Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 5/3/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-May-1.
Subject: Minutes of the April 5, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources
Committee Meeting (Est. time: 2 minutes)

Ac on:
Prepared by: Anne Abad
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Should the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee approve the April 5, 2018, meeting
minutes?

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

3. Background/Analysis:
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on April 5, 2018.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Attached are the minutes of the April 5, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
meetings for approval.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact.
ATTACHMENTS:
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ACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES

The SACOG Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on April 5, 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 1:04 p.m.

ROLL CALL: Present:

Directors Banks, Janda, Jankovitz, Neu, Spokely, Vice Chair Frost,
and Chair Onderko

Absent:
1.

Directors Flores and West

Minutes of the March 1, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Meeting
Upon motion by Chair Onderko, seconded by Director Banks, the minutes of the March
1, 2018, Land Use & Natural Resources Committee meeting were approved without any
changes. Director Janda abstained.

2.

Green Region Plan
Upon motion by Director Neu, seconded by Director Banks, and unanimously carried, the
Land Use & Natural Resources Committee approved the Green Region Plan as presented.
James Corless, SACOG CEO, stated that SACOG staff would bring a full region demand
analysis to the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee. Director Spokely arrived
during the presentation and before action was taken.

3.

2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS) Land Use Scenario
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Jennifer Hargrove,
SACOG staff. Vice Chair Frost requested that SACOG staff to present analytics on interregional travel at a future committee meeting.

4.

Housing Scope of Work
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Greg Chew, SACOG
staff. Director Banks requested that staff to put together a kit on zoning tools and provide
it to planning commissions. Vice Chair Frost requested that SACOG staff assist in and
provide public educational resources for possible future events.
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5.

2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
Sounding Board Meeting Summary
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Monica Hernandez,
SACOG staff.

6.

Draft Regional Funding Round: Framework
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Garett Ballard-Rosa,
SACOG staff.

7.

Draft Regional Funding Round Programming Targets
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Matt Carpenter, SACOG
staff.

8.

Envision a Hunger‐‐Free California Act of 2018
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by David Shabazian,
SACOG staff.

9.

Regional Futures Forum | April 30 Elected Official Convening
The Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Monica Hernandez,
SACOG staff.

10.

Rural‐‐Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) 2.0 Luncheon
This was a receive & file item. No staff presentation was made

11.

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

12.

Civic Lab Update
This was a receive & file item. No staff presentation was made.

13.

Flood Protection Summary and Advocacy
This was a receive & file item. No staff presentation was made.

14.

2018 May is Bike Month Campaign Update
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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 3:01 pm.

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 5/3/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-May-2.
Subject: Release of Request for Proposals for Senate Bill 743 Technical
Assistance (Est. time: 5 minutes)

Ac on:
Prepared by: Amy Lee
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
Should SACOG: (1) release a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a consultant to provide
technical assistance to local jurisdictions in their implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743,
and (2) authorize the CEO to negotiate and sign a contract with the selected consultant?

2. Recommendation:
That the Land Use and Natural Resources Committee recommend that the Board approve
the two actions described above.

3. Background/Analysis:
SB 743 is the state law requiring a change in transportation impact analysis performed for
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The law replaces vehicle delay (often
measured with level of service, or LOS) with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the primary
metric for measuring transportation impacts of most projects. The law passed in 2013, and
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has led the revisions to the CEQA
Guidelines consistent with the law, as well as authored the technical advice on
implementing the revised CEQA Guidelines. It will go into effect on January 1, 2020.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
SACOG has a project underway to coordinate technical assistance for local implementation
of SB 743. This project is a collaborative effort of the SB 743 Local Agency Working
Group and is funded by a Caltrans Sustainable Transportation Planning Grant. Technical
assistance will include collection of data sources that local agencies can use to set
significance thresholds, inventory, and assessment of various models and tools to estimate
project-specific VMT, inventory of VMT mitigation strategies, and evaluation of the
appropriateness of different mitigation strategies given the range of land use settings
throughout the region. Documentation of these data, models, tools, and strategies will
provide local agencies with substantial evidence for future CEQA analyses.

The SB 743 Local Agency Working Group has drafted the scope of work for consultant
services. Considerations for the scope of work have included SB 743 implementation
efforts that are planned or underway in local jurisdictions, the topics and timelines of
those efforts, and the outstanding technical assistance needs beyond those local efforts.
The draft scope of work for consultant services is attached (Attachment A). A voluntary
subset of the Local Agency Working Group will interview and select the consultant.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This project is budgeted in both the 2017/18 and 2018/19 Overall Work Program, with a budget
for consultant services of $87,562.

ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A - Scope of Work for Consultant Services

Attachment A

SB 743 Implementation Tools for Local Agencies in the Sacramento Region
Scope of Work
1. Review of Available Data, Models, and Tools for VMT Estimation
Task 1.1 Inventory of Data, Models, and Tools
Identify and collect available data, models, and tools for VMT estimation, including their
documentation. At a minimum, this will include:
• SACOG regional travel demand model (SACSIM);
• Local agency travel demand models (TDMs) in use (e.g., El Dorado County TDM, City of
Roseville TDM, City of Sacramento TDM, Rancho Cordova TDM, Placer County TDM,
etc.);
• Available scenario planning tools (e.g., UrbanFootprint, Envision Tomorrow);
• Spreadsheet tools (MXD smart growth trip generation spreadsheet, as well as variants of
the MXD spreadsheet, Sketch 7, etc.);
• Recent household travel surveys (e.g., Caltrans Statewide HTS); and
• Potentially, “big data” products (e.g., GPS and cell phone “trace” data).
Task 1.2 Assessment of Models and Tools
Review and evaluate the functions and methodologies of the data, models, and tools identified
in Task 1.1 against criteria in final SB743 Technical Advisory. The assessment criteria will be
based on the latest available SB743 rules and advisories. Review will include a technical
summary of SACSIM and local travel demand models, as desired by local jurisdictions, and the
assumptions that affect VMT generation estimates. Assumptions may include land use patterns,
and trip- versus tour-based approaches. The assessment should consider the variety of settings
within the SACOG region (i.e. urban, suburban, rural, small town, employment center, etc.).
Assessment of local travel demand models and their documentation, as requested by local
jurisdictions, will include meetings and discussions with local planning, modeling, and public
works staffs. Assessments of travel demand models – regional and local – will include
recommendations to local jurisdiction staff about updates that will enable models to be used
for SB 743 implementation.
Task 1.3 Selection of Data Sources of VMT Regional and Jurisdiction Averages
Based on the available data, models, and tools identified in Task 1.2, identify potential data
sources that can be used to quantify regional and jurisdictional VMT. Use these data to
estimate regional- and jurisdiction-level VMT per capita and VMT per employee rates (used for
establishing baselines for agency work to establish thresholds and standards of significance).
Identify “service populations” and VMT per “service area” for the region and jurisdictions to
estimate VMT per service population, in addition to VMT per capita and per employee.
Evaluation will assess the best tool or tools by jurisdiction and will be based on: compliance
with published rules or Advisories on SB743; relevance to potential projects within the SACOG
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region; and SB743 Local Agency Working Group (LAWG) input/consensus. From available data,
models, or tools, identify the geographies and project types that are below the “screening”
thresholds described in the Advisories (e.g. near transit, local retail). Report will include a
description of the methodology used to develop average VMT rates.
Task
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5

Deliverable
Inventory of Available Models & Tools
Assessment of Available Models & Tools
One-on-one meetings with local jurisdictions about
local travel demand models and potential updates.
Report on Selected Sources of VMT Threshold Averages
Geodatabase and Maps Illustrating “Screening”
Thresholds

2. Testing & Calibration of Available Project-Level VMT Estimation Tools
Task 2.1 Establish Testing & Calibration Protocol for Project-Level Tools
Prepare a set of defined tests for use in generating project-level VMT rates, using VMT
estimation models and tools identified in Task 1. This will include tests of retrospective (i.e.,
completed) or hypothetical projects; or structured “experimental” tests, whereby key factors
influencing VMT would be manipulated systematically to produce “raw” model/tool estimates
of VMT rates and assess sensitivity.
Tests will include a range of project types and context geographies, and will also demonstrate
the implications of different thresholds on the impacts identified for programs and projects. If
available, existing calibration and testing results would be identified and reported.
Tests should also include potential risks to VMT estimation, such as disruptive transportation
technologies. These should include ridesharing (e.g. Lyft), autonomous vehicles, and changing
retail patterns.
This set of case studies and tests will be brought to the SB 743 Local Agency Working Group for
discussion and agreement.

Task 2.2 Execute Testing and Calibration of Models/Tools
Execute testing and calibration protocols for models and tools. This would involve
implementing the test protocol prepared in Task 2.1, and adjusting or “calibrating” the models
and tools to establish consistency with VMT per capita and VMT per employee rates from the
selected threshold sources (Task 1.4 deliverable).
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Task 2.3 Develop Methods of Estimating Project-Level VMT Rates
Establish a set of test land use and transportation projects of different types (e.g. residential,
office, retail, other) and in different land use settings (e.g. urban, suburban, rural, small town,
employment center) for use in developing guidelines and protocols for estimation of VMT rates.
To the extent that the test protocol uses retrospective or hypothetical projects, the testing
protocol itself will be adapted to provide user guidance for projects. Analysis will include a
summary of the interaction between VMT rates, thresholds, and vehicle level of service.
Assessment of risks to VMT estimates from disruptive transportation technologies and changing
land use economics.

Note: For Tasks 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, SACOG will execute testing/calibration of SACSIM regional
travel demand model.
Task

Deliverable

2.1

Project Level VMT Testing/Calibration Protocol

2.2

Project Level VMT Testing/Calibration Results

2.3

3.

Guidelines on Use of Models/Tools for Project-Level
Estimates

Potential VMT Mitigation Measures

Task 3.1 Literature Review of VMT Reduction Strategies
Conduct research and develop summaries of VMT reduction strategies, including assessment of
applicability to different land use and transportation project types and land use contexts – such
as from Task 2.3 – and applicability to the SACOG region. A significant number of “metaanalyses” or syntheses of VMT reduction strategies already exist (e.g., CAPCOA “Quantifying
GHG Mitigation Measures”), and would provide a starting point for this task. The assessment
should include an exploration and review of multi-jurisdictional mitigation options. It should
also consider the variety of land use settings within the SACOG region (i.e. urban, suburban,
rural, small town, employment center, etc.).
Task 3.2 Summary and Packaging of Potential VMT Mitigations
Summarize research and assessment in a Toolkit of VMT reduction strategies, in “packages” of
potential mitigation measures applicable to land use development or transportation projects.
Special attention would be given to: range of effectiveness in reducing VMT; scale of mitigation
measures; context sensitivity (i.e., in what land use settings are different mitigations most
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effective); potential cost; potential co-benefits; and other factors identified by the SB743
LAWG.
Task

Deliverable

3.1

Literature Review of VMT Reduction Strategies Memo

3.2

4.

Compilation of Research into Toolkit of Mitigation
“Packages”

Project Documentation

Task 4.1 Document Sources of Regional and Jurisdiction VMT Data
Document the data, tools, and models used for estimation of regional and jurisdictional VMT,
and report the current base year estimates of VMT at regional and jurisdictional levels for
various land use types. Document guidelines for use of each source, for purposes of periodically
updating VMT thresholds. Documentation will include validation and reasonableness checks of
the data, tools, models, and thresholds. Documentation should provide substantial evidence for
lead agencies analyzing the transportation impacts of land use and transportation projects
under CEQA with SB 743 in effect.
Task 4.2 Document Project-Level VMT Estimation Models and Tools
Document the process of testing and calibrating project-level VMT rate estimation tools.
Document guidelines for lead agencies for use of the tools for a range of project types and a
range of land use settings Documentation should include which data, models, and tools are
most appropriate for various project types and land use settings. Documentation will include
validation and reasonableness checks of the data, models, and tools. Documentation should
provide substantial evidence for lead agencies analyzing the transportation impacts of land use
and transportation projects under CEQA with SB 743 in effect.
Task 4.3 Document Potential VMT Mitigations
Document potential VMT mitigation strategies, correlated to different types of projects and
land use settings. Documentation should provide substantial evidence for lead agencies
analyzing the transportation impacts of land use and transportation projects under CEQA with
SB 743 in effect.

Task

Deliverable
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4.2

Documentation of Sources of Regional and Jurisdiction VMT
Data
Documentation of Project-Level VMT Estimation Models/Tools

4.3

Documentation of Potential VMT Mitigations

4.1
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Land Use and Natural Resources
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Subject: White Paper on Future Housing Product Type Demand and
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Informa on:
Prepared by: Greg Chew
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
What is the demand and preference for diversity in housing choice today and in the future,
and does that support the assumptions in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/
Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)?

2. Recommendation:
This item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
SACOG is updating the MTP/SCS, scheduled for adoption in 2020. The MTP/SCS forecasts
and plans the transportation system in the six-county SACOG region for the next 20 years.
As part of every quadrennial MTP/SCS update, SACOG creates a growth projection for
how many people, homes, and jobs there will be, as well as a land use forecast that
estimates where that growth is likely to occur. The projected growth is then used to plan
the region’s future transportation system. In March 2018, staff presented to the
committees a framework for a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario for use in the 2020
MTP/SCS Update. This framework included targets for how much of the scenario’s
projected housing growth should be in “infill” areas and how much should be in denser
product types like small-lot single-family homes and attached housing. These targets are
based primarily on the information we learned through creating and analyzing scenarios in
the 2016 MTP/SCS. However, as part of every MTP/SCS update, SACOG staff refreshes
and updates the research on a number of policy, regulatory, and market factors to inform
what economic activity is reasonably likely to occur in the 20+ year time period of the
MTP/SCS. One of these factors is housing demand and preference today and in the future.
The attached “2018 White Paper on Future Housing Product Types Demand and
Preference”, aka “Housing White Paper” (Attachment A), looks at national, state, and
regional trends that may impact the housing market in coming years, and how they are
likely to shape and affect demand in the SACOG region. This paper examines housing
market research, specifically trends in housing demand and preference. It is a working
document, which may be revised over time as new information and data becomes

available.
In February 2018, SACOG staff presented the findings from the “Housing Background for
SACOG Board Panel on Overcoming Low Housing Production”, aka “Housing Demand
Background”. The conclusions from that paper were that housing production is
significantly behind housing demand and that the cost of housing–rental and for-sale–is
rising much faster than wage growth. Together, these two companion research papers will
provide guidance on the housing components of the 2020 MTP/SCS Update and SACOG’s
Housing Strategy.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The Housing White Paper found that because the existing housing stock is largely singlefamily homes on large lots, new supply will need to include more diverse for-sale and
rental product types, at more price points, in more locations, to meet the breadth of
demand and preferences in the region. The paper made 11 findings:
1. As the largest generation, Millennials are and will continue to be a major driver of
demand for both for-sale homes and rentals.
2. Older adults are becoming a larger proportion of the SACOG region’s population and
increasingly want to age in place or, if they move, seek a diversity of housing
choices.
3. Demand exists for housing across city, suburban and rural/small town locations.
4. Research shows preferences for locations close to work that enable short commutes.
5. The research identifies preferences for walkability and access to shopping, services,
and transit.
6. Like the nation, Sacramento is largely suburban, but there is demand for a mix of
housing types and attached products in suburbs.
7. Many Millennials face challenges that point to a need for more housing diversity and
affordability.
8. Rentals continue to be an important part of the housing market across generations.
9. One in every 5 U.S. residents lives in a multigenerational household, creating demand
for new housing products.
10. Small households are increasing, creating a market for smaller and lower priced
homes.
11. Financial and real estate advisors point to the need for greater market diversity.
The conclusion, for purposes of the 2020 MTP/SCS Update, is that for the SACOG region
to meet the housing demands and preferences of the region’s residents, the region will
need to provide a diversity of housing product types at a wide range of prices (especially
at the more affordable range) throughout the region.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
Staff time spent on the MTP/SCS Update and housing-related activities are budgeted in
SACOG's Overall Work Program and budget.

ATTACHMENTS:
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2018 White Paper on Future Housing Product Type
Demand and Preference
Prepared by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
For the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies Update

I. Introduction
SACOG is updating the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS), scheduled for adoption in 2020. The MTP/SCS forecasts and plans the transportation
system in the six-county SACOG region for the next 20 years. As part of every MTP/SCS update,
SACOG creates a growth projection for how many people, homes, and jobs there will be, as well as a
land use forecast that estimates where that growth is likely to occur. The projected growth is then
used to forecast the region’s future transportation system.
A key component of the land use forecast is the type and location of future housing development. In
developing the forecast, SACOG considers a number of policy, regulatory and market factors. This
paper looks at national, state, and regional trends that may impact the housing market in coming
years, and how they are likely to shape and affect demand in the SACOG region. The paper examines
current research regarding trends in housing demand and preference. It is intended to be a working
document which may be revised over time as new information and data becomes available.

II. Trends Overview
In the six-county Sacramento region, housing supply has not been keeping pace with growth and
demand. This was the conclusion of the “State of Housing” staff report presented to SACOG’s Board
in February 2018 . i The paper found that:
•

During the 2012-2016/17-time frame, the region added 127,000 new jobs but only 22,000 new
homes. Historically, the ideal has been one new housing unit built for every two jobs created.
SACOG’s rate is currently 1: 5.8.

•

The MTP/SCS projects 45% of new housing growth to be attached products. Between 20122017 only 16% were multi-family units.

•

SACOG’s projections do not take into account the prior deficit in housing supply.

•

The mismatch between supply and demand for housing has resulted in an increasingly

•

Because household incomes have not kept pace with the rapid increase in housing costs,

higher priced market for both owners and renters.
more than half of the region’s renter households at all income levels and nearly a third of
owners with a mortgage are cost-burdened, paying more than 30% of their income for
housing.
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This prior paper showed clearly that the SACOG region is falling behind in meeting people’s needs
for housing. Housing is being developed at a much slower rate than almost any time since the early
1980s. In information provided by Greg Paquin of the Gregory Group, building permits in the sixcounty Sacramento region averaged less than 3,500 per year between 2009 and 2014. In the last
three years, 2015-2017, the rate of production has increased, but it still lags behind previous decades.
The inventory of unsold new homes has also been consistently lower than in the early to mid-2000s,
and was less than 1,000 homes at the end of 2017. Multifamily development is increasing, but despite
rental demands, it comprised 28% of building permits in 2017 compared with 72% for single family
homes. ii According to ULI, “the past five years have shown that the market is not necessarily capable
of building as much housing as is demanded by growth, a condition that has kept prices high for the
limited supply. iii
Based on the research in this paper, what is less clear is that the new homes being developed and
purchased truly reflect consumer preferences or are simply a reflection of what is available and
affordable in the market today. The majority of the region’s housing stock was built between 1950
and 1990,and is fairly homogeneous. As of 2016, over 75% of the region’s housing is single family
detached. Approximately 60% of the region’s stock are single-family homes on large lots (lots greater
than 5500 square feet), and 12% single-family on small lots (lots less than 5500 square feet). Only 28%
are attached homes, including other single-family options such as duplexes and townhomes, and
multi-family rental apartments.
Because the existing housing stock is largely single family homes on large lots, new supply will need
to include more diverse for-sale and rental product types at more price points in more locations to
meet the breadth of demand and preferences in the region. The research led to the following 11
findings, with more detailed sections to follow.
1.

As the largest generation, Millennials are and will continue to be a major driver of demand for

2.

Older adults are becoming a larger proportion of the SACOG region’s population and increasingly

both for-sale homes and rentals.
want to age in place or, if they move, seek a diversity of housing choices.
3.

Demand exists for housing across city, suburban, and rural/small town locations.

4.

Research shows preferences for locations close to work that enable short commutes.

5.

The research identifies preferences for walkability and access to shopping, services, and transit.

6.

Like the nation, Sacramento is largely suburban, but there is demand for a mix of housing types
and attached products in suburbs.

7.

Many Millennials face challenges that point to a need for more housing diversity and affordability.

8.

Rentals continue to be an important part of the housing market across generations.

9.

One in every five U.S. residents lives in a multigenerational household, creating demand for new
housing products.

10. Small households are increasing, creating a market for smaller and lower priced homes.
11. Financial and real estate advisors point to the need for greater market diversity.
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III. Housing Research: Trends and Preferences
Generational Trends
Finding #1: As the largest generation, Millennials are and will continue to be a major driver of
demand for both for-sale homes and rentals.
•

Millennials, or Generation Y, are those born between 1980 and 2000. They are the biggest
generation nationally, and include over 696,000 Millennials in the SACOG region. iv

•

Nearly two-thirds of Millennials (65%) see homeownership as part of the American dream. v

•

Millennials are the largest group of current home buyers, making up 30% to over 40% of all
buyers nationwide, and about two-thirds (66%) of first-time buyers. vi, vii

•

Several surveys found about 80% of Millennial renters say they would like to buy a home. viii

•

One-third of Millennials expect to buy a home in the next 3-5 years, and another quarter five
years or later. ix

•

Despite their aspirations, Millennials face numerous challenges to buying a home, including rent
burdens, student debt, limited housing supply, and high housing prices, that drive demand for
more rentals and diversity of products in the market. (See Finding #7 for greater detail)

Finding #2: Older adults are becoming a larger proportion of the SACOG region’s population and
increasingly want to age in place or, if they move, seek a diversity of housing choices.
•

Those age 65 and over are expected to comprise 55% of total population growth in the SACOG
region between 2010 and 2030. By 2040, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties are
projected to have about 1 in 5 residents aged 65 or older, with El Dorado and Placer counties
nearing 1 in 3 and 1 in 4, respectively.

•

The 2015 United States of Aging Survey of adults age 60+ found that 75 percent said they
planned to live out their lives in their current home. x

•

A California Association of Realtors (CAR) baby boomer survey in 2016 found that 71% of
Californians aged 55+ had not moved since 1999, and 64 percent did not plan to sell their home
when they retired. xi

•

A Freddie Mac survey in 2016 of homeowners age 55+ found 59 percent were very satisfied with
their current community, and 64 percent with their current home or apartment. Comparing
preferences between homeowners and renters, as shown in Table 1, Freddie Mac’s survey found
older and retired homeowners and renters the most likely to want to stay in place. xii
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Table 1. Prefer to stay in current residence over moving one more time
Homeowners

Single Family
Renters

Multifamily
Renters

All 55+

63%

43%

42%

Silent Generation

75%

53%

Older Boomers

63%

42%

Younger Boomers

50%

34%

Retired

70%

55%

49%

Still Employed

52%

29%

30%

Source: Freddie Mac

Table 2. Factors Rated “Very Important” in Deciding Whether to Move/Where to Live
Homeowners

Single-Family
Renters

Multifamily
Renters

Affordability

46%

59%

59%

Amenities for retirement years

44%

42%

47%

Less home maintenance

41%

39%

39%

Reduced property maintenance

30%

39%

44%

Proximity to family

31%

33%

24%

Walkable community

28%

39%

45%

Abundant age-related services

25%

29%

36%

Public transportation

17%

26%

43%

Warmer climate

19%

24%

24%

Downsizing

19%

18%

10%

Source: Freddie Mac

•

According to real estate builders and developers, older adults are looking for choices
representing the diversity of their circumstances and preferences. If they move, they seek a
variety of options including:
o

Age-restricted or age-targeted communities, including active 55+ resort style retirement
communities

o

Downtown/centrally-located urban apartments and condos near diverse cultural

o

Suburban or rural locations that offer experiences on site

o

Affordable senior or multigenerational apartments

o

Independent or assisted living communities with some level of services

amenities and transportation options

4

April 26, 2018 Version

Attachment A

Preferences for Location
Finding #3: Demand exists for housing across city, suburban and rural/small town locations
•

A 2015 survey by the Urban Land Institute found over 46% of Millennials (owners and renters)
living in cities. xiii

•

ULI’s 2015 survey showed the strongest preference for city locations among Millennials,
Latinos and African-Americans; with an increased preference for suburban locations among
other Millennials and African-Americans; and an increasing preference for more rural/small
town locations among Gen Xers, older adults, and Latinos. xiv
Table 3. Current and Desired Location, by Race/Ethnicity and Generation xv
Cities

Total
Race/ethnicity

Generation

•

Suburbs

Rural/Small Towns

Current

Desired

Current

Desired

Current

Desired

All Adults

36%

29%

26%

27%

37%

42%

White

30%

23%

27%

26%

42%

48%

African American

47%

42%

25%

34%

28%

22%

Latino

56%

44%

24%

24%

19%

30%

Millennials

46%

37%

24%

29%

30%

32%

Gen Xers

36%

28%

25%

25%

38%

44%

Baby Boomers

30%

22%

30%

24%

39%

51%

Silent

24%

23%

27%

28%

49%

46%

A national survey conducted by the Demand Institute identified the most demand for moving to
the suburbs rather than to rural areas, as shown in Table 4. Of movers, 18% expressed a desire to
be closer to the city than currently, and 59% the same distance, suggesting only a small portion
would consider moving further out. xvi
Table 4. Current and Next Home Location of Movers
Urban

•

Suburban

Rural

Current

Next Move

Current

Next Move

Current

Next Move

30%

27%

47%

50%

23%

23%

UC Davis research found an inclination toward suburban location is highest for those from
Generation X who already live in suburban areas, and lower for Millennials living in urban
neighborhoods compared with their cohorts in suburban or rural areas. xvii

•

However, the UC Davis research also found that many Millennials see themselves living in a
suburban area in the long term. The researchers posit that this could indicate that urban living
may be a transition stage for some of this generation., and that it will be important to understand
“the different patterns in lifestyles and behaviors among the various segments of the
heterogeneous population of millennials.” xviii
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Finding #4: Research shows preferences for locations close to work that enable short commutes.
•

Valley Vision and the Sacramento State Institute for Social Research conducted a scientific
regional poll on attitudes towards transportation in the SACOG region. The survey contained
several questions related to housing and neighborhood preference. As shown in Table 5, over
60% of respondents said they would trade a short commute for a smaller house and
backyard, xix
Table 5. 2017 Regional Survey Responses
All things being equal, proportion of respondents who would rather:

%

Have a short commute to work and live in a smaller house with a smaller backyard

61%

Have a long commute to work and live in a larger home with a larger backyard

39%

Source: Valley Vision/ Sacramento State Institute for Social Research (ISR)

•

65% of Millennials say that a location close to work is the most important factor in choosing a
location. xx

•

According to research conducted at UC Davis, including the SACOG region, mode choice is
shifting, with Millennials commuting less by solo driving than their Gen X counterparts (68.7%
vs. 74.6%) and biking, walking, taking transit, and carpooling in greater proportions, as shown in
Figure X. The UC Davis research found about 30% of Millennials and about a quarter of Gen
Xers said they would prefer to live close to transit “even if it means I’ll have a smaller home and
live in a more crowded area.” xxi

Preferences for Neighborhood Features and Housing Type
Finding #5: The research identifies preferences for walkability and access to shopping, services,
and transit
•

A number of surveys in the 2000s indicated preferences for features that are more “urban” –
walkability, nearby shopping, grocery stores, pharmacies, parks, and access to medical care and
public transit. Table 6 compares newer survey results concerning community features that are
similar high priorities for different groups., Proximity to parks/green space and healthy food rank
highest across the board, while access to retail, health care, and public transit are all priorities as
well.
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Grocery store/
Healthy food

Parks/
Green Space

Walkbility

Health care

Shopping/retail,
entertainment

Convenient
public transit

Table 6. Percentage of respondents indicating priority for various community attributes xxii, xxiii, xxiv

73%

55%

50%

50%

42%

32%

Millennials

71%

56%

54%

50%

44%

39%

Gen Xers

71%

55%

45%

40%

36%

25%

Baby Boomers

77%

54%

49%

52%

43%

29%

Silent Generation

73%

52%

51%

65%

49%

33%

71%

55%

51%

50%

44%

34%

85%

75%

39%

72%

69%

25%

63%

61%

64%

38%

Attribute

Source
All Adults
Generation
ULI Terwilliger
Center

Movers
Very/somewhat likely
Demand Institute
NAHB

•

Survey Respondents
All Adults/Movers (ital)
Recent/Prospective
Homebuyers
Baby Boomers

ULI’s America in 2015 survey found that 63% of Millennials prefer living in a “car-optional”
neighborhood. xxv

•

The Valley Vision/Sacramento State regional survey found 49% prefer a walkable
neighborhood with access to transit, schools, work and shopping. xxvi
Table 7. 2017 Regional Survey Responses
All things being equal, proportion of respondents who would rather:

%

Live in a neighborhood where the homes are closer together and it is convenient to walk or
use public transit to go to schools, work, and shopping

49%

Live in a neighborhood where the homes are further apart from one another and you have
to drive to schools, work, and shopping

51%

Source: Valley Vision/ Sacramento State Institute for Social Research (ISR)

•

The 2015 ULI Survey found neighborhoods with a diversity of ages and backgrounds important
across the generations. xxvii
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Table 8. % Preferring to Live in Diverse Community
Variety of
ages

Different
cultures/
backgrounds

78%

66%

Millennials

75%

76%

Gen Xers

82%

72%

Baby boomers

81%

61%

Silent

73%

44%

76%

69%

All adults
Generation

Movers
Very/somewhat likely

Finding #6: Like the nation, Sacramento is largely suburban, but there is demand for a mix of
housing types and attached products in suburbs
•

A recent Nationwide Mortgages found 50% of Millennial homeowners living in suburban areas,
and 25% in urban areas. xxviii

•

Recent research by RCLCO and the ULI Terwilliger Center developed a new definition of
suburbs. Using this definition, they classified most of the four-county Sacramento area as
suburban, finding the various generations (Gen Z, Millennials, Generation X, Baby Boomers,
Silent Generation) fairly consistently distributed across the variety of suburb types.

•

Their research found 83% of minority households, 82% of high-income Millennial households
(incomes $75K+) and 75% of lower income Millennial households living in the suburbs. Using
their classification, Millennials showed a slightly higher concentration in urban areas (14%). xxix

•

In the Valley Vision/Sacramento State poll, 38% of respondents said that, all things being equal,
they would rather live in a neighborhood with a “mix of housing types such as single family
homes, condos, townhouses, and apartments” over a predominantly single family area. xxx

•

The National Association of Realtors’ national survey in 2015 found over half of Millennials and
over 40% of other generations with a preference for an attached home with a shorter commute
and walkability. xxxi

•

As shown in Table 9, among likely Millennial movers, Nationwide found 38% expecting to move
into an attached product or apartment. xxxii

Table 9. Current and Future Housing Types for Millennials:
Among Millennial likely movers
Current

Future

Single Family

48%

59%

Duplex/Rowhouse/Townhouse

18%

25%

Apartment

28%

13%

Source: Nationwide
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Finding #7: Many Millennials face challenges that point to a need for more housing diversity and
affordability
•

Millennials face rent burdens. The largest cohort of Millennials is turning 30. With rents rising,
even adjusting for inflation, a national study found single Millennials by age 30 will have paid over
$90,000 in rent, a much larger share of their income and a higher rent burden compared with
previous generations (see Tables X and X). Paying a high proportion of income on rent makes
saving for a down-payment a challenge, particularly if the renter also has student loans to repay.
Table 10. Rent paid by each generation (2017 dollars)
Age in 2017

Total rent paid in 8 years
(ages 22-30)

70

$66,900

60

$72,800

Generation X

50

$81,400

Older Millennials/Gen X

40

$85,800

Younger Millennials

30

$93,400

Generation Z (forecasted)

20

$102,100

Generation
Baby Boomers

Table 11. Rent Burden or
% of 8-Year Income Spent on Rent, by Generation
Baby Boomers

36%

Generation X

41%

Age 22-40

45%

Older Millennials/Gen X (now 30-40)
Younger Millennials (now 22-29)
•

44%
47%

Between 2006 and 2016, student loan debt increased from about $480 billion to nearly $1.4
trillion. xxxiii As of quarter 2 of 2015, average real debt per borrower rose from about $19,000 to
$27,000. xxxiv
o

The 2016 National Association of Realtors annual HOME Survey found 47% of respondents
age 34 and under, 32% of those ages 35-44, and 37% of renters with student loan debt. xxxv

o

Per an analysis conducted by Fannie Mae of renters aged 25-44 (the age of most remaining
student debt), “Renters with student loans are 28 percent less likely to say they will buy,
rather than rent, their next home than those without student loans, when controlling for
differences in age, income, and marital status.” xxxvi

•

Current housing prices make it harder to afford a home. A 2015 ULI survey found only 52% of
Millennials were confident in their ability to afford the home they desired. xxxvii 55% of nonowners cited “can’t afford to buy a home” as the main reason they are not currently
homeowners. xxxviii By far, the biggest obstacle has been affordability, with 77 percent saying
that is their biggest barrier to ownership. xxxix
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Even if they can buy, 48% of Millennials say they want a new home because they lack the extra
money for renovations. xl

•

There is limited supply of starter home products. An analysis by realtor.com found nationally
that in the five-year period between 2013 and 2017, the supply of starter single family homes
declined at 17% year-over-year, with smaller homes (750-1,500 sf) decreasing from 29% of all
inventory in 2013 to 24% in 2017. xli

•

Many Baby Boomers are aging in place, reducing turnover of their properties to younger
households. As Javier Vivas, Director of Economic Research for realtor.com notes, “Boomers
indeed hold the key to those homes the market desperately needs, both in the urban condo
and the detached suburban home segment. But with a strong economy and rising home prices,
there’s really no reason for established homeowners to sell in the short term. Although downsizing might be on the minds of boomers, they face the same inventory shortages and price
increases plaguing millennials.” xlii

•

Mortgage data firm Ellie Mae found Millennials are moving to smaller towns in the central U.S.
to find lower cost rents and opportunities to save for a down payment and purchase a home
they can afford. xliii

•

According to a Harvard housing study of demographic change, Millennials’ decisions to buy a
home are driven more by affordability than location and amenities. An analysis found a 5%
difference in Millennial homeownership rates where house prices were 20% below or above the
national median. xliv

These trends point to a need for a broader array of housing options, including more starter homes,
rental opportunities, and lower cost options to meet the market demand of Millennials, and to
encourage them to locate and stay in the region.

Finding #8: Rentals continue to be an important part of the housing market across generations.
•

A survey conducted by the Harris Poll for Freddie Mac found 58% of renters with the belief that
“renting fits my current lifestyle” including 63% of younger Millennials and Baby Boomers.
Affordability drove renting for 41% of respondents, while 33% said purchasing a home was not a
priority at the moment. xlv

•

SACOG’s February 2018 housing status paper found that, during the 2012-2017 period, median
monthly rents for a 2-bedroom, adjusted for inflation, increased less than for-sale homes, but
rose 33% in the Sacramento Metro area (from $1,180 to $1,596 per month) and 11% in the Yuba
City Metro area (from $1,009 to $1,083). Notes ULI, “The comparative pace of the economic
recovery has been slower in Sacramento, but the economy now appears to be on a positive
growth trend. The medical service sector is adding better-paying jobs, which is spurring demand
for housing. Sacramento homeowners hurt by the single-family housing bust have been slow to
return to the market, and a number have chosen to be renters rather than take on the risk of
ownership. This has kept upward pressure on rental market rents.” xlvi
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A national study by ULI found that multifamily rentals are fairly evenly distributed across age
groups. But while families comprise 49% of renters of single family homes, middle age and older
households without children comprise nearly 65% of all single-family homeowners. xlvii

•

ULI’s 2017 outlook for real estate projected increased demand for rentals, stating, “Housing rental
rates will surge over the long term. The sharing economy’s de-emphasis on ownership will be
reflected in soaring demand for rental units. Well over half of the 12.5 million net new households
created over the next decade will rent, including those who have never owned, and those
making the switch from owning to renting as they age.” xlviii

Finding #9: One in every 5 U.S. residents lives in a multigenerational household, creating demand
for new housing products
•

Between 2012 and 2014, the population living in households with two adult generations
increased 8.8%, from 27.3 to 29.7 million people, and those living with three or more generations
increased 4.5%, from 26.5 million to 27.7 million. xlix

•

Per the Pew Foundation, in 2016, 20% of Americans lived in a household with at least two adult
generations, or grandparents and grandchildren below the age of 25 -- back up to nearly the
same rate as in 1950. l
Figure 1. Proportion of Population in Multigenerational Households

Source: Pew Research Center

•

As of 2016, 31% or nearly 1 in 3 of adults aged 18 to 34 lived with their parents, compared with
26% or 1 in 4 in 1975. li
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In 2016, 29% of Asians, 27% of Hispanics, 26% of blacks, and 16% of whites lived in
multigenerational households. Greater rates of immigration and population growth are likely
factors in the higher rates of Asians and Hispanics living with several generations of family. lii

•

In a 2016 survey of over 20,000 home shoppers by John Burns Real Estate Consulting, 44% said
they would like to accommodate older parents and 42% adult children in their next home. liii

•

Large homebuilders such as Lennar and Pardee are now including plans that bring together
older and younger

•

generations in the same house or property but offer separate spaces for some privacy. liv

Finding #10: Small households are increasing, creating a market for smaller and lower priced
homes.
•

The SACOG region has seen growth in single person households. Statewide the proportion
dropped (28% to 24%), but increased in the SACOG region (25.8% to 27.5%). During the same time
period, single person households made up a significant proportion of all new households: 26.6%
in California, but 30.2% in the SACOG region. lv This could be due in part to the region’s being
somewhat more affordable than the other major population centers like the Bay Area and
Southern California.

•

Younger adults are delaying many of the milestones considered common to adulthood, including
marriage and children. In the 1970s, 8 in 10 people had married by the time they turned 30.
Today, not until the age of 45 have 8 in 10 people ever married. By age 30 in 1976, 75% of women
had had a child, compared with about 32% in 2014. By age 44 (when fertility begins to wane), only
7% of women in 1976 had not had a child, compared with 20% in 2014. lvi

•

Nearly 75% of all households in the region have three or fewer people. As shown in Table 12, over
58% of households in the region have 1-2 people, and 74% have three or fewer members. These
small households also make up the vast majority of the growth in households region-wide.

Table 12. % of households with 1, 2, or 3 people, 2000-2016

Geography
California

SACOG region

YEAR

1 person
hh

≤2
person
hh

≤3
person
hh

2000

23.5%

53.2%

69.2%

2010

24.2%

53.9%

70.0%

2016

23.9%

54.1%

70.8%

2000

24.8%

57.5%

73.9%

2010

25.9%

58.6%

73.5%

2016

25.8%

58.3%

74.3%

% of 2000-2016
household
growth with 1-3
persons
83.8%

76.2%
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While some of these small households may want and be able to afford more traditional large lot
single family homes with many bedrooms and bathrooms, smaller home sizes at lower price
points are also needed to meet this market demand, providing opportunities for more infill, rental,
small lot and attached homes.

Finding #11: Financial and real estate advisors point to the need for greater market diversity.
•

RCLCO notes, “Instead of targeting the meat of the market… high land costs, flat income growth,
and a shrinking middle class are leading builders to target fewer but more affluent buyers. New
for-s lviiale homes are therefore getting bigger and more expensive; prices are rising faster than
incomes; and household formation is outpacing single-family starts. In addition to limiting the
affordability of new supply, conventional new detached homes may also be overlooking lifestyle
preferences for more walkable, compact communities. As a result, key buyer segments are
currently underserved.” lviii

•

ULI notes, “Given that a high percentage of the housing built in U.S. suburbs has not been in
walkable areas, there is likely a deficit of homes in walkable neighborhoods. For demographic
and preference reasons, combined with the relative scarcity of walkable neighborhoods in the
suburbs, there will probably be more demand than has been exhibited in the past for suburban
housing in a range of types and prices that is in walkable neighborhoods or at least accessible to
such areas (e.g., mixed-use town centers and traditional neighborhood development and its
variations).” lix

•

Per the Demand Institute, “There is tremendous diversity across U.S. communities in terms of
features and benefits. This diversity will likely persist going forward, given that these differences
reflect divergent consumer needs and preferences. Some prefer and will opt for more density
and its attendant benefits, while others will opt for benefits more typical of the suburbs. Indeed,
this diversity across communities and locations is a good thing, providing consumers with options
consistent with their life stage and preferences.” lx

•

"’It may be overhyped,’ says Adam Ducker, managing director at RCLCO of the potential wave of
millennials moving to the suburbs. "But it’s still important. In a country of 350 million people, if 3 or
4 percent do something different, that’s vitally important. … The real problem here is that nobody
in the homebuilding industry is giving them a product they want." lxi

•

Svenja Gudell, Chief Economist at Zillow, notes, “Buying conditions, in theory, are great right now:
Jobs and incomes are growing, and rock-bottom mortgage interest rates are helping keep
financing costs low. What's missing from the equation is a lack of homes actually available to buy
at a price point that's reasonable for most buyers.” lxii

•

RCLCO/ULI research for Sacramento points to the need for housing development geared to
young families and first-time buyers, empty nesters, and low and middle-income renters, and
that fills in the “missing middle” in the market, with small lot and attached product types,
including two to four plexes, townhomes, row houses, multiplexes, courtyard housing, live/work
space, etc. lxiii
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IV. Implications for the MTP/SCS and Local Jurisdictions
One of the key conclusions of this white paper is that there is a strong demand and need for a
diversity of housing product types in more areas of the region. The housing research is as diverse as
the households, preferences, economic situations, and lifestyles in our region. However, the region’s
existing stock of housing heavily favors single family homes, and large-lot single family homes in
particular. This means that new supply will need to include other product types, like small-lot single
family and attached products, for the region’s future stock to more accurately meet demand.
In all, the region will have to examine and work on a number of the issues this paper raises to help
meet housing demand in the six-county Sacramento region. Local governments control the
regulatory framework by which housing is planned and approved. That framework has played a large
role in shaping the housing stock that is in place today. If the region is going to meaningfully shift the
type and location of new housing, it may require changes to the regulatory framework in some areas.
Local governments could do this through more flexible zoning, both in developing and existing
communities, to facilitate more small-lot and attached housing products, including “missing middle”
housing. The “missing middle” refers to a range of multi-unit or clustered housing types compatible in
scale with single-family homes that can help meet the growing demand for walkability, in urban,
suburban, and rural small town settings. Adding more housing types such as duplexes, fourplexes,
and bungalow courts would support more walkable communities, locally-serving retail, and public
transportation options. Jurisdictions could re-evaluate parking requirements, which significantly add
to the cost of housing and limit the feasibility of many product types and projects. Fees could also be
examined to incentivize more housing production, especially smaller, more affordable units.
Other parties have roles, too, in meeting the region’s housing demand and preferences. Private
sector housing developers have stated the need for more construction industry job training and
lowering of local fees assessed on new housing as a means of encouraging more production.
SACOG also has a role as the regional transportation planning agency charged with developing the
MTP/SCS. SACOG will continue to reflect in the MTP/SCS the unmet and projected need for small
lot and multi-family attached housing products throughout the Sacramento region. As a council of
governments, SACOG can also play a coordinating, convening, and supporting role for jurisdictions in
implementing the MTP/SCS. SACOG is planning implementation assistance in the form of:
•

A housing policy toolkit that provides a menu of options for local governments to help
implement the Blueprint principles and housing outcomes called for in the MTP/SCS

•

Support to understand recent housing legislation and requirements for local governments

•

Housing-related education and outreach materials

•

A potential shared housing “circuit rider” – a housing planning specialist, who would help
local jurisdictions with their housing issues at a regionally subsidized billing rate

All of these potential solutions will be examined by SACOG as part of the MTP/SCS update.
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Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
SACOG is required to prepare long range forecasts for the 2020 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). How are we
approaching this requirement at a time when many uncertainties face us?

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

3. Background/Analysis:
SACOG is required to prepare long range forecasts in support of its MTP/SCS and the
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) as part of its role as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Sacramento Region. Because so many
disruptions are unfolding in real time, with more in the future, many may question the
value of long range forecasts. Dan Sperling, at the April Board Workshop, referenced
many of the disruptions and the uncertainties around how people will adapt to them. Dr.
Sperling also raised the need for public agencies to be actively involved in tracking those
changes and adapting policies and investments to maximize the chances for positive
outcomes. The purpose of this item is to share with the Committee:
Actions SACOG is taking regarding adapting our travel forecasting tools to begin
including shared modes and autonomous vehicles (AVs);
Actions SACOG is taking regarding research and monitoring of emerging mobility
options; and,
Collaborations with other MPOs SACOG is actively participating in to better
understand how disruptive change can be productively integrated into the long range
transportation planning process.
Additionally, staff would like input on a concept for using a more conservative approach
for forecasting travel demand for purposes of the 2020 MTP/SCS, and to prepare a
separate analysis of several different scenarios of future deployment of autonomous

vehicles (AV) in the region. This separate analysis would constitute a “risk assessment” of
the 2020 MTP/SCS regarding the impact of AVs in the future. The risk assessment will be
used to identify additional actions the region should initiate and pursue over time. Risk
assessment topic areas: research and monitoring; planning and policy development;
modeling and analysis; pilot projects and testing; and projects and investments.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Let us explore what changes to transportation and mobility have happened, through the
lens of a resident of the Sacramento region from 1980. If an adult from 1980 was timetraveled to 2010, other than having different looking cars (and clothing!), most of what he
or she saw would be familiar (four wheels with a driver, privately owned and operated,
and the roads, signals and signage look about the same).
Since 1980, though many factors have changed and varied (e.g., cost of fuels, efficiency,
and variety of vehicles available, population demographics, the economy, communication
technology, etc.), the available modes of travel and travelers’ responses to those modes
have been relatively stable and predictable. Travel demand models are not and have never
been perfect, but the stability in the slate of travel modes and mobility options available
up to about 2010 made the job of travel demand forecasting relatively straightforward.
Starting in 2010, though, the transportation landscape began to change fundamentally:
Uber served its first commercial trip in 2010—in May 2017, it served its 5 billionth trip
worldwide. Some analysts project that combined ride-hailing trips will exceed transit
passenger trips in the U.S. as early as this year (2018). Depending on where our 1980
adult landed today, some things would still look familiar, but he or she might have a lot of
new things to absorb: Noticeable share of Uber and Lyft travel. Bike shares. Car shares.
Electric cars. Electric bikes.
Imagining that same 1980 adult in 2040, the horizon year for our 2020 MTP/SCS—the
world will certainly look much different. One obvious difference is likely to be the
presence of autonomous vehicles—passenger cars, buses, trucks of all sizes. Opinions
differ as to how much AVs will penetrate by 2040, but few differ on the likelihood that a
third or more of our vehicles will be autonomous, including delivery and freight vehicles.
The extent to which AVs may also be connected is more debatable. The extent to which
autonomous vehicle technology affects transit is more debatable still. But even where the
future level and form of deployment of autonomous or connected vehicles is debate-able,
there is no question that they will be part of the future. The questions arise as to how
much and how fast deployment will be, and even more so on the second- and third- order
effects.
So—given how much things are likely to change between now and 2040, how can SACOG
have credible, and more important, useful forecasts using the tools we have available
now? SACOG is doing several things to adjust to these new, emerging realities.
Smart Region Project. The major objectives of the Smart Region project are how to
evolve and adapt our transportation management infrastructure to improve safety, system
reliability, and overall user experience for the region’s travelers. When elements of Smart
Region are implemented, data and information from the project will be useful in tracking

and understanding deployment of new technologies. Additionally, the strategies developed
as part of the project will be helpful in understanding what tools may be available for
managing the longer term repercussions of disruptive changes over time.
http://www.smartregionsacramento.org/
Enhancements to SACOG Travel Demand Model. We have been working very hard to
adjust our model (SACSIM), to include two new modes of travel, and one new way of
using vehicle modes. The two new modes: Transportation Network Companies (TNC) like
Uber and Lyft; and AVs. The new way of using AVs is sharing (as opposed to private,
household level ownership and use). The software vendor for our core model has taken
all the available research on both TNCs and AVs and provided code and guidance to its
clients to add these new modes and uses—SACOG is in the first wave of MPOs to do
rigorous testing, with the intention of using these new tools for the 2020 MTP/SCS.
Attachment A summarizes results of testing to-date. When testing and development work
is completed, we will use the enhanced model to do a scenario-based risk analysis of AVs
potential impact to the MTP/SCS.
Participation in Research and Monitoring. SACOG is participating in several
significant research efforts, in partnership with the other MPOs and state agencies.
·
The “Future Mobility” (FM) agreement facilitates pooling resources for several
topics: greenhouse gas reduction strategies, AVs and connected vehicles, automation of
freight, and next generation transit. Monitoring and modeling aspects of these topics is
identified as a focus area. (Partners: MPOs in the San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles
area, and San Diego).
·
The “MPO Household Travel Survey Design” project is a cooperative design and
test of a new survey instrument and methodology, and a collaboration on research based
on recently collected travel data in San Diego, a survey that includes the first detailed data
on TNC use in a major metropolitan area in California. (Partners: MPOs in the San
Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles area, and San Diego).
·
The “Big Data for Transportation Planning Pilot” project pools funding to procure
transportation data and analysis services based on GPS traces, cell phone traces and
passively collected location data. Although the purpose of this project is to procure big
data services for a wide range of transportation analysis questions, one goal of this project
is to use big data to track use of new modes of travel, such as TNCs. (Partners: Caltrans,
California Air Resources Board).
In addition to these partnerships, SACOG is conducting its own detailed household travel
survey. The data from this survey will include the first detailed information on TNC usage
by residents of our region, as well as other new options like bike shares, car shares, etc.
The data collected in this project will be extremely useful to understanding how currently
available shared modes are valued and used by households with different demographic
characteristics (income, age, etc.), and in different locations.
For the 2020 MTP/SCS:
SACOG will use the best information and tools available today to prepare a long range
forecast for the 2020 MTP/SCS. Where significant uncertainty exists as to the deployment

levels of future disruptive technology, SACOG will develop a risk assessment of the MTP/SCS
forecast. Risks are defined as MTP/SCS performance failure (e.g., Clean Air Act, Greenhouse
Gas reduction target, revenues to support plan, system performance).

Based on the results of the risk assessment, the need for future policy development and
actions action will be identified and added to the MTP/SCS. Future policy development
will be specified as an identified risk (e.g., rapid deployment of AVs increasing the rate of
Vehicle Miles Traveled growth, wide scale adoption of TNCs and shared AVs undermining
the market for conventional fixed route transit), and a potential slate of generically defined
policies that may reduce the risk.
Active and innovative monitoring of deployment of disruptive technologies will be initiated
and maintained over time, in order to assess implementation of the MTP/SCS and the
effects of change and disruption over time. Active monitoring is the best action SACOG
can take to identify a potential failure happening early enough to make necessary
adjustments, know that many of the adjustment require time to develop and implement.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item has no fiscal impact to the agency’s operating budget, other than already
budgeted staff time.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment - Ini al Model Tes ng Results

Attachment A: Initial SACSIM Model Testing of AV Scenarios
Notes: Reported below are results of initial testing of new features of the SACSIM travel demand model. Testing focused only on AV
deployment level and degree of sharing of AVs. Future testing will include “second order” effects of AVs (e.g. changes to the market for
paid parking) and connected vehicles (e.g. increases in highway capacity).

Key to Changes:
Small
Medium
Large
Test Scenario Factors
AV Deployment
Sharing
Transit
Bike/Walk Infrastructure
Test Outcome Metrics

Increase

Decrease

↑

↓

↑↑

↓↓

↑↑↑

↓↓↓

Baseline
None
Very Low
Current Level
Current Level

Shared Mobility
Un-Shared Mobility
High
High
High
Low
Currentl Level
Current Level
Current Level
Current Level
(changes, relative to Baseline)

Vehicles per Household

1.90

↓↓

↓

Vehicle Miles Traveled

43,000,000

↓

↑↑

Transit Mode Share

1.2%

↓↓↓

↓

Bike Trips

1.4%

↓

↓

Walk Trips

6.6%

↓

↓

TNC Trips

1.4%

↑↑↑

↑

Source: SACOG, 2018.
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1. Issue:
What is the potential role pricing can play in the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy?

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

3. Background/Analysis:
The purpose of this item is to provide advanced information on issues related to the fuel
tax, and potential replacements to the fuel tax, that could affect both the revenue side of
the plan, and the future management and use of the region’s transportation system. The
Policy Framework adopted by the board last December, directed staff to "identify strategies
to offset the projected long-term decline in driving costs and loss of fuel revenues that
create challenges for maintaining infrastructure, managing congestion, and meeting
greenhouse gas reduction targets." Staff seeks input from the committee on this issue,
and on the schedule of upcoming opportunities to explore the issue further.
The main points of this staff report are:
The fuel tax as a means of generating revenues has a structural problem: over time,
fewer and fewer vehicles require fuel, and those that do buy less and less.
The fuel tax is also unfair as a way of sharing costs—drivers of vehicles that burn
more fuel pay too much, and drivers of fuel-efficient or non-fuel-burning vehicles pay
too little.
At the same time, the quality of service provided by our roadways is worsening over
time—congestion is increasing and the roadways themselves are deteriorating.
Declining costs of driving exacerbate both congestion and roadway deterioration by
making driving more attractive.

For all of these reasons, it is prudent to consider fair, sustainable alternatives to the fuel
excise tax as a mechanism for funding and managing our transportation system.
Upcoming opportunities for consideration and dialogue on this subject in the coming
months are:
May Board Workshop on “Market-Based Pricing to Manage Congestion and
Generate Revenue”: Three speakers will be present at the May Board meeting: Tyler
Duvall, McKinsey; David Ungemuh, WSP; and Ray Traynor, SANDAG. Brief bios of the
three speakers are provided in Attachment A. All three are engaged in various ways in
projects and programs transitioning other regions to more sustainable, manageable
models of pricing access to transportation facilities. The workshop will provide Board
members with an opportunity to hear about the range of strategies in play now around the
country, as well as hear about some of the new, innovative ideas that are being piloted in
California, Oregon, and elsewhere.
June MTP/SCS Discussion Draft Scenario Framework action. In April, staff
presented an approach to developing the a first cut of land use assumptions for the plan
update. This discussion draft land use scenario is currently being reviewed by local
planning staff. At the June committee meetings, staff will follow-up with an approach for
honing in on a set of transportation investments, programs, and management strategies to
support the draft land use forecast. As part of June's Discussion Draft Scenario Framework
for the 2020 MTP/SCS, committees will consider the policy options for addressing the
factors and trends outlined above through revised approaches for pricing access to
transportation. The options will relate to various approaches to pricing, timeframes for
implementation, and areas of emphasis on outcomes and goals.
The Board's input and discussion leading up to the June Framework will help guide
whether, how, and when pricing analysis could play a significant role in a completed
Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario that will be presented later in the fall.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
In the U.S., fuel excise taxes have been a major component of revenue used to develop
and maintain roadway infrastructure. Recent changes to private vehicles, like increasing
prevalence of electric vehicles and more efficient fuel-burning vehicles, have played a part
in eroding the fuel excise tax as a sustainable source of revenues for this purpose. The
real value of fuel excise tax revenue in California declined from 2011 to 2016, even as
VMT increased (see Figure 1). The reasons for the declines are several: (1) inflation
eroding the real value of the excise tax; (2) increasing percentage of electric vehicles in
the fleet; and (3) vehicle efficiency and miles per gallon (MPG) increasing over time. The
first and second factors are partially addressed by SB1, through indexing the added excise
tax to inflation, and adding vehicle fees applied to electric vehicles. However, SB1 does
not address the third factor at all. Historically, vehicles miles traveled (VMT) growth has
outstripped growth in gasoline consumption, through higher MPG. Based on growing
market share and projections of electrification of the vehicle fleet, this trend is likely to
accelerate over the next decade. The California Air Resources Board Scoping Plan, for
example, projects that by 2040 nearly 100 percent of new private vehicle sales will be
zero-emission (plug-in hybrid, battery electric, fuel cell), and about one-fifth of all vehicle

travel would be zero-emission vehicles by 2040 (see Figure 2). Though SB1 has
increased fuel tax revenues in 2018, overall reduction in reliance on fuel will again reduce
those revenues over time.
In addition to the erosion of fuel taxes as a revenue source, fuel taxes will become an
increasingly unfair way to share the cost of using the roadways. Drivers of fuel-efficient
vehicles pay far less on a per mile basis than drivers of vehicles that are less efficient. For
example, an average driver in California pays about $650 per year if their needs require
them to drive a pick-up truck—but a driver who could afford a typical newer hybrid, and
whose travel needs were met by that vehicle, would pay about $150 for the same mileage
driven (see Figure 3). A driver of a typical battery electric vehicle would also pay less—
only the annual vehicle registration and ZEV fees earmarked for transportation
improvements in SB1. The type of vehicle one is able to use, and able to afford,
determines to a large extent the amount of fuel and vehicle tax paid. With the range of
very-high MPG vehicles, battery-electric vehicles, and soon, hydrogen fuel cell vehicles, in
the marketplace expanding every year, there will be more and more options for avoiding
the payment of fuel excise taxes.
The realistic option for more and more drivers to avoid fuel taxes has another
consequence, which was discussed during the SB 375 greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction
target dialogue over the last year-and-a-half. The electrification of the vehicle fleet, and
the increasing MPG for gas/diesel vehicles, reduces the amount of GHGs emitted from
tailpipes. It also reduces the cost of driving. One complicating factor in achieving the
higher GHG reductions called for by ARB (19 percent, up from 16 percent) is this
reduction in driving cost. As the cost of anything decreases, including driving, people do
more of it. It is likely that the reduction in the cost of driving will make the higher target
more difficult to achieve. For purposes of SB 375, SACOG and the other MPOs in the
state must estimate the future cost of driving, stated as an average cost per mile for the
passenger vehicle fleet. For the first SCS adopted in 2012, passenger vehicle auto
operating cost was set at $0.31 per mile, reducing to $0.28 per mile for the second SCS
(see Figure 4). For the third SCS, the cost will be lower still, although it is not yet known
by how much. Based on available sources, it would be $0.23. Each decline in this cost
requires additional offsetting land use and transportation measures to achieve the SB 375
greenhouse gas reduction targets.
The service quality provided by roadways has also declined over time, as measured by
state of good repair and by congestion. Pavement conditions in the SACOG region, on
average, have declined from a rating of 70 (with 100 being new pavement) to 63 (see
Figure 5). Generally, ratings of 85 are considered to be “adequate”, and ratings below 60
on freeways, and below 56 on arterial roadways are considered to be in immediate need of
rehabilitation. The numbers and the trend-line are alarming: in 2014, the most recent year
of available data, congestion in the Sacramento region reached historic highs of over 60
million hours of delay (see Figure 6). Anecdotal data shows significant increases in
congestion since 2014, as both the Sacramento region and the Bay Area rebound from the
recession and more travelers and trucks are on the roadways.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item has no fiscal impact to the agency’s operating budget, other than what is already

budgeted.
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Figure 1. California Vehicle Miles Traveled and Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Revenue,
Revenue, 2011
201111-2018
2018

Source: SACOG, based on State budget documents for revenues, and FHWA for VMT.
Projected VMT by SACOG (trendline); revenue projection from FY18-19 State budget revenue estimates.

Figure 2. California Vehicle Fleet Forecast, 2010 - 2050

Source: SACOG, based on data from CARB Scoping Plan
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Figure 3. Annual Fuel and Vehicle Use Tax Payments for Average Driver by Vehicle Type

Source: SACOG, based on: 14,400 miles driven; EPA estimates of model year MPG; Kelly Blue Book estimates of
model year valuation of vehicles.

Figure 4. Horizon Year Auto Operating Costs for SACOG MTP/SCSs
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Source: SACOG, based on 2012 and 2016 adopted MTP/SCS. 2020 estimate based on current available data—
subject to change prior to SCS adoption.

Figure 5. Average Pavement Condition in SACOG Region, 20082008-2016

Source: SACOG, based on the 2016 “California Statewide Local Streets & Roads Needs Assessment”.

Figure 6. Congestion in Sacramento Area

Source: SACOG, based on Texas Transportation Institute, 2015 Urban Mobility Report data.
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Attachment A: Invited Speakers at May Workshop “Market“Market-Based Pricing to Manage
Congestion and Generate Revenue”
Tyler Duvall
Tyler’s client work includes advising large capital project and infrastructure owners and
operators, including governments, on improving decision making, enhancing the efficiency,
and reducing the operating costs of infrastructure, as well as undertaking strategic reviews of
investment.
His recent projects include the following:
•

assisting a major North American transit operator to reduce costs

•

conducting asset due diligence for infrastructure investors

•

advising a Latin American country on developing an economic-growth strategy with a
major infrastructure focus

•

working with a Middle Eastern government to develop an aviation-policy framework

Tyler has also presented on transportation trends and issues to a variety of private-sector
client workshops, and speaks regularly on infrastructure and opportunities.
Before joining McKinsey, Tyler was Under Secretary (Acting) and Assistant Secretary for
Transportation Policy at the US Department for Transportation following his nomination by
the President and confirmation by the US Senate in 2006.
Before joining the US Department of Transportation, Tyler worked for Hogan & Hartson LLP
(now Hogan Lovells) as a business and finance lawyer focused on mergers and acquisitions.
David Ungemah
Since 1994, David Ungemah has provided consulting experience in managed lanes policy,
planning, and facility development; congestion pricing programs; Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) analysis and development; and highway management and operations
development, including Active Traffic Management (ATM) systems. David has extensive
managed lanes experience from planning through operations, and is a nationally recognized
expert in managed lanes and congestion pricing systems. He is the current co-chair of the
TRB Congestion Pricing Committee and immediate past-chair of the TRB Multimodal Pricing
Implementation Joint Subcommittee.
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Ray Traynor
Ray is the Director of Operations at the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). His
current activities include: Toll Operations - I-15 Express Lanes & SR 125 Toll Road;
Transportation Systems Management and Operations; Autonomous Vehicle Proving
Grounds; Smart Cities and Intelligent Transportation Systems; Shared Mobility/MaaS and
Mobility Hubs; Motorist Aid Services/ Freeway Service Patrol; Information Technology
Service Management.
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1. Issue:
How should staff approach the revenue and financial constraint analysis for the 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)?

2. Recommendation:
None, this is for information only. The intent of the staff report is to provide the
Land Use and Natural Resources Committee with an overview of the revenue and financial
constraint analysis that will be performed as part of the 2020 MTP/SCS. Staff is
seeking discussion, input, or questions about the financial forecast for the plan, strategies
for funding the region’s transportation investments, or areas for deeper exploration and
analysis.

3. Background/Analysis:
Federal law requires that the expenditures planned for the MTP/SCS be financially
constrained to the revenues that the region can “reasonably expect” to be available over
the 20-year time period covered by the plan. To that end, SACOG develops a set of
revenue projections for each MTP/SCS that guide the transportation investments in the
plan. These projections rely on the latest available data, forecasts, and policy direction
from local, state, and federal sources. The financial projections consider trends in the
economy, policy, and regulatory frameworks, fuel price and consumption, and other drivers
of transportation investment.
Accurately forecasting future revenue is challenging, particularly at a time of disruptive
technologies and uncertainty in local, state, and federal policy and economies. In the near
term – four to six years – funding projections are fairly specific and frequently based on
funding formulas that provide some level of certainty about the level of funding available.
However, as with many of the assumptions in long range planning documents, the
uncertainty about funding levels grows as the projections move farther into the future.
Revenues identified in the 2016 MTP/SCS totaled $35 billion, with approximately two-

thirds coming from local sources and the remaining third coming from a combination
of state and federal sources. Of the $35 billion, staff estimates about $2-$2.5 billion, or 6
to 7 percent of the total budget, is available as flexible funds for the region to award
through SACOG’s Regional Funding Programs (see Attachment A).

4. Discussion/Analysis:
SACOG staff is starting the inventory and analysis of transportation revenue sources for
the 2020 MTP/SCS. Generally, funding for transportation purposes comes from a handful
of sources including state and federal fuel taxes, sales taxes, vehicle registration fees,
trucking fees, and a number of local assessments, such as fees and assessments on new
development. Staff will consider historic and current trends in fuel prices and
consumption, fuel tax revenues generated by Senate Bill 1, sales on taxable goods,
vehicle fleet characteristics, and local housing and employment growth to build a
foundation for the MTP/SCS financial forecasts.
As outlined in the Policy Framework adopted by the Board in December 2017, and
discussed in ongoing conversations with partners and the Board, there are a number
challenges and uncertainties facing the traditional sources of revenue on which
transportation investments depend. Over the coming months, staff will work to build a
financial forecast that examines how risks to retail sales and uncertainty regarding the
future of fuel taxes may affect the portfolio of revenue sources available to support the
transportation investments in the MTP/SCS. Additionally, we will examine strategies for
finding new sources of revenue, such as pricing or local options for raising funds, to help
meet the growing cost and demand to build and maintain the region’s transportation
infrastructure.
Board input and questions will inform the next steps of this project, which will include
collecting, forecasting, and analyzing revenue data. Staff will present preliminary revenue
forecasts and how those forecasts affect the timing and type of transportation investments
that can be supported in the 2020 MTP/SCS in the late summer.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact to SACOG's operating budget.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A

Attachment A
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1. Issue:
Should the Board approve the policy framework for the 2018 Regional Funding Round, and
authorize the release of the Regional Program’s guidelines and call for projects?

2. Recommendation:
None, the item is for information only. The Transportation Committee is taking action on
this item.

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).

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The 2018 Regional Funding Round has been progressively reviewed and discussed over
several committee cycles. In March staff presented the 2018 Regional Funding Round
calendar and major concepts. In April, staff returned to the committees with the draft
framework and fund estimate. Staff provided the same information heard during the
committee cycles to potential project sponsors through updates to the funding round list
serve and website, a kick off webinar with written responses to participant questions, beta
testing of the data tool, in person meetings with member agencies, and presentations at
the agency’s standing committees (e.g., Regional Planning Partnership, ITS Partnership,
etc.).
Building off this prior outreach, engagement, and feedback, staff requests the SACOG

Board approve the policy framework for the 2018 Regional Funding Round and authorize
SACOG to release a call for projects for the Regional Program. Attachment A links the
policy frameworks of each individual program into a summary table, including the
additions requested by the Board in the April cycle. Attachment B is the detailed
framework for the Regional Program, the largest component of the round.
Overview of 2018 Funding Programs
Traditional Core Programs
The traditional 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
MTP/SCS, provide regional benefits, and maintain the regional transportation network.
The merged Regional Program preserves the flexibility of funding a diverse array of costeffective projects with demonstrated performance benefits, while mainstreaming funding
opportunities for active transportation investments. Both the Regional
Program and Community Design are competitive programs.
Regional funding rounds have also traditionally included the Air Quality Program,a noncompetitive program to fulfill commitments related to the Ozone State Implementation
Plan (SIP).
Emerging Opportunities
An overarching objective of the 2018 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 April 2018, the Board endorsed the plans of two such emerging opportunities: a
substantively revised Next Generation Transportation Demand Management Program and
new Green Region Program. Action on the four-county funding round framework will
establish both of these programs as part of the 2018 Regional Funding Round. Per Board
direction, staff will work to translate these plans into program guidelines, and come back
at a future committee cycle to request Board action authorizing a call for projects in these
programs.
Finally, the state Active Transportation Program (ATP) will also conduct a call for projects
this calendar year. Staff will provide a separate update on the state ATP and subsequent
six-county regional ATP.

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

A achment B

Attachment A

2018 SACOG Funding Round Programs
Community
Design

Regional Program

Goals

MTP/SCS
Implementation
Fund cost
effective
transportation
projects with
demonstrated
performance
benefits

Placemaking
Fund
implementation of
the Sacramento
Region Blueprint
through
improvements in
public right-of-way

Air Quality
Transportation
Control Measure

Next Generation
Transportation
Demand Management

Air Quality
Improvement
Fund
Spare the Air
Program that
targets emission
reductions from the
transportation
sector

Reduce single
occupant vehicle trips
Fund programs that
encourage people to
bike, walk, ride
transit, carpool,
vanpool and telework
to reduce car trips and
miles

Administered by SMAQMD

Existing: merges
Existing or New
regional/local and
Program?
bike & ped

Existing

Existing

Substantial revision
and continuation of
existing TDM Program

Green Region

Emissions reductions
through increased
electrification of
vehicles
Fund programs that
move region towards a
zero emission future,
and better align
regional partners for
state resources
New

Competitive?

Yes

Yes

No

Blend

Blend

Board Action

May 2018
Approve program

April 2018

April 2018
Approved budget

April 2018
Approved plan

April 2018
Approved plan

May 18
Call for projects
July 19
applications due
Project dependent:

April 23
Call for projects
June 25
applications due
STIP, RSTP, CMAQ

Program funded
through 2024

Summer 2018
Release applications

Timeline under
development

CMAQ

CMAQ

Project dependent

Garett Ballard-Rosa
(916) 319-5183
Gballardrosa@sacog.org

Greg Chew
(916) 340-6227
gchew@sacog.org

Renee Devére-Oki
(916) 340-6219
rdevereoki@sacog.org

Sabrina Bradbury
(916) 340-6211
sbradbury@sacog.org

Raef Porter
(916) 340-6261
rporter@sacog.org

Timeline

Fund Sources
Contact

Approved program

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

1

Attachment B

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. The fund estimate will set
this minimum target.

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
funds that are available, the program emphasis will be on
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small- and medium-sized projects. Project performance
outcomes will be assessed relative to the funding request
amount.

to an iterative process that considers the engineering
cost/feasibility analysis, PPA outcomes, narrative
responses, and application as a whole.

7. SUPPORT THE REGION’S NEW
GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION TARGET

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.

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.

SCREENING PROJECTS OUT
All of the following conditions must be met for a project
to proceed in the evaluation process. Failure to meet any
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 April 2025, 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 performance outcome
indicators 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
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EVALUATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE
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: 5/3/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-May-8.
Subject: Draft Regional Active Transportation Program Policy Framework (Est.
time: 8 minutes)

Informa on:
Prepared by: Victoria Cacciatore
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
What initial input does the Committee have on the draft six-county Regional Active
Transportation Program (ATP) Policy Framework?

2. Recommendation:
None, this is for information and Committee input on the draft Regional ATP Policy
Framework. Staff anticipates bringing a final Regional ATP Policy Framework to the Board
for action in June to submit to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) for
adoption.

3. Background/Analysis:
ATP was created from Senate Bill (SB) 99 in 2013 and is jointly managed by Caltrans and
the CTC. The primary goal of the ATP is to encourage increased use of active
transportation modes. ATP funds are distributed competitively across the state through
three programs: a statewide program distributes 50 percent of the funds; a small
urban/rural program operated by Caltrans distributes ten percent of the funds; and the
final 40 percent of funds are distributed by metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) in
urban areas with populations greater than 200,000. A minimum of 25% of ATP funds must
benefit disadvantaged communities.
ATP projects must compete in the statewide program in order to compete for the small
urban/rural or the MPO program. If a project is not selected for funding through the
statewide program it then competes for small urban/rural funds or MPO funds, based on
where the project is located. Cities, counties, and other potential ATP project sponsors in
the SACOG region are eligible to compete through the statewide program and the sixcounty MPO program only. Staff works with El Dorado County Transportation Commission
and Placer County Transportation Planning Agency to develop and implement the Regional
ATP.
SACOG provides technical assistance to applicants for the State ATP to increase

competitiveness of applications. The technical assistance also provides high quality
information that helps agencies compete for the six-county Regional ATP funding.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The 2019 ATP is the fourth ATP cycle. The statewide draft fund estimate identified
$439,560,000 for the statewide competition and $11,664,000 for the SACOG six-county
Regional ATP. This is nearly double what was available in past ATP cycles due to new
funding from the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017 (SB 1). The statewide and
regional programs have funds available across four years: state fiscal years 2019/20,
2020/21, 2021/22, and 2022/23.
The CTC is introducing multiple process changes to the 2019 ATP, such as new
applications and scoring weights based on project size and type. SACOG works to
leverage the information provided by project applicants in the state application whenever
possible. With different application forms and information for competing projects, SACOG
uses a regional supplemental application to collect the needed information for all
regionally competing projects.
While all projects must compete in the State ATP before they can compete for regional
funding, MPOs can propose changes to how we prioritize competing projects for
regionally-controlled ATP funds. MPOs can propose changes under these areas:
Evaluation criteria
Scores/weighting for evaluation criteria
Match requirement
Definition of disadvantaged community
SACOG must submit a final Regional ATP policy framework to the CTC in July. At the
August 15, 2018, meeting, the CTC will adopt or deny the changes outlined in the sixcounty Regional ATP policy framework (Attachment A).
Regional ATP Customization
SACOG has customized the policy framework for every Regional ATP cycle to better direct
regional funding towards active transportation needs and goals. The proposed 2019
Regional ATP policy framework maintains the following elements from the 2017 Regional
ATP policy framework:
Adding evaluation criteria for a project’s potential for supporting greenhouse gas
emission reduction goals through reducing or shortening vehicle trips;
Using the low-income and minority communities definition from the 2016
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
environmental justice analysis as the region-specific definition of disadvantaged
community;
Requiring a local match for the project in place of awarding points for leveraging
non-ATP funds; and
Adding the Disadvantaged Community Benefit criterion points to all competing
projects if the draft recommendation does not award a minimum of 25% of the
available funding ($2,916,000) to benefit residents of disadvantaged communities.

The proposed 2019 Regional ATP policy framework includes these changes from the 2017
Regional ATP policy framework:
Removing the evaluation criterion for rating the project’s contribution to public health
(consistent with the recommended state approach); and
Adding an evaluation criterion for how the project complements local economic
prosperity strategies and goals.
Staff revised the proposed scoring system to integrate the evaluation criteria changes and
stress the importance of each project’s potential to increase active transportation.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item has no fiscal impact to the agency’s operating budget, other than already
budgeted staff time.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment - Dra Regional ATP Policy Framework

Attachment

2019 REGIONAL ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM:
EL DORADO, PLACER, SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, AND YUBA COUNTIES
The purpose of this funding program is to increase and
attract active transportation users and provide facilities
for walking and biking in urban, suburban, and rural
portions of the region and to provide connections
between them. Projects and programs funded through
this program are consistent with the vision of the
Blueprint and support the implementation of the longrange transportation plans for the El Dorado County
Transportation Commission (EDCTC), the Placer
County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), and
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG).
EDCTC, PCTPA, and SACOG invest regional funds in
infrastructure
and
non-infrastructure
projects
benefitting active transportation. ATP funds from the
State of California provide an important additional
funding source for active transportation projects.

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


Increase the proportion of trips accomplished
by biking and walking;



Increase the safety and mobility of nonmotorized users;



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



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



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



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

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES
Eligible projects must demonstrate consistency with
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) that is amended
every four years. Specific bicycle and pedestrian
projects included in the Regional Transportation Plans
(RTPs) for EDCTC or PCTPA are also eligible. Eligible
projects must meet the requirements established in
the State ATP Guidelines.
Regional ATP funds may be used for construction,
preliminary engineering, environmental work and
design, and/or right-of-way. Funds may also be used
for non-infrastructure programs or projects, and
community-serving plans. Selected projects must
support the performance outcomes identified in the
sections below.
The ATP is a competitive State of California program
implemented by the California Transportation
Commission to distribute state and federal funding.
Projects likely to receive federal funding will need to
meet the requirements of the federal Fixing America’s
Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act).

INELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES
Projects in new developments that are considered
“good practices” according to FHWA guidelines, longterm staff positions, transit operations, law
enforcement, and bicycle racks for carpools, vanpools,
or private vehicles are ineligible for ATP funds.

PROJECT SELECTION
ROLES IN PROJECT SELECTION
The Regional ATP Team is responsible for ensuring the
final Regional ATP funding recommendation to the
SACOG Board of Directors and CTC addresses all
funding source requirements. Representatives from
the three regional transportation planning agencies
(RTPAs) in the region (EDCTC, PCTPA, and SACOG)
form the Regional ATP Team.
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The Active Transportation Working Group is
responsible for reviewing, evaluating, and scoring the
applications submitted to the Regional ATP. It is
comprised of seven members with expertise in the
areas of land use planning, bike/ped planning, project
engineering, first-mile/last-mile access to transit,
health and equity, and the impact of transportation
infrastructure on greenhouse gas emissions. The
multidisciplinary Working Group will be recruited from
partner organizations and stakeholder groups, and
represent a diverse geography across the region.

to further the goals of the program must be
submitted to the appropriate RTPA
(EDCTC, PCTPA, or SACOG) for reevaluation following completion of the
environmental process.
4.

Project is eligible for ATP funding.

5.

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

Applicants are the sponsoring agencies for any project
competing for Regional ATP funding. Applicants will
submit an application for each competing project to the
State ATP prior to competing in the Regional ATP, per
the 2019 State ATP Guidelines. To compete in the
regional program, applicants will also submit a regional
supplemental application. Applicants are encouraged
to discuss potential ATP projects with RTPA staff, and
may elect to identify a reduced scope version of their
state-submitted project for the Regional ATP
competition.

PROJECT SCREENING
A Regional ATP Team will screen applications for
eligibility. Applications will be removed from the
competitive process if they fail to meet these criteria:
1.

Project is one of the eligible types of noninfrastructure,
infrastructure,
or a
combination of infrastructure and noninfrastructure as identified under “Eligible
Project Types”.

2.

Infrastructure Project is consistent with
the
MTP/SCS
or
the
Regional
Transportation Plan of EDCTC or PCTPA.

3.

Project must be ready for inclusion in the
Metropolitan
Transportation
Improvement Program, with project
scope and cost. The project application
may include the cost of preparing
environmental documents. When project
design, right-of-way, or construction are
programmed before the implementing
agency completes the environmental
process, updated cost estimates, updated
analysis of the project’s cost effectiveness,
and updated analysis of the project’s ability

a.

Infrastructure project minimum is
$282,390 ($250,000 funding request +
$32,390 local match).
b. Non-Infrastructure project minimum is
$56,478 ($50,000 funding request +
$6,478 local match).
c. Public agencies applying for funding
for smaller projects may want to
consider combining projects to meet
the project minimum thresholds, or
consider a larger, multi-year program
or project.
6.

Public Participation & Planning. The
applicant must demonstrate stakeholder
support and how a community-based
public participation process resulted in the
identification and prioritization of the
proposed project.

7.

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

8.

Project is not part of developer-funded
basic good practices. The applicant must
demonstrate the project complies with the
policy statement and design guidance
adopted by FHWA to accommodate
bicycle and pedestrian travel.
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EVALUATION PROCESS
Following the Project Screening process, the Regional
ATP Team will forward all eligible projects to the
Working Group for evaluation. The Working Group will
prioritize and rank projects using the scoring outlined in
the Project Scoring section. Working Group members
will not vote or comment on applications from their
own organizations or organizations with which they are
affiliated.
The Working Group and/or SACOG staff reserves the
right to contact applicants by phone, email, or during a
meeting during the evaluation process for additional
information to address questions related to the scope
of work, budget, timeline, and performance
considerations. The Working Group will use all
information available to develop a draft ranked list
Following the announcement of the statewide ATP
awards, the Regional ATP Team will remove any
projects recommended for funds through the
statewide competition from further consideration for
the Regional ATP. The Regional ATP Team will also
identify which high-ranking projects could be fully
funded from the draft ranked list. The Working Group
will develop the final funding recommendation, and the
Regional ATP Team will confirm that a minimum 25% of
available ATP funds are dedicated to projects and
programs benefiting disadvantaged community
residents. In the event the minimum investment
threshold is not met, the disadvantaged community
benefit points (0-10) will be applied to the entire project
list and the projects will be re-ranked. Discretion will be
placed on the Working Group and Regional ATP Team
to select a complete package of projects.
An applicant may claim any definition of a
disadvantaged community cited in the State ATP
Guidelines.
The
region-specific
definition
of
disadvantaged community is the low-income and
minority communities definition used in the 2016
MTP/SCS environmental justice analysis.

PROJECT SCORING
Projects will be scored based on the criteria described
below, using information from the State ATP
application when possible. Project performance
outcomes are evaluated using quantitative and
qualitative project information.

Project Performance Outcomes (0-95
points)
1.

Project has potential to increase walking
and bicycling through targeted strategies:
increasing access to transit services;
increasing access to schools; or eliminating
gaps or removing barriers in the
bicycle/pedestrian network. 0-40 points

2.

Project has the potential to reduce the
number and/or rate of pedestrian and
bicyclist fatalities and injuries. 0-20 points

3.

Project demonstrates a balance of cost
effectiveness and context-sensitive design
to
demonstrate
high
performance
potential. 0-20 points

4.

Project advances active transportation
efforts to achieve greenhouse gas
reduction goals through reducing or
shortening vehicle trips today and over
time, as established pursuant to SB 375 and
SB 391. 0-8 points

5.

Project supports economic prosperity
goals and strategies in the project area. 0-7
points

Other Considerations (up to 15 points)
1.

Project sponsor demonstrates good
performance on past grants and/or federal
aid projects or programs. 0 or -3 points

2.

Project sponsor demonstrates readiness to
move forward with the project on a timely
schedule (i.e., application includes clear
schedule, cost, and partnerships to deliver
the project). 0-5 points

3.

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

FUNDING RECIPIENT REQUIREMENTS
Recipients must adhere to statewide ATP reporting
requirements for documenting project progress and
final delivery.
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 5/3/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-May-9.
Subject: Federal Opportunity Zones Program (Est. time: 5 minutes)

Informa on:
Prepared by: Kacey Lizon
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
What are Opportunity Zones and what opportunities do they present for furthering
economic prosperity in the communities in the SACOG region?

2. Recommendation:
This is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
The Opportunity Zones Program is a new community development program established by
Congress to encourage long-term investments in low-income urban and rural communities
nationwide. The program was originally introduced in the Investing in Opportunity Act in
February 2017, by Senators Tim Scott (R-S.C.) and Cory Booker (D-N.J.) and
Congressmen Pat Tiberi (R-Ohio) and Ron Kind (D-Wis.). It was then reintroduced and
enacted as part of the 2017 tax reform package, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017. The
Opportunity Zones Program provides a tax incentive to U.S. investors to reinvest
unrealized capital gains into Opportunity Funds, which invest into Opportunity Zones. An
unrealized capital gain is a profit that exists on paper, resulting from an investment (e.g.,
stock). An Opportunity Fund investment provides an investor temporary tax deferral and
other benefits tied to long-term holdings.
A Qualified Opportunity Fund is any investment vehicle that is organized as a corporation
or partnership for the purpose of investing in qualified opportunity zone property, and
must hold at least 90 percent of its assets in qualified opportunity zone property. To be
responsive to the needs of different communities, Opportunity Funds are allowed to invest
in a wide variety of investments, including but not limited to operating businesses,
affordable housing, infrastructure, energy, community development, equipment, and real
property.
The federal tax bill allows each governor to designate a certain number and type of census
tracts as Opportunity Zones and authorizes the U.S. Department of Treasury final approval
of these designations. The program uses low-income community census tracts as the basis
for determining areas eligible for an Opportunity Zones designation. In April 2018, the
U.S. Department of Treasury certified California’s nominated eligible census tracts: 879

census tracts in the state of California, of which 63 are within the SACOG region. These
designations will remain in place for 10 years (until December 31, 2028).
Now that Opportunity Zones have been designated, the Internal Revenue Service is
working on guidance for Opportunity Fund certification and finalizing the law that dictates
ongoing administration of the Opportunity Zones Program.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
We bring this new program to the Committee’s attention because it poses an opportunity
for the communities of the Sacramento Region. The implementation of the Opportunity
Zones Program comes at the same time that the agency is focused on advancing economic
prosperity in the region. In particular, the program dovetails with two of the agency’s 2018
strategic goals: Goal 1, Advance Economic Prosperity; and Goal 2, Connect Low-Income
and Disadvantaged Populations to Jobs & Opportunity. Once the Opportunity Zones
Program is fully established, communities could potentially use the program in conjunction
with SACOG’s programs to further economic development efforts in their communities. For
example, potential leveraging opportunities could come out of the Economic Prosperity
study, RUCS 2.0 effort, Civic Lab, and the Regional Funding Programs.
Opportunity Zones also present a potential new source of leverage for other state and
federal investment in communities. As an example, Attachments A and B show the
locations of the designated Opportunity Zones in relation to: (1) SACOG’s LowIncome/High Minority geographies, which are developed to fulfill federal and state
transportation plan requirements, and (2) the disadvantaged communities designated by
the California Environmental Protection Agency for the purposes of directing a portion of
state cap-and-trade proceeds. These geographies overlap in many places with the
Opportunity Zone geographies.
We know that a number of SACOG’s member agencies and partners are aware of this
program, including the Greater Sacramento Economic Council. SACOG staff will track the
implementation of the program and coordinate with partners such as GSEC to identify
leverage opportunities.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item has no direct fiscal impact.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A - Opportunity Zones and LIHM
A achment B - Opportunity Zones and CalEnviroScreen 3.0

Attachment A
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Designated Qualified Opportunity Zones (OZ) are Census Tracts
where 20%+ of population are below federal poverty and/or have a
median family income of less than 80% of the Statewide income,
that were then recommended by Governor Brown and approved by
the U.S. Dept. of the Treasury.
Source: California Department of Finance

Low Income/High Minority (LIHM-2016) are Block Groups where
45%+ of population earns 200% or less of federal poverty, and/or
where 70%+ of the population is non-White/non-Hispanic and/or
have been identified as having 4 or 5 of 5 vulnerability measures.
Source: Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)

1

Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA

Attachment B

Sutter
County

LIVE
OAK

20
þ
}
·
|

[

Yuba
County

MARYSVILLE
YUBA CITY
COLFAX

65
þ
}
·
|

WHEATLAND

Placer
County

SOUTH
LAKE
TAHOE

El Dorado
County

AUBURN
LINCOLN

70
þ
}
·
|
99
þ
}
·
|

Yolo
County

LOOMIS

49

þ
}
·
|

ROCKLIN
ROSEVILLE
PLACERVILLE

WOODLAND

CITRUS
HEIGHTS

"5
!
$
#
SACRAMENTO

DAVIS

80
"
$
#
!

FOLSOM

50
£
¤

RANCHO
CORDOVA

WEST
SACRAMENTO

WINTERS

ELK GROVE

"
$5
#
!

99
þ
}
·
|
GALT

ISLETON

0

2.5

5

10

15

20

Miles
25

Sacramento
County

Designated Qualified Opportunity Zones (OZ) a
r
eCensus T
r
a
c
t
s
wher
e20%+ofpopul
a
t
i
ona
r
ebel
owf
eder
a
l
pov
e
r
t
ya
nd/
orha
v
ea
medi
a
nf
a
mi
l
yi
nc
omeofl
ess t
ha
n80%oft
heS
t
a
t
ewi
dei
nc
ome
,
t
ha
twer
et
henr
ec
ommendedbyGov
er
norBr
owna
nda
ppr
ov
edby
t
heU.
S
.
Dept
.
oft
heT
r
e
a
s ur
y.
Source: California Department of Finance

CalEnviroScreen 3.0 (Top 25% Tracts) i
s ama
ppi
ngt
ool
t
ha
the
l
ps
i
dent
i
f
yCa
l
i
f
or
ni
ac
ommuni
t
i
es t
ha
ta
r
emosta
f
f
e
c
t
e
dbyma
ny
s our
c
es ofpol
l
ut
i
on,
a
ndwher
epeopl
ea
r
eof
t
enespec
i
a
l
l
y
v
ul
ner
a
bl
et
opol
l
ut
i
on’
s ef
f
e
c
t
s.
Source: Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA)

1

Sources: Esri, USGS, NOAA

Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 5/3/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-May-10.
Subject: Civic Lab Update (Est. time: 20 minutes)

Informa on:
Prepared by: Raef Porter
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Kacey Lizon

1. Issue:
The workshops for the first year of Civic Lab are coming to an end, and staff is beginning
to develop the program for the second year based on the lessons learned from the first
year.

2. Recommendation:
None; this is for information. Staff will seek input from all three committees on the topic
and calendar for the second year of Civic Lab.

3. Background/Analysis:
The Civic Lab teams from the inaugural year of the program have completed six of the
planned eight workshops. Beginning in May 2018, teams will be working with vendors that
have been pre-qualified through SACOG's request for qualifications (RFQ) process,
referred to as the Civic Lab Challenge. Working with the vendors over the remaining two
months of the program, teams will finalize their scope of work, schedule, and budget. The
goal is to have each team finalize this work by the end of June 2018, and be ready for any
funding that is identified for the implementation of their projects.
The May 9, Civic Lab workshop will continue to focus on finalizing the scope, schedule,
and budget, but will also provide an opportunity for the teams and selected vendors to
showcase their projects. This will be the first chance for the teams to focus entirely on the
solution. This event is part of the AltCar Expo taking place on the west steps of the
Capitol.
The final workshop is scheduled on June 13, 2018, and will continue the work of finalizing
deliverables for each team. After the workshops conclude, SACOG will evaluate the
success of the program and recommend changes for the second year of Civic Lab.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The first year of Civic Lab focused on the topic of mobility, and specifically the
opportunities and challenges around new forms of mobility like car and ride sharing,

microtransit, automated vehicles, and electrification of transportation. The teams worked
on pilot launching these services, and creating action plans and policies to better work
with the technologies.
The teams' projects are viewed by agencies such as the California Air Resources Board
(ARB) as best practices of how to implement sustainable transportation policies. These
projects exemplify the types of projects that could help SACOG achieve its Senate Bill 375
emission reduction targets. Those targets, however, cannot be achieved through vehicle
technology alone. They must work in concert with land use policies to further reduce
emissions.
Building on the successes and challenges from the first year of Civic Lab, and continuing
with the idea of focusing on a local implementation of a regional issue, staff is seeking
input on a second year of Civic Lab that could focus on the revitalization of older
commercial corridors. These auto-oriented corridors, largely in suburban areas developed
after World War II, are mostly commercial in use and character. They are found in every
jurisdiction throughout the region, and while each corridor has unique challenges, they all
have issues related to land use, mobility, economics, and governance.
Over the next few months, SACOG staff could explore the issues of commercial corridors,
working with staff from member jurisdictions and partners agencies to identify challenges
and opportunities, and reach out to local and national experts to help define the issues
facing suburban corridors in our region.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact at this time. Once the first year of Civic Lab is completed,
SACOG will compile information on the cost of running the program, and identify where
additional costs are needed and where savings can be found.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A - Civic Lab Year 2 Calendar
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Task
Year 2
Identify Topic
staff brainstorm
board input
Solicit for Teams
success stories/marketing
advertise topic
outreach to potential teams
regional forum
official solicitation
Q&A session(s)
solicitation closeout
Select Teams
SACOG expert coord.
selection committee
Sessions
focus for each session
arrange speakers
session logistics
conduct labs
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Solicit for Teams
success stories/marketing
advertise topic
outreach to potential teams
regional forum
official solicitation
Q&A session(s)
solicitation closeout
Select Teams
SACOG expert coord.
selection committee
Sessions
focus for each session
arrange speakers
session logistics
conduct labs
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Land Use and Natural Resources
Committee
Meeting Date: 5/3/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-May-11.
Subject: Blueprint Implementation Activities (Est. time: 0 minutes)

Receive and File:
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 is for receive and file.

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 April 2018, SACOG staff conducted the following Blueprint Implementation land use
activities:
On April 13, a group of 25 SACOG board members, local agency staff, and nonprofit staff participated in a revitalization tour of the communities around Route 1
in suburban Maryland. Highlights included learning about creating equitable
access to transit with bike and pedestrian bridges, the challenges of overcoming
infrastructure built for cars only, when a community wants to be more walkable
and bikeable, how a small city is revitalizing by enabling live/work/sell zoning for
young entrepreneurs and artists, and how the University of Maryland has
partnered with the city of College Park to rethink the investments and long-term
goals for walkable, bikeable, and equitable spaces. Attachment A is the tour
packet.

Provided a Blueprint review of the Public Review Draft of the Folsom 2035
General Plan (letter attached in Attachment B).
At the request of the City of Roseville, provided a SCS consistency determination
for the Junction Crossing project (letter attached in Attachment C).

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 - Maryland Tour Packet
A achment B - Folsom Dra General Plan Le er
A achment C - Roseville Junc on Crossing SCS Le er
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Sacramento Region Visit to Suburban Maryland
April 13, 2018

Rhode Island Avenue Station and Mount Rainier, the Gateway to Maryland
Themes: Urban infill, pedestrian access, redevelopment, affordable housing, suburban style
development in the city, and commuter and recreational bike facilities
Background on some of the highlights of this tour stop:
Neighborhood profile: Mount Rainier, a haven for artists, and now redevelopment This short
Washington Post article describes the long-envisioned revitalization of Mount Rainier that is
underway, and is focused on the area near the Rhode Island Avenue Metro Line where our
tour starts.
Metropolitan Branch Trail When completed, this bicycle and pedestrian trail will run eight
miles from the Silver Spring, Maryland Transit Center to Union Station in the District of
Columbia, with several connector trails to other area communities. When completed, the
Metropolitan Branch Trail will serve as part of the East Coast Greenway.
Gateway Arts District The Gateway Arts District is an arts-based economic development
initiative of the Gateway Community Development Corporation that targets the revitalization
of a two-mile area of U.S. Route One/Rhode Island Avenue in Prince George’s County,
Maryland, just north of the Washington, D.C. border. Along this corridor, the District spans
four communities: Mount Rainier, Brentwood, North Brentwood, and Hyattsville. The District
is already home to arts and cultural resources, but live/work housing for artists and new
homes for area arts organizations are on the way.
Click here for highlights of the Gateway Arts District in Mount Rainier.
Speakers
Cheryl Cort, Policy Director, Coalition for Smarter Growth
Cheryl leads CSG’s efforts in DC and Maryland. Cheryl is the voice of CSG’s equitable
development campaigns, which work with community activists, nonprofits, and government
agencies to promote transit-oriented development, housing choice, economic development,
pedestrian and bicyclist safety, and access in less-affluent communities throughout the
region. She routinely demonstrates that it’s possible to use the bus system for hard-to-reach
meetings in the suburbs (but boy, is there room for service improvement). Prior to her work
as Policy Director, Cheryl served as the Executive Director for the Washington Regional
Network for Livable Communities (WRN), which merged with the Coalition for Smarter Growth
in 2007. Before WRN, Cheryl worked for the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and the Maryland
Department of Natural Resources. She holds a master’s degree in Sustainable Development
and Conservation Biology from UMD College Park and a Bachelor of Science from UC Berkeley
(go Bears).
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Governor Parris Glendening, President of Leadership Institute and Governor’s Institute of
Community Design, Smart Growth America
In his role at Smart Growth America, Governor Glendening travels across the country and
around the world advising state and local governments on smart growth, transit, and
sustainability policies and practices. Parris Glendening served as Governor of the State of
Maryland from 1995-2003 where he created the nation’s first state-level smart growth policy
package. Prior to being elected Governor, Glendening served three terms as elected county
executive of Prince George’s County, Maryland. He taught political science at the University
of Maryland, College Park for 27 years and is the author of two books and over 100 articles
and conference papers. Glendening has received numerous awards and recognitions, including
the American Society of Landscape Architects’ Olmsted Award and the Harvard Innovations in
American Government Award. He most recently was named as an Honorary Member of the
American Institute of Architects.

Hyattsville and Riverdale
Themes: Suburban redevelopment, infill development, arts district, old town, 1880s type
housing, transition of US 1, diversity of mixed use, residential, and a concerted effort to
preserve existing retail
Background on some of the highlights of this tour stop:
Hyattsville Gateway Arts District Highlights
Pyramid Atlantic Arts Center is housed in a re-purposed building along Route 1 in Hyattsville.
Arts District Hyattsville offers townhouses that are attractive and affordable. This short
Washington Post Article describes the EYA Townhouse Development and the arts district
where it is situated.
Trolley Trail: More than a decade in the making. When its near 4-mile extent is completed,
the Trolley Trail will connect communities along the Route 1 Corridor to trails leading into the
District of Columbia’s bike trail network. These north-south communities include the
municipalities of College Park, Riverdale Park, University Park, and Hyattsville. The trail is
paved, spans 3.8 miles, and takes about 1 hour 30 minutes to walk from start to finish.
Speakers
Candace Hollingsworth, Mayor, City of Hyattsville
Mayor Hollingsworth, a native of Memphis, TN, is proud resident of Hyattsville, Maryland,
where she was elected to serve as mayor in 2015—the youngest and first African-American to
hold the position in the City’s history. Located two miles outside of the District of Columbia,
the City of Hyattsville is part of the Prince George’s County Gateway Arts District and is home
to a diverse and growing community of families, young professionals, entrepreneurs, artists,
public servants, and retirees all working together to make the city a great place to live, work,
and play. Candace has a profound commitment to servant leadership that was sparked by the
tradition of “non sibi” (not for one’s self) at her alma mater. After moving to Hyattsville in
2009, she quickly sought opportunities to get involved—serving as a tutor and mentor and by
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volunteering with local organizations before being first elected to the Hyattsville City Council
in 2011. As mayor, Candace dedicates her efforts on creating a more effective, productive,
and high-performing government. Under her leadership the city has attracted over $300M in
private investment that will position the city for tremendous growth over the next decade
and help realize her vision of building a “world-class city that is a model for excellence by
every measure.”
Jim Chandler, Director of Community & Economic Development, City of Hyattsville
Jim specializes in the management of local urban revitalization, community, and economic
development efforts including capital improvement projects and programs with Federal, State
and local funding. In 2007, Jim joined the City of Hyattsville as the Community Development
Manager directing the City’s grant and capital projects management, development review,
developing the City's 2007 Community Sustainability Plan, and in 2010, implementing and
managing the City's Commercial Facade Improvement program and GIS operations. In 2011
Jim was promoted to Director of Community & Economic Development with additional
responsibilities including oversight of Code Compliance and modernization of parking
operations. In 2013, Jim was promoted to the dual role of Assistant City Administrator with an
expanded role in modernizing the City's IT infrastructure, and assisting in city-wide operations
and long-range facilities planning. Jim has proudly served as a Board Member of the Anacostia
Trails Heritage Area (ATHA), is an active member of the Maryland Economic Development
Association and in 2011 earned his Certified Economic Developer (CEcD) certification from the
International Economic Development Council.
Stuart Eisenberg, Executive Director, Hyattsville Community Development Corporation
Stuart has served as the Executive Director of the Hyattsville Community Development
Corporation since 2005, developing the arts and public spaces of Hyattsville and the Gateway
Arts District while delivering economic development and revitalization throughout the urban
edge of Prince George’s County and along the Route One Corridor. Stuart is a former
Hyattsville City Council President, where he focused on implementing strategic plans,
expanding community planning, and funding infrastructure renewal. Stuart has had the
privilege to serve on several nonprofit organization and advisory boards in Prince George’s
County. He is immediate past-President of the Anacostia Trails Heritage Area Inc.; former
Vice President of the Hyattsville Preservation Association; and is currently a member of the
Gateway Arts District Management Team. Other affiliations include service on Community
Forklift’s Capital Acquisition Committee, the Prince George’s County Council’s Gas Safety
Policy Task Force; and WSSC’s Environmental Advisory Board.
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Riverdale
Themes: New development in town center, mixed use products, addressing transportation
challenges of distance to transit options
Riverdale Park Station is a new community that will bring green space, art, shopping, housing,
and dining experiences to the community of Riverdale. You can arrive by bus, train, bike or by
a FREE shuttle that provides service to College Park Metro Station and Prince George’s Plaza
Metro Station. This Patch news article describes more project details.

Speaker
Dannielle Glaros, Chair, County Council, Prince George’s County
Dannielle was formerly Chief of Staff to Eric Olson before being elected a council member to
District 3 in 2015. Her efforts include redevelopment of metro stations. She is an advocate for
promoting small businesses to create more jobs and increase local retail amenities that are
attractive to major employers as well as residents. Dannielle fully supports The Purple Line to
reduce traffic and congestion. She served as associate director for Smart Growth America and
deputy chief of staff, under Gov. Parris Glendening, for the Governor’s Office of Smart
Growth, two organizations focused on building stronger, more sustainable communities. She
has a Master's Degree from the University of Maryland of Public Policy in environmental
policies.

Route 1 and University of Maryland College Park
Themes: preserving housing, public + private partnerships, transit centers, opportunities and
challenges of light rail expansion, office park urbanism, developing, state and local
government relationships, urban infill, and leveraging university partnerships.
University of Maryland is bringing upscale hotels, restaurants to College Park. This Washington
Post article describes current revitalization occurring around the University campus in College
Park, and traces the origins to improved relations between the University and City.
College Park City-University partnership The College Park Partnership is the nonprofit local
development corporation jointly funded by the City of College Park and the University of
Maryland. It is working to make College park a top 20 college town by 2020.
The Purple Line – see attached brief history of this suburban light rail transit service.
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Speakers
Eric Olson, Executive Director, College Park City-University Partnership
From 2006 to 2014, Eric represented College Park and surrounding communities as a member
of the Prince George’s County Council, serving two years as County Council Vice Chair (2011 &
2012). As a Council Member, Eric focused on redevelopment, neighborhood quality of life &
safety, walkability, and increasing transportation choices. This work and collaboration
resulted in more than $450 million in new redevelopment projects, a new bus service (the
“Route 1 Ride”), four new playgrounds, a recreation building, and new bike trails. He
authored legislation to incentivize transit-oriented development, increase recycling, ensure
complete and green streets and sidewalks, address nuisance abatement, curtail the
proliferation of pawn shops and adult entertainment near neighborhoods, increase security at
all-night businesses, and address youth and gang violence. Eric has been diligent in helping
redevelopment College Park into more than a "college town" and more for adults that live in
the nearby areas such as Riverdale.

Patrick Wojhan, Mayor, City of College Park
Mayor Wojhan graduated from law school in 2002 and immediately started working for the
D.C. county superior court and then worked in legal services before becoming a public policy
analyst for the National Disability Rights Network (NDRN). In May 2014, he started as the
director of government relations for Rails-to-Trails Conservancy, where he still works fulltime. The D.C.-based nonprofit aims to create a national trails network from unused rail
lines, and Wojahn advocates for trails and safe bicycle and pedestrian networks. Patrick has
been a resident of College Park for over 12 years. Patrick ran for Mayor in 2015 after serving
for 8 years on the City Council in order to help College Park realize its unfulfilled promise of
becoming a top-tier college town. He has worked on committees to help strengthen the City's
tools and ensure that vacant and abandoned properties are well-maintained to make the City
more environmentally sustainable.

SACOG Tour Contact Information
Monica Hernandez
Communications Manager
916-340-6237 (desk)
mhernandez@sacog.org
Kacey Lizon
Planning Manager
916-340-6265 (desk)
klizon@sacog.org
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March 30, 2018
Gregory W. Bitter
City of Roseville
Civic Center, 311 Vernon Street
Roseville, CA 95678
RE: Junction Crossing project consistency with the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for 2036
Dear Mr. Bitter,
You requested SACOG’s confirmation that the Junction Crossing project is consistent
with the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for
2036 (MTP/SCS). SACOG provides a consistency determination at the request of the
lead agency. However, it is the responsibility of the lead agency to make the final
determination on a project’s consistency with the MTP/SCS. This letter concurs with
the City’s determination that the Junction Crossing project is consistent with the
MTP/SCS. SACOG reviewed the project description and SCS consistency worksheet
that was provided by City staff and compared it to the MTP/SCS assumptions for the
project area to make our determination.
The Junction Crossing project is located at 120 Pacific St. in Roseville, near the
Roseville Amtrak Station. The project, as defined in the materials you provided,
consists of a total of 80 affordable apartment units. The residential density of the
project is 62 dwelling units per acre and 100 percent of the total building area square
footage.
The project is also located in a Transit Priority Area included in the MTP/SCS. The
MTP/SCS defines its Transit Priority Areas as areas within one-half mile of a rail
station or within one-half mile of high-quality transit corridors that include fixed route
bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute
hours in the MTP/SCS. As shown in Map 1, the project is entirely within one-half mile
of the Amtrak Transit Priority Area.
The Junction Crossing project is an infill project within the Centers/Corridor
community type of the MTP/SCS for the City of Roseville (see attached Map 2).
Within the Centers/Corridor community type, the MTP/SCS forecasts a range of low
to high density residential, commercial, office, and industrial uses (MTP/SCS
Appendix E-3, Land Use Forecast Background Documentation, pp. 148, February 19,
2016). The project’s land uses fall within this range of general uses, densities, and
building intensities. Therefore, development at the proposed densities is consistent
with the build out assumptions for the area within this community type of the
MTP/SCS.
With respect to consistency with the MTP/SCS policies, the applicable policies are
embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. For the
purposes of determining SCS consistency, projects consistent with the growth
forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS are consistent with these policies.
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Map 1: Transit Priority Area
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DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
For Qualifying Transit Priority Projects and Residential/Mixed-Use
Residential Projects
As of February 20, 2018 i

Background: Pursuant to SB 375, streamlined CEQA review and analysis is available to Transit Priority
Projects (TPPs) and residential or mixed-use residential projects that are consistent with the SCS. The
SCS was adopted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Board as part of the 2016
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy on February 18, 2016. The
California Air Resources Board (CARB) provided an Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination for
the SACOG SCS in September 2016.
Streamlined CEQA review available to TPPs consists of one of the following: 1) a Sustainable
Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21155.2(b)
or 2) an EIR pursuant to PRC § 21155.2(c). ii
Streamlined CEQA review available to residential or mixed-use residential projects consists of an EIR
pursuant to PRC § 21159.28(a).
Purpose: The purpose of this worksheet is to provide lead agencies with assistance on three issues:
1. Whether a proposed project qualifies as a TPP;
2. Whether a proposed project qualifies as a residential or mixed-use residential project (at
least 75 percent of the total building square footage is residential);
3. Whether the TPP or residential/mixed-use residential project is consistent with the general
land use designation, density, intensity and applicable policies of the 2016 MTP/SCS
adopted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).
The lead agency has responsibility to make the final determination on these matters and to determine
the applicable and appropriate CEQA streamlining, if any.
Directions: This worksheet should be completed by the lead agency, relying on the project description of
the proposed project, MTP/SCS Chapters 3 and 4, and MTP/SCS Appendix E-3. Regardless of whether
this worksheet is used, pursuant to PRC § 21155(a) and PRC § 21159.28(a), a project can only be
consistent with the MTP/SCS if it is consistent with the general land use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the adopted SCS. This worksheet only
applies to the 2016 MTP/SCS (adopted February 18, 2016); subsequent MTP/SCS adoptions may require
updates to this form.
Lead agencies are welcome to contact SACOG for assistance in completing this worksheet. For
assistance, contact Kacey Lizon at klizon@sacog.org or 916-340-6265.

Project Title: Junction Crossing Housing Project
Proposed project is located in (city/county name): City of Roseville, Placer County, CA
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1. Transit Priority Project Designation (PRC § 21155(b))
A project must meet the requirements of items 1.A, 1.B, 1.C, and 1.D, below, to qualify as a Transit
Priority Project. For items 1.C and 1.D, the definition of an MTP/SCS Transit Priority Area is: the area
within one-half mile of a rail station stop or a high-quality transit corridor included in the MTP/SCS. A
high-quality transit corridor has fixed route bus service with service intervals of 15 minutes or less
during peak commute hours. See MTP/SCS Chapter 3 for the map of Transit Priority Areas.

1.A.

[X] The Project has a minimum net density iii of 20 dwelling units per acre.
Calculation:
Total housing units proposed in Project ___÷
80 Total Project parcel area (in netii
1.3 = 61.5 (Should be ≥20 du/ac)
acres)___

1.B.

[X] At least 50 percent of the Project’s total building square footage is in residential use, AND,
[X] The total building square footage of the Project has 25 percent or less non-residential use, or,
if it has between 26 and 50 percent in non-residential use, has a minimum FAR of 0.75.
Calculations:
80,460
80,460
Total Project residential square footage ____÷ Total Project building square footage__
100%
= ____________
(Should be ≥ 50%)
80,460
56,628
Total Project building square footage___÷ Total Project parcel(s) area square footage__
1.42
=
(Should be ≥ 0.75)

1.C.

[X] The Project is located within an MTP/SCS Transit Priority Area and the qualifying transit
service is (transit route name/applicable street name/number or light rail stop name as
Roseville Capitol Corridor train station
identified in the adopted MTP/SCS): _____________________________________________

1.D.

[X] No more than 25 percent of the area of the Project parcels are farther than one-half mile
from the TPA transit stop/corridor and no more than 10 percent of the residential units or 100
units, whichever is less, in the project are farther than one-half mile from the TPA transit
stop/corridor.
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Calculations:
0%
1.3 acres
Project area outside of ½ mile TPA ____________
÷ Total Project area ____________
0%
= ____________
(Should be ≤ 25%)
0%
Project residential units outside of ½ mile TPA ____________
÷ Total Project units
80 units
0%
___________
= _____________
(Should be ≤ 10% or less than 100 units)

SECTION 1 CONCLUSION:
[X]
The proposed project meets the requirements of 1.A, 1.B, 1.C, and 1.D and
therefore qualifies as a Transit Priority Project.
[]

The proposed project does not meet all the requirements of 1.A, 1.B, 1.C, and 1.D
and therefore does not qualify as a Transit Priority Project.

2. Residential or Mixed-Use Residential Project Designation for Projects Located
Outside of an MTP/SCS TPA 21159.28(a)
A residential or mixed-use residential project using the streamlined CEQA review to complete an EIR
pursuant to PRC § 21159.28(a) must meet the following requirement:

2.A.

[ ]At least 75 percent of the total building square footage of the project consists
of residential use.
Calculation:
Total Project residential square footage ____÷ Total Project building square footage
=__
(Should be ≥ 75%)

SECTION 2 CONCLUSION:
[]
The proposed project meets the requirements of 2.A and therefore qualifies as a
residential or mixed-use residential project.
The proposed project does not meet the requirements of 2.A and therefore does
not qualify as a residential or mixed-use residential project.
IF A PROJECT DOES NOT QUALIFY AS EITHER A TRANSIT PRIORITY PROJECT (UNDER
SECTION 1) OR A RESIDENTIAL OR MIXED-USE RESIDENTIAL PROJECT (UNDER SECTION
[]
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2), THE PROJECT DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR SB 375 CEQA STREAMLINING. DO NOT
PROCEED TO SECTION 3.
3. Required Consistency with the SCS: General Use Designation, Density and
Intensity, and Applicable MTP/SCS Policies (PRC § 21155(a) and PRC § 21159.28(a))
3.A. Applicable MTP/SCS Policies. For the purposes of determining SCS consistency, the policies of

the MTP/SCS are embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. Projects
consistent with the growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS, as determined by application of items
3.B. and 3.C, are consistent with the MTP/SCS and its policies.

3.B. Applicable Community Type. The MTP/SCS land use forecast is illustrated using Community

Types. In order to determine the general use designation, density and intensity of the Project area
within the MTP/SCS, the Project must be located within a Community Type designated in the MTP/SCS.
The MTP/SCS defines density/building intensity in terms of the amount of growth (residential and nonresidential) forecasted and the amount of build out potential within each Community Type area. SACOG
monitors development activity on an annual basis to check that the amount of development is
consistent with the growth forecast of the MTP/SCS.

For the purposes of the lead agency’s determination of SCS consistency, use MTP/SCS Appendix E-3 to
identify the Community Type for the Project and fill in the applicable information, below for 3.B.1 and
3.B.2.

3.B.1. The Project is located in the following Community Type:
[X]

Center and Corridor Community

[ ]

Established Community

[ ]
Developing Community (list the specific name of the Developing Community as identified
in the jurisdiction narrative in Appendix E-3): ___ ________________________________
[ ]

Rural Residential Community

3.B.2 [X]

Development from the project when added to other entitled projects will not exceed
the MTP/SCS build out assumptions for the area within this Community Type, which is

1,569 new housing units and 11,172 new employeesiv.
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3.C. General Use Designation, Density and Building Intensity. The foundation of the land use
designations for the MTP/SCS is adopted and proposed local general plans, community plans, specific
plans and other local policies and regulations. A project is consistent with the MTP/SCS if its uses are
identified in the applicable MTP/SCS Community Type and its uses meet the general density and building
intensity assumptions for the Community Type. The proposed project does not have to include all
allowed uses in the MTP/SCS.
3.C.1. Determine consistency of the Project using one of the methods below:
Option A:
[X] The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established
Community and the Project uses are consistent with the allowed uses of the
applicable adopted local land use plan as it existed in 2012 and are at least 80
percent of the maximum allowed density or intensity of the allowed uses of the
applicable local land use plans. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the
MTP/SCS. v
OR
Option B:
[ ] The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established
Community and the Project uses have been reviewed in the context of, and are
found to be consistent with, the general land use, density, and intensity
information provided for this Community Type in Appendix E-3 of the MTP/SCS.
Therefore, the Project is consistent with the MTP/SCS.
OR
Option C:
[ ] The Project is located in a Rural Residential Community and the Project
residential density does not exceed the maximum density of one unit per acre as
specified in the MTP/SCS, and employment development in the Project is at least
80 percent of the maximum allowed density or intensity of the applicable local
land use plans. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the MTP/SCS.
OR
Option D:
[ ] The Project is located in a Developing Community and the Project’s average
net density meets or exceed the average net density described for this specific
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Developing Community (as referenced by name of applicable specific plan,
master plan, or special plan in MTP/SCS Appendix E-3) and employment
development in the Project is consistent with the general employment land uses
described for this specific Developing Community. vi Therefore, the Project is
consistent with the MTP/SCS.
SECTION 3 CONCLUSION:

The proposed project is consistent with the General Use Designation, Density and Intensity, and
Applicable MTP/SCS Policies for the following reasons (summarize findings on use designation,
density and intensity for the Project evaluation completed in Section 3):
The proposed project is located within the City’s Downtown Specific Plan area, and designated as
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________
Old Town Commercial in the Downtown Specific Plan. This designation permits multi-family development

development at a minimum density of 16 units per acre. The proposed project would construct 80
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________
residential units within an 80,460 SF, four-story building on 1.31 acres of land. The project density is

61.1 dwelling units/acre. Therefore, the project would meet the density requirements and intensity of
________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________
allowed uses of the project site under the Downtown Specific Plan. Furthermore, future development of
the site with residential and parking uses was evaluated in the Downtown Specific Plan EIR.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the Downtown Specific Plan and the MTP/SCS.

This document may be updated as users provide feedback on its utility.
If a TPP complies with an additional series of requirements set forth in PRC § 21155.1, it qualifies as a Sustainable
Communities Project and becomes eligible for a complete exemption from CEQA. This worksheet does not address
Sustainable Communities Projects.
iii
Net density is not defined in PRC §2115(b). In the MTP/SCS, net density is defined as follows: Housing units
divided by the acres on which housing is built, exclusive of public rights-of-ways, parks, schools and public areas
(MTP/SCS Appendix E-3).
iv
The MTP/SCS build out for each Community Type assumes development that is entitled as of January 1, 2012.
SACOG monitors housing permits on an annual basis and will ensure that housing and employment projects relying
on the SB 375 CEQA benefits will not exceed the capacity assumed in the MTP/SCS. SACOG undertakes this review
generally every four years as part of the update of the MTP/SCS. In between MTP/SCS updates, projects that
exceed the build out of a Community Type in a jurisdiction can be reviewed for consistency by SACOG and will be
evaluated on a project by project basis.
v
The MTP/SCS general land use, density and intensity in Center and Corridor Communities and Established
Communities is based on 80 percent of the maximum allowed density or intensity of the land use designations in
applicable local land use plans as they existed in 2012, unless otherwise noted in Appendix E-3.
vi
The MTP/SCS land use forecast in Developing Communities was modeled according to adopted and proposed
specific plans, master plans, and special plans as they existed in 2012, and is based on the housing and
employment totals and the average net density of these plans, as outlined in Appendix E-3.
i

ii
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Receive and File:
Prepared by: Adrienne Moretz
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1. Issue:
The 2018 May is Bike Month Campaign will place an emphasis on trip replacement by
coordinating small and large events across the region.

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

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 swap car trips for bicycle trips. Commute, errand, and
recreation bicycle trips and miles can all be logged online. Participants register, log trips
and miles, earn virtual badges, get event newsletters, and are entered for prize drawings
at MayisBikeMonth.com.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
This May marks the fourteenth year of the May is Bike Month campaign that SACOG
manages as part of its Transportation Demand Management program. There are hundreds
of events big and small that are occurring all over the region to celebrate. Below are some
highlights from around the region. All events and more details may be found on
MayisBikeMonth.com.
May 1, May is Bike Month Kick-Off Event – River Walk Park, West Sacramento
May 5, Cycle De Mayo Ride - North Natomas
May 6, Great Scott Annual Bike & Walk Event – Sacramento County
May 8, Annual Great Bike Ride - El Dorado County
May 9, National Bike to School Day - Regional
May 14-18, National Bike to Work Week

May 17-19, AMGEN Tour Events – Sacramento County
May 18, National Bike to Work Day – Regional
May 20, Ride the Parkway - Sacramento County
May 27, Johnny Cash Folsom Prison Blues Bike Ride - Folsom

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
All anticipated costs for May is Bike Month are included in the adopted SACOG operating
budget.

