to a food desert, for the purchase
of fruits and vegetables.
(i) Include a plan, which shall be presented to the Legislature
by May 1, 2019, for statewide universal school feeding programs,
98

4

Attachment A

—5—

line 1
line 2
line 3
line 4
line 5
line 6
line 7
line 8
line 9
line 10
line 11
line 12
line 13
line 14
line 15
line 16
line 17
line 18
line 19
line 20
line 21
line 22
line 23
line 24
line 25
line 26
line 27
line 28
line 29
line 30
line 31
line 32
line 33
line 34
line 35
line 36
line 37
line 38
line 39
line 40

AB 1952

prioritizing schools with the neediest populations, including a
summer lunch EBT program serving children in food deserts who
cannot access feeding sites in the event the federal government
does not act. The plan shall be submitted in compliance with
Section 9795 of the Government Code. The plan shall identify a
system for measuring outcomes that include, but are not limited
to, all of the following:
(1) Increased time spent in school through enrollment,
attendance, and reduced dropout rates.
(2) Increased cognition and improved learning.
(3) Improved healthcare outcomes and fewer days of school
missed due to illness.
(j) (1) Request the Regents of the University of California, and
direct the Trustees of the California State University and the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges, to develop
systems that allow EBT cards to be used on their respective
campuses, and prepare and present to the Assembly Select
Committee on Campus Climate a report on the progress that has
been made, by March 1, 2019.
(2) The requirement to submit a report under this subdivision
shall be inoperative on January 1, 2023.
SEC. 3. Section 10001.5 is added to the Welfare and Institutions
Code, to read:
10001.5. The department, the State Department of Public
Health, the State Department of Education, and the Department
of Food and Agriculture, in consultation with a robust stakeholder
group, shall jointly develop a plan to end hunger. The plan shall
be distributed to the Legislature no later than January 1, 2020, in
accordance with Section 9795 of the Government Code. The plan
shall, at a minimum, do all of the following:
(a) Identify food deserts, as defined by the United States
Department of Agriculture, and make maps of food deserts
available online.
(b) Identify barriers in bringing retailers to certain locations,
such as those in food deserts. These barriers may include, but are
not limited to, certain city zoning ordinances, restrictive covenants,
the requirements imposed by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) process, the limitations of the public transportation
system, and other restrictions imposed in order to protect public
safety.
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(c) Identify infrastructure needs to develop food hubs and
consult with the Department of General Services in order to
conduct an inventory of state-owned property that would be
suitable for food hub locations.
(d) Explore methods to use new and existing resources to
develop a food hub infrastructure and to utilize county fairgrounds
as food hub locations.
(e) Establish a budget of ____ dollars ($____), contingent on
an appropriation in the annual Budget Act or another measure,
for the Department of Food and Agriculture to identify grant
opportunities, with a priority given to regional planning connection
strategy models between rural and urban areas demonstrating
economic development, job benefits, and greenhouse gas emission
reductions. The Department of Food and Agriculture is authorized
to use these funds to support other local food hub efforts, taking
into consideration the need in the community and geographic
diversity.
(f) Identify and facilitate stakeholder engagement, including
representatives from impacted communities.
(g) Make recommendations for improving food access, including
funding.
(h) Include a plan, which shall be presented to the director by
May 1, 2019, to encourage the use of an electronic benefits transfer
(EBT) system at farmers’ markets and retailers in a food desert,
or a retailer that can ship to a food desert, for the purchase of
fruits and vegetables.
(i) Include a plan, which shall be presented to the Legislature
by May 1, 2019, for statewide universal school feeding programs,
prioritizing schools with the neediest populations, including a
summer lunch EBT program serving children in food deserts who
cannot access feeding sites in the event the federal government
does not act. The plan shall be submitted in compliance with
Section 9795 of the Government Code. The plan shall identify a
system for measuring outcomes that include, but are not limited
to, all of the following:
(1) Increased time spent in school through enrollment,
attendance, and reduced dropout rates.
(2) Increased cognition and improved learning.
(3) Improved healthcare outcomes and fewer days of school
missed due to illness.
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(j) (1) Request the Regents of the University of California, and
direct the Trustees of the California State University and the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges, to develop
systems that allow EBT cards to be used on their respective
campuses, and prepare and present to the Assembly Select
Committee on Campus Climate a report on the progress that has
been made, by March 1, 2019.
(2) The requirement to submit a report under this subdivision
shall be inoperative on January 1, 2023.
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-9.
Subject: Regional Futures Forum | April 30 Elected Official Convening
(Estimated time: 3 minutes)

Informa on: Es mated Time - 3 Minutes
Prepared by: Monica Hernández
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Elected officials and local staff are encouraged to register for the Regional Futures Forum
on April 30, 2018, in Sacramento County.

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
Last year, the Sacramento region came together to demonstrate that our region was the
ideal location for the Amazon HQ2. This opportunity brought together cities, counties,
public and private economic developers, and transportation and land use interests to
position the region to land a catalytic investment. While the region was not selected, the
opportunity left many stakeholders reflecting on what we should do next as a region to
strengthen our economy in data-driven ways that support our residents and businesses
that exist today, and those that will exist in the future.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
In partnership with Greater Sacramento Economic Council, Sacramento Metro Chamber,
Region Business, and Valley Vision, Brookings Institution has engaged in a market
assessment of how the Sacramento region performs on the drivers that support regional
economic success--growth, prosperity, and inclusion.
Findings from the assessment will be released at the Regional Futures Forum on Monday,
April 30. This event is invitation only, and is designed as an informative and interactive
day for elected officials and local jurisdiction staff. The Regional Futures Forum will
feature a keynote address by Amy Liu, vice president and director of the Metropolitan
Policy Program at Brooking Institution. Ms. Liu is a recognized international expert on the
drivers of successful regional economies within the context of city, county, rural, urban,
and suburban attributes. After the keynote, attendees will explore paths on how to take

this information and move the region forward through planning and policy at the regional
and local level. The afternoon will feature in-depth sessions on regional economic
prosperity themes presented by Brookings Institution.
Tickets are $40 and are now on sale via Eventbrite. Space is limited, and available tickets
will open to the public after April 16.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This activity is within the approved SACOG operating budget. Consultant costs are shared
with Greater Sacramento Economic Council, Sacramento Metro Chamber, and Valley
Vision. Additional event sponsorship is rovided by Region Business, Sacramento Region
Community Foundation, Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, and Comstock's
Magazine.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
Futures Forum Flier
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Monday April 30, 2018

9 a.m. - 3 p.m.
Milagro Centre, Carmichael

Tickets $40

regionalfuturesforum.eventbrite.com

This full-day event will feature keynote speaker Amy Liu, vice
president and director of the Metropolitan Policy Program at
Brookings Institution. As a national expert on cities and metropolitan
areas, she brings world-class research and analysis to action on the
ground. Ms. Liu has worked with scores of public and private sector
leaders in regions around the country, including Chicago, Kansas
City, Phoenix, and New Orleans.

“We must purposefully restructure
our economy from one focused on
local consumption and real estate,
to one really focused on the drivers
of the future economy, in innovation
and trade, in skills, in infrastructure.”

-Amy Liu

In Partnership With:

* 5($7(5 6 $&5$0(172
E C O N O M I C

C O U N C I L
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-10.
Subject: Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) 2.0 Luncheon (Estimated
time: 0 minutes)

Receive and File: Es mated Time Prepared by: David Shabazian
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
The Rural-Urban Connections Strategy program team has begun a process to develop a
"RUCS 2.0" strategy and work plan to guide future work.

2. Recommendation:
None, this is a receive and file item.

3. Background/Analysis:
SACOG initiated the RUCS program in 2008 to better incorporate rural challenges and
opportunities - as well the connection between the rural and urban parts of the six-county
region - into regional planning. The program has developed a toolkit of data, modeling,
and scenario evaluation that offers a means by which public and private stakeholders can
evaluate policy and investment options that support and enhance rural economic
development and environmental sustainability. A brief description of RUCS is included as
an attachment. The project has reached a point where application of this work requires
input from stakeholders throughout the region to help SACOG determine how to apply
existing RUCS tools, implement strategies, and identify new areas of research.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
A workshop luncheon to solicit board input will be held on April 5, 2018, at 12:00 p.m. At
the luncheon, Daniel Kaufman from Third Plateau will facilitate a workshop to gather
board input on topics, initiatives, and services that SACOG should focus on in the RUCS
program going forward. This workshop is the primary point of engagement with board
members as stakeholders in the RUCS 2.0 process. Final work products, including a RUCS
2.0 strategy and work plan, will be provided to the board in June 2018.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This project is budgeted in SACOG's adopted FY17/18 Overall Work Program (OWP) and
budget.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment B - RUCS Schedule
A achment A - RUCS 2-pager
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Week of:
Kick-off meeting
Review internal documents
Identify stakeholders
Interview stakeholders
Land Use Committee meeting
Meet w/RUCS staff
Draft SWOT
Design kitchen cabinet
Facilitate visioning retreat
Joint Land Use /Transportation Committee lunch
Develop draft Theory of Change
Kitchen cabinet retreat
Feedback session
Finalize Theory of Change
Present to SACOG board meeting

*Please note these items are subject to change.

12-Feb
X
X

19-Feb
X

26-Feb
X
X

5-Mar

12-Mar

X
X

X

19-Mar

X

26-Mar

2-Apr

9-Apr

16-Apr

X

X
X

23-Apr

30-Apr

7-May

X

X

14-May

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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Sacramento Area Council of Governments
Rural-Urban Connections Strategy
Why RUCS?

A region is made up of urban and rural areas; yet, regional planning has not considered rural issues to the
degree that urban issues make up regional strategies and associated data and analyses. The Rural-Urban
Connections Strategy (RUCS) provides a platform to conduct rural planning and creates a counterbalance and
compliment to urban planning enabling truly regional planning. Some of the key questions driving the RUCS
program include:
• What are the economic opportunities and challenges for agriculture and forest management and how
do we plan accordingly?
• How do we incorporate ecosystem services into this planning?
• How do rural and urban planning affect one another?
• How does integrated regional planning bolster the region’s prosperity, sustainability, and resiliency?
Composite of Local General Plans

Crop Map

Urban
Rural

Rural landscapes and issues are varied and complex; therefore, SACOG organized the RUCS program into five
topic areas to guide the study and recommendations:

•
•
•
•
•

Land Use and Conservation: Policies and Plans That Shape Rural Areas
Infrastructure: Physical and Human Capital That Supports Rural Economies
Economic Opportunities: New Ways to Grow Revenue
Forest Management: Growing Economic and Environmental Value
Regulations: Navigating Federal and State Environmental Guidelines

RUCS Toolkit
SACOG continues to find success in its “better information for better decision making” approach to planning.
RUCS provides data, tools, and other technical guidance that many rural stakeholders lack. SACOG built a
parcel-level crop map and related economic data for the valley floor. Forest data has also been collected, but
at a course resolution and no economic or environmental data are associated with the spatial data. These
spatial and economic data are inputs for a GIS platform that compares scenarios of possible future conditions
and strategies. The model can test a range of scenarios, from simple sensitivities analyses of production input
variables to large-scale land use changes, to determine possible economic and environmental outcomes. SACOG
also has data and models for the entire food system economic cluster, from production to consumption.
Recent cases studies conducted in Yolo and Yuba counties provide examples of the application of the RUCS
toolkit. SACOG tested the expansion of specialty crop (fruits, nuts, and vegetables) production and processing,
since this is a potentially lucrative proposition. The case studies showed farm revenues increasing up to five-fold
by growing more of these crops, and likewise showed that a related food hub (aggregation and processing
facility) would be a profitable enterprise. However, the study also indicated that demand for water and labor
would increase, key inputs that have supply challenges. This work also included an analysis of greenhouse gas
emissions from various crop production and processing scenarios and showed that loss of processing could
increase total emissions from trucking product to more distant markets. These are important considerations for
stakeholders such as investors contemplating new opportunities, governments trying to attract these
investments, and consumers seeking these products.
1
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RUCS Toolkit Diagram
RUCS Crop Map

RUCS Scenario Analysis Tool

Modules Informing Scenarios

Ecosystem Services

Scenario Results
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The RUCS toolkit also uses land use and cropping changes to estimate possible impacts on habitat, and soon,
SACOG will be incorporating indicators for groundwater recharge potential.

Regional Economic Impact
One important way to demonstrate the significance of rural areas to the entire region is to show their economic
contribution. SACOG estimated the economic multipliers for the specialty economic cluster and found that the
sector is competitive with other industries. Moreover, there are actually more urban jobs related to specialty
crop production than rural jobs—at a ratio of 2 to 1—and the value of that urban economic activity is four times
higher than rural areas. The study highlights agriculture’s regional significance and connection between urban
and rural economies.

Future work
SACOG continues to improve and expand RUCS information available for its member jurisdictions and the
region. In 2018, SACOG will focus on three critical topics to advance rural and regional objectives:
•

•

•

Ecosystem Services: SACOG will complete a groundwater recharge study to help the region better
understand the potential for water storage and craft strategies to meet state-required groundwater
sustainability plans.
Forest Management: SACOG will engage local, state, and federal stakeholders to collect better data
and identify strategies and funding to reduce fuel loads and fire risk. Benefits to the region include
improved air quality, water supply, habitat, recreation, and economic opportunity.
RUCS 2.0: Working with regional stakeholders and the SACOG Board, staff will develop a strategy and
work plan for RUCS implementation and ideas for future topics to emphasize in the RUCS program.

More Information: www.sacog.org/rural-urban-connections-strategy
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-11.
Subject: Blueprint Implementation Activities (Estimated time: 0 minutes)

Receive and File: Es mated Time Prepared by: Jennifer Hargrove
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Update on SACOG’s Blueprint Implementation Land Use Activities.

2. Recommendation:
None. This item is for information and discussion.

3. Background/Analysis:
The purpose of this item is to regularly inform the Committee of SACOG land use related
activities in support of local implementation of the Blueprint principles. SACOG conducts
the following Blueprint Implementation Land Use Activities in response to requests from
member agencies and/or developers or non-governmental organizations: 1) provision of
data and/or technical support to member agencies implementing the Blueprint; 2) review
and comment on development proposals regarding their consistency with the Blueprint
principles or the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS); and 3) educational presentations on the Blueprint.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
In March 2018, SACOG staff conducted the following Blueprint Implementation Land
Use Activities:
At the request of the City of Davis, wrote a letter of Sustainable Communities
Strategy consistency for the Davis Live project (letter attached in Attachment A).
Provided a Blueprint review and public testimony at the Davis City Council on the
Lincoln 40 project (letter attached in Attachment B).
Hosted a steering committee of Urban Land Institute (ULI) Sacramento,
Sacramento Regional Transit District, the City of Sacramento, and
Congresswoman Matsui's office to prepare for a ULI foundation Advisory Services
Panel that will take place in June 2018, and focus on how to catalyze equitable
transit-oriented development around the Florin and Meadowview light rail
stations.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This program is budgeted in SACOG's adopted Fiscal Year 2017/2018 Overall Work Plan
(OWP) and budget.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: Davis Live Project SCS Consistency Le er
A achment B: Lincoln 40 Blueprint Review Le er
A achment C: About ULI Advisory Services Panel
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Map 1: High Quality Transit
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URBAN LAND INSTITUTE
ADVISORY SERVICES PAN EL PROGRAM

Practical Solutions for Difficult Land Use Issues

Panels include the best and brightest from
ULI’s
diverse
membership
including
developers, planners, financiers, market
analysts, economists, architects and public
officials to provide practical and candid advice
that is not available from any other source.
Panels subject focus on:
Economic - Industrial Development,
Economic Development, Shopping Mall
Redevelopment, Employment Generation,
Hospital and Life Sciences, Real Estate
Finance



Get timely, candid and unbiased input
from senior land use professionals.



Kick-start critical conversations, move
beyond deadlock.

Downtown - Retail & Entertainment,
Neighborhood Revitalization, Downtown
Revitalization,



Gain fresh insights and discover
innovative solutions to the most
complex real estate development
challenges.

Infrastructure - Transit-Oriented
Development, Transportation, Ports and
Airports, Rail

Since 1947, over 600 advisory services teams
have helped sponsors find creative, practical
solutions for some of the most challenging
issues facing today’s urban, suburban and
rural communities.
In a concentrated effort of one week, we
provide results.
We work with local
governments, private developers, community
development corporations, and many other
organizations to address the most challenging
real estate and land use issues facing
communities today.

Housing – Workforce Housing, Affordable
Housing, Housing Finance
Metropolitan Policy - Regional Growth and
Cooperation, Inter-jurisdictional Strategies,
Sustainable Development, Military Base
Redevelopment
Urban Design – Corridor Redevelopment,
Streetscape, Historic Preservation,
Placemaking
Past panel reports are available at
www.uli.org/advisoryservices
Please contact Tom Eitler (teitler@uli.org)
or Beth Silverman (beth.silverman@uli.org)
for more information.
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-12.
Subject: Civic Lab Update (Estimated time: 0 minutes)

Receive and File: Es mated Time Prepared by: Raef Porter
A achments: No

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Civic Lab has completed five workshops, and the teams of local agencies have been
working toward completing a scope, schedule, and budget for their project.

2. Recommendation:
None, this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
The goal for the Civic Lab teams was to have a scope, schedule, and budget for their
projects by the end of Civic Lab, which is June 2018. At the last workshop, the teams
provided an update on where they are in the process, and identified what resources were
still needed to have a finalized scope, schedule, and budget by June 2018.
Staff has posted the SACOG Civic Lab Smart Mobility Challenge - Request for
Qualifications (RFQ). The posting will be open until April 13, 2018, and vendors will be
evaluated and selected by April 18, 2018. SACOG will enter into an "on call" contract with
one or more qualified vendors for each challenge area identified in the RFQ. Each Civic
Lab team will then have an opportunity to enter into a subcontract with a selected vendor
for the team's specific scope of work. Funding will be sought for teams that have a
finalized scope, schedule, and budget.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Based on input from each team, staff is building out the programs for the remaining
months of Civic Lab.
April
The Civic Lab workshop in April 2018, will focus on telling the story of the project, with
an opportunity to talk with different funding agencies and foundations about the proposed
projects.

May
In May 2018, Civic Lab will be focused on the solution for each project. Selected vendors
will work with the teams on their solutions. An open house for legislators and their staff
will be held in the afternoon, along with a demonstration of many different vehicles that
may be part of the Civic Lab projects.
June
The last month of Civic Lab will focus on each team finalizing the scope, schedule, and
budget of their project, and preparing for funding requests and implementation.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
Staff time for SACOG is covered under the agency's current operating budget. Pilot
projects developed through Civic Lab will be seeking funding sources including
transportation and TDM funding under SACOG's direction. More information is provided in
the TDM funding funding item before committees in the month of April.

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-13.
Subject: Flood Protection Summary and Advocacy (Estimated time: 0
minutes)

Receive and File: Es mated Time Prepared by: David Shabazian
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Flood control system improvements and floodplain management are subject to state and
federal policy and funding limitations.

2. Recommendation:
None, this is a receive and file item. The attached summary provides board members with
information and targeted state and federal requests to facilitate flood control and
floodplain improvements in the SACOG region.

3. Background/Analysis:
At the November 2017 meeting of the Land Use and Natural Resources committee, local
consultants presented a status report on flood control-related activities, with an emphasis
on the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan and state and federal funding challenges.
Director Suen and Vice Chair Frost requested a brief report summarizing this status update
and talking points to help with advocacy. That summary has been pending while flood
control stakeholders update their funding and policy requests. The summary and requests
are attached.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The attached summary provides a list of state and federal tasks to help the region maintain
existing levee infrastructure and make improvements where needed. A primary issue is the
funding shortfalls the state and region are facing for maintenance and new projects.
Senate Bill 5 placed a $4.1 billion bond on the June 2018 ballot; however, there are
limitations to its use for flood control projects in the region. Federal funds require local or
state matching funds, which have also been restricted. The attached summary includes a
list of requests for state funding to address these funding gaps.
At the federal level, projects that are being led by local entities also face challenges in

receiving federal authorization, via Section 408 permits, which allow non-US Army Corp
of Engineers entities to alter federal civil works projects. The attached summary
incorporates requests from the Flood Protection Team for the Capitol-to-Capitol advocacy
program seeking funding and risk-based prioritization for Section 408 permits.
Another important federal issue is the restrictions on flood insurance for agricultural areas.
Since most agricultural land is not protected by 100-year certified levees, FEMA insurance
is very expensive and new buildings on these lands require expensive elevation above
projected flood elevations. This severely restricts options for farmers seeking
improvements to their land to support their business. The Flood Protection Team also
prepared requests to address these concerns.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact.
ATTACHMENTS:
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Flood Control Issues and Funding Summary
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
March 22, 2018

Background
The information in this white paper has been developed as part of the effort to provide guidance to the
Board of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) on how they can support funding and
other initiatives for flood management actions in the region. Provided herein is information related to
policies developed by the Department of Water Resources (DWR), other statewide initiatives, and
regional initiatives related to federal funding and policies. Specific recommendations are provided by
SACOG staff based on those developed by the California Central Valley Flood Control Association and
the Capitol-to-Capitol Flood Protection team.

Central Valley Flood Protection Plan
As mandated by the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008, DWR prepared the Central Valley
Flood Protection Plan (CFVPP). The CVFPP has responsibility over State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC)
facilities, many of which are within SACOG’s six-county region.
Over the next 30 years, the CVFPP identifies the need for a combined federal, state, and local financial
investment of $17–$21 billion in flood control system improvements. Annual, ongoing, system-wide
operations and maintenance costs are projected to represent $2.3–$2.8 billion of that investment. For the
long-term sustainability and performance of the flood management system, the CVFPP identifies that an
additional $250–$310 million per year is needed to address routine operation and maintenance and to fund
emergency management, coordination of routine reservoir operations, and annual State flood planning
and analysis.

Regional Initiatives
As part of its annual Sacramento Metro Chamber Capitol-to-Capitol trip to Washington D.C., the Flood
Protection Team developed draft issue papers to use in discussions with federal administration and
congressional representatives as the team seeks funding and advances other policy requests for the region.
The general goal of the Capitol-to-Capitol effort is to highlight the flooding threat to the Sacramento
region and make specific requests for Section 408 approvals—which allows alteration of a civil works
project by a party other than the US Army Corp of Engineers—and infrastructure funding. Information
from the issue papers is summarized below, and requested actions are listed under “Recommendations.”
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California’s capital region lies at the confluence of two major rivers, with a combined watershed of 26,000
square miles that includes the Sacramento Valley and the foothills and mountains of northern California.
Reducing flood risks is critical to the social and economic stability of the region and will be achieved only
through a streamlined process of improving the levee, bypass, and water conveyance system.
Nationwide, nonfederal interests are undertaking critical improvements to federal facilities that either
cannot or are not being addressed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Civil Works program.
This is occurring either because funding is unavailable or because USACE is unable to execute the work,
or both. These locally led undertakings are unnecessarily burdened by a complex, redundant, and lengthy
permitting process. The Flood Protection Team’s 408 issue paper requests that Section 408 approvals are
appropriately prioritized to facilitate timely and effective implementation of locally implemented flood
and water conveyance improvement projects. The paper further requests that Congress appropriately fund
USACE Section 408 review.
In 2014, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the Government Accountability
Office encouraged exploration of ideas to address sustainability of agriculture in deep floodplains. As
FEMA updates Flood Insurance Rate Maps to show the new special flood hazard areas (SFHAs),
including those behind previously accredited levees, the long-term viability of agriculture has become a
major concern. The Flood Protection Team’s issue paper on FEMA regulations identifies two primary
impacts when an agricultural area is mapped into an SFHA: land use requirements for elevating or flood
proofing new and substantially improved structures to or above the Base Flood Elevation; and a
requirement to purchase a high-cost flood insurance policy (note: owners can purchase insurance from a
private carrier) for each structure with a federally-backed mortgage. A disproportional percentage of
agricultural properties affected are in the Sacramento Valley.
Ongoing projects in the planning, design, and construction phases are critical to significantly reducing
risks to the lives and safety of more than 1 million people living in the floodplain, and to protecting tens
of billions of dollars of existing infrastructure, sustaining the region’s rich agricultural productivity, and
supporting economic growth. There is a growing regional backlog of authorized projects that receive
insufficient annual appropriations. The issue paper specific to funding seeks accelerated investment for
construction of ongoing flood risk reduction projects, new appropriations for recently authorized flood
projects, and continuation of funding for projects near completion. The projects from the Flood Protection
Team’s issue papers are listed in the table in the “Recommendations” section below.
Separately, the California Central Valley Flood Control Association was established to “promote the
common interests of its membership in maintaining effective flood control systems in California’s Central
Valley for the protection of life, property, and the environment.” In the short term, the association
proposes an annual General Fund appropriation of $100 million, in order to (1) protect the significant
state/local investment in the SPFC, (2) provide resilience from climate change, (3) reduce the State’s legal
liability and financial exposure in the event of a levee failure, (4) repair critically damaged levees, (5)
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reduce the backlog of deferred maintenance, and (6) leverage federal investment that cannot otherwise be
leveraged using existing State funding sources.

Senate Bill 5
In fall 2017, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed SB 5 (Chapter 852, de León). This bill places
a natural resources–related bond—Proposition 68—on the June 2018 statewide ballot. If approved by
voters, the bond measure would authorize the State to sell $4.1 billion in general obligation bonds for
specified purposes. The package would comprise $4 billion in new bonds and a redirection of
$100 million in unsold bonds that voters previously approved for specific natural resources uses. The
portion of SB 5 that can be used for multi-benefit flood management projects is only $550 million.

Recommendations
State
SACOG staff are recommending that SACOG use the California Central Valley Flood Control
Association’s proposal for funding advocacy. The State General Fund appropriations listed below are
recommended to address flood management issues that cannot be addressed with the SB 5 bond (owing
to its limitations). Specific appropriations would support implementation of the CVFPP by funding the
State’s share of USACE flood management projects, and would reduce the backlog of deferred
maintenance:
•

One-time $400 million appropriation to address the worst of the 2017 flood damage not yet addressed
by the State or USACE levee rehabilitation program (Public Law 84-99).

•

Annual $100 million appropriation, to be broken down as follows:

•

$50 million to cover the nonfederal cost share of USACE projects. This would be used to pay for the
State credits amassed before and during the construction of early implementation projects completed
under Proposition 1E and 84 (e.g., Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency Natomas Levee
Improvements).

•

$22.5 million to reduce the backlog of deferred maintenance, repair existing SPFC levees, implement
projects to protect small communities, and support the ongoing regional planning that has been so
important to building broad support for the CVFPP.

•

$22.5 million to fund State operations, maintenance, repair, replacement, and rehabilitation activities
required under California Water Code 8361 for flood bypasses and appurtenant structures.

•

$5 million for system improvements to provide resilience to the effects of climate change.
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Federal
SACOG staff are recommending that SACOG support the approach of the Metro Chamber Capitol-toCapitol Flood Protection Team’s draft issue papers related to policy issues, regulations, and infrastructure
financing, as follows:
•

USACE needs to make risk-informed decisions that prioritize resources toward projects that yield
greater flood risk reduction, whether they be USACE-led projects or Section 408 permissions. USACE
continues to distribute resources to USACE-led studies and projects, rather than prioritizing resources
for efforts that could yield greater reductions of risk. In many cases, local entities have prepared designs
that would address high-risk flood-prone areas but that require Section 408 permission.

•

Support of HR 2170 to modify the NFIP in order to eliminate financial disincentives to agricultural
operations in the floodplain.

•

FEMA implementation of the Task Force’s recommendations in order to promote the long-term
viability of agriculture in FEMA regulated floodplains. Further details regarding the recommendations
can be found in the Flood Protection Team’s FEMA issue paper.

•

Congress is strongly encouraged to support funding the Section 408 program, at least at the scale of the
administration’s fiscal year 2018 request of $8.5 million, and to consider increasing this amount to
adequately address the backlog. In the past 3 years, USACE has secured a separate line-item for the
Section 408 program within its operations and maintenance account. Unfortunately, the allocated
amount is inadequate, as made evident in fiscal year 2017 when USACE exhausted this funding by the
third quarter, thus delaying many locally led flood improvement projects.

•

To further reduce flood risk in the Central Valley, additional federal investment is needed for the
projects listed below.
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Ongoing Federal Projects and Studies

Project

Phase1

Authorized for
Construction?

Short-Term Goals

1

American River—Common
Features: WRDA 2016

D

Yes

Complete activities in FY 2018.
Secure construction funding in FY 2019.

2

American River—Common
Features: Natomas Levee
Improvement Project

C

Yes

Accelerate ongoing design and
construction activities.

3

Folsom Dam Modifications: Joint
Federal Project

C

Yes

Construction completed in 2017.
Project commissioning and closeout is
continuing.

4

Folsom Dam Raise

D

Yes

Continue ongoing design activities.
Award first construction contract in FY
2020.

5

Lower Cache Creek Project

F

No

Return study to active status.
Receive FY 2018 appropriations to
resume study.

6

Sacramento River Flood Control
Project: General Reevaluation
Report

F

No

A nonfederal sponsor is evaluating
FRM-focused Locally Preferred Plan
configurations.

7

Sutter Basin Flood Risk Reduction
Project

D

Yes

Execute PPA in FY 2018.
Secure construction funding in FY 2018.

8

West Sacramento Project: General
Reevaluation Report

D

Yes

Execute PED agreement and initiate
design activities in FY 2018.
Secure construction funding in FY 2019.

9

Yuba River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project

C

Yes

Accelerate ongoing design and
construction activities.

10

Yuba River Ecosystem
Restoration Feasibility Study

F

No

Sign chief’s report in FY 2019.

1

Project Phase: C = construction; D = design; F = feasibility.
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Prepared by: Adrienne Moretz
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1. Issue:
The 2018 May is Bike Month campaign will place an emphasis on trip replacement and
National Bike to Work Day.

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information and discussion only.

3. Background/Analysis:
May is Bike Month is the regional campaign that promotes bicycling for transportation to
reduce traffic and improve air quality. Every May, residents in the six-county Sacramento
region challenge themselves to replace car trips for bicycle trips. Commute, errand, and
recreation bicycle trip miles can be logged online. Participants register, log trips and miles,
earn virtual badges, receive event newsletters, and are entered for prize drawings at
MayisBikeMonth.com.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The 2017 May is Bike Month campaign saw robust participation from across the SACOG
region. Over 9,500 bicyclists participated by registering at mayisbikemonth.com and
logging 1.56 million miles and over 257,000 trips for the region. Bicyclists represented
760 clubs and teams, 1,000 employers, and 168 schools. The campaign also made strides
in trips replaced with 35% of total miles representing trip replacements.
The 2018 campaign will place an emphasis on National Bike to Work Day on Friday, May
18, to encourage participants to bicycle to work. A concentration of energizer stations will
take place across the region on National Bike to Work Day in an effort to get first time
riders to try cycling to work. This is a change from previous years when general
encouragement stations were set up throughout April and early May. The focus on Bike to
Work Day provides an additional opportunity to promote the launch of bike share which is

scheduled for May 17.
Toolkits containing t-shirts, reflective stickers, and other promotional collateral will be
distributed to partners who host a station on Bike to Work Day. Staff will also be working
with the UC Davis Institute for Transportation Studies to collect more robust data from
participants and non-participants about the impact of May is Bike Month on behavior
change through surveys and registration questions.
The 2018 campaign will continue to utilize strategies from prior years to encourage
participants to replace car trips with bike trips. Participants will have the opportunity to
pledge and log both miles and trips, with the emphasis being on trip-replacement
statistics. Trip-focused educational content will be used heavily on the website, social
media, and through email. While the campaign will continue to celebrate any type of
bicycling, the intent of featuring trips is to engage new and existing bicyclists by
highlighting vehicle reducing trips.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The May is Bike Month budget is fully covered in the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program budget. The total 2018 May is Bike Month budget is estimated to be
$108,500, and is comprised of $68,000 in staff costs and $40,000 in other costs.The 2018
budget is a 50% reduction from the 2017 campaign budget. Savings from the campaign
are being used to support the new TDM Mini-Grant program.

