Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments

Transportation Committee
April 5, 2018, at 10:00 a.m.
SACOG Board Room, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA
The Transportation Committee may take up any agenda item at any time, regardless of the order listed. Public comment
will be taken on the item at the time that it is taken up by the committee. We ask that members of the public complete a
request to speak form, submit it to the clerk of the committee, and keep their remarks brief. If several persons wish to
address the committee on a single item, the chair may impose a time limit on individual remarks at the beginning of the
discussion. Action may be taken on any item on this agenda.

Roll Call: Directors Crews, Holmes, Peters, Sander, Saylor, Schenirer, Slowey, Vasquez,
Veerkamp, Vice Chair Joiner, Vice Chair Suen, Chair Cabaldon, and Ex‐Officio Member Benipal.
Adjourn as Transportation Committee, convene as CVR SAFE Committee
(separate agenda attached)
Adjourn as CVR SAFE Committee, reconvene as Transportation Committee
Public Communications: Any person wishing to address the committee on any item not on the
agenda may do so at this time. After ten minutes of testimony, any additional testimony will be
heard following the action items.
Action:
1. Approve Minutes from the March 1, 2018, Transportation Committee Meeting (Matt
Carpenter) (Estimated time: 1 minute)
2. Approve Request for Proposals (RFP) for Transportation Development Act (TDA)
Performance Audits (Caroline Payne) (Estimated time: 4 minutes)
3. Approve Senate Bill 1 Fiscal Year 2018‐19 State of Good Repair Allocations (Caroline
Payne) (Estimated time: 4 minutes)
4. Approve Spare the Air Programming (Renée DeVere‐Oki) (Estimated time: 4 minutes)
5. Approve Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts Pilot
Program (Victoria Cacciatore) (Estimated time: 4 minutes)
6. Approve JUMP Bike Share Contract Amendment (Sam Shelton) (Estimated time: 8 minutes)
7. Approve 2018 Community Design Program (Round 8) Framework and Release of
Program and Application Guidelines (Greg Chew) (Estimated time: 8 minutes)
8. Approve Next Generation Transportation Demand Management Funding Program (Sabrina
Bradbury) (Estimated time: 8 minutes)
Information:
9. Draft Regional Funding Round: Programming Targets (Matt Carpenter) (Estimated time:
12 minutes)
10. Draft Regional Funding Round: Framework (Garett Ballard‐Rosa) (Estimated time: 12
minutes)
11. Green Region Plan (Raef Porter) (Estimated time: 10 minutes)
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12. 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)
Land Use Scenario (Jennifer Hargrove) (Estimated time: 5 minutes)
13. 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)
Sounding Board Meeting Summary (Monica Hernandez) (Estimated time: 5 minutes)
14. Housing Scope of Work (Greg Chew) (Estimated time: 5 minutes)
15. Regional Futures Forum | April 30 Elected Official Convening (Monica Hernandez)
(Estimated time: 3 minutes)
Receive and File:
16. Civic Lab Update (Raef Porter) (Estimated time: 0 minutes)
17. May is Bike Month Campaign Update (Sabrina Bradbury) (Estimated time: 0 minutes)
18. Rural‐Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) 2.0 Luncheon (David Shabazian) (Estimated
time: 0 minutes)
Other Matters
Adjournment
Next committee meeting: May 3, 2018, at 10:00 a.m.
This agenda and attachments are available on SACOG’s website at www.sacog.org. SACOG is accessible to the
disabled. As required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and
Regulations adopted in implementation thereof, a person who requires a modification or accommodation, auxiliary
aids or services in order to participate in a public meeting, including receiving this agenda and attachments in an
alternative format, should contact SACOG by phone at 916‐321‐9000, e‐mail (contact@sacog.org) or in person as
soon as possible and preferably at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Parking is available at 15th and K Streets.

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-1.
Subject: Approve Minutes from the March 1, 2018, Transportation Committee
Meeting (Estimated time: 1 minute)

Ac on
Prepared by: Jessica Lee
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should the Transportation Committee approve the March 1, 2018, meeting minutes?

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

3. Background/Analysis:
The Transportation Committee met on March 1, 2018.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The minutes of the March 1, 2018, meeting are attached for approval.

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

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES
The SACOG Transportation Committee met on March 1, 2018, in the Rivers Room on the Third
Floor of the Meridian Plaza Building, located at 1415 L Street, Sacramento, CA, at 10:00 a.m.
CALL TO ORDER:
ROLL CALL:

Chair Cabaldon called the meeting to order at 10:02 a.m.
Present:

Absent:

Directors Holmes, Peters, Sander, Saylor, Slowey, Vasquez, Vice
Chair Joiner, Vice Chair Suen, Chair Cabaldon, and Ex-Officio
Member Flournoy (for Benipal)
Directors Crews, Schenirer, and Veerkamp

Public Communication: David Schwegel, an advocate for US High Speed Rail and Precision,
provided comments in favor of building high speed rail in the Sacramento region.

1.

Minutes of the February 1, 2018, Meeting
Upon motion by Director Slowey, seconded by Vice Chair Joiner, the Transportation
Committee unanimously approved the minutes as submitted.

2.

Public Hearing: Amendment #20 to the 2017-20 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP)
Upon motion by Director Vasquez, seconded by Vice Chair Suen, the Transportation
Committee unanimously recommended that the Board approve the Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) Draft Amendment #20.

3.

State Transit Assistance Allocation for Fiscal Year 2018/19
Upon motion by Director Saylor, seconded by Vice Chair Suen, the Transportation
Committee unanimously recommended that the Board approve the allocation of
State Transit Assistance (STA) for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties for
Fiscal Year (FY) 2018/19.

4.

Local Transportation Funding (LTF) Findings of Apportionment For
Fiscal Year 2018/19
Upon motion by Vice Chair Suen, seconded by Vice Chair Joiner, the Transportation
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Committee unanimously recommended that the Board approve the Findings of
Apportionment for Local Transportation Funds (LTF) for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo,
and Yuba Counties for Fiscal Year 2018/19.

5.

Low Carbon Transit Operations (LCTOP) Regional Allocation for Fiscal
Year 2017/18
Upon motion by Vice Chair Suen, seconded by Director Vasquez, the Transportation
Committee unanimously recommended that the Board: (1) approve the 2017-18
Low Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP) regional funding program, and (2)
authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute all required documents for LCTOP
funding.
Directors raised questions about the jurisdiction-level population data differences
used to derive allocation totals in the Low Carbon Transit Operations Program
(LCTOP) and the STA staff reports. Both the LCTOP and STA allocation items are
derived from the same California Department of Finance (DoF) reference source, but
they are based on population data from different fiscal years. The LCTOP allocations
use 2016 DoF data because they are for FY 2017/18 revenues, while the STA
allocations use 2017 DoF data because they are for FY 2018/19 revenues. Since the
time of the Transportation Committee, staff has re-confirmed that the DoF
population data and associated allocation totals by jurisdiction are accurately
represented in the staff reports.

6.

Update Sacramento Emergency Clean Air and Transportation
(SECAT) Guidelines to Promote Low Carbon Transportation
Upon motion by Vice Chair Joiner, seconded by Director Sander, the Transportation
Committee unanimously recommended that the Board adopt the attached modified
SECAT program guidelines for use by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD) towards the ongoing administration of the
program.

7.

JUMP Bikeshare Contract Amendment
Upon motion by Director Peters, seconded by Director Sander, the
Transportation Committee recommended that the Board amend the JUMP
contract not-to-exceed amount from $1,130,514 to $1,1178,827 for JUMP
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equipment to support the system recommended by the Bike Share Policy
Steering Committee, and (2) authorize the SACOG CEO to increase the not-toexceed amount up to 20% of the equipment cost as an equipment purchase
contingency, with the following changes: (1) remove the proposed
expenditure of $324,000 for wave rack hubs, and (2) restore the proposed
elimination of $229,380 for corral hubs.
Director Saylor amended the motion, seconded by Chair Cabaldon, to direct
staff to return to the committee with a proposed set of bike share
performance metrics and to allow flexibility for the expenditure of funds for
wave rack hubs in instances where it would be most suitable for a hub
location.
The motion passed by majority vote (Directors Slowey and Vasquez opposed).
Jennifer Donlon Wyant, an employee of City of Sacramento, provided comments in
favor of more funding for Bike Share. Chair Cabaldon requested that she briefly
explain the new city ordinances that apply to bicycles.

8.

Bike Share Request for Proposal
This item was removed from the agenda.

9.

Next Generation Transit: Challenges, Disruptions & Opportunities
Jeffrey Tumlin of Nelson Nygaard Associates provided the presentation to the
Transportation Committee.

10.

Green Region Framework
The Transportation Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by Raef
Porter, SACOG staff.

11.

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

12.

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

13.

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

14.

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

Other Matters:
Chair Cabaldon and Matt Carpenter recognized Marlon Flournoy who had been appointed
Deputy Secretary for Transportation Planning at the California State Transportation Agency.
The meeting was adjourned at 11:48 a.m.

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-2.
Subject: Approve Request for Proposals (RFP) for Transportation
Development Act Performance Audits (Estimated time: 4 minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Caroline Payne
A achments: No

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should the Board approve the release of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for triennial
Transportation Development Act (TDA) performance audits for transit operators and
SACOG?

2. Recommendation:
That the Transportation Committee recommend that the Board authorize the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) to: 1) release an RFP for TDA triennial performance audits; and
2) authorize the CEO to negotiate contracts with the selected consultant(s) for audits of
SACOG and the individual transit operators.

3. Background/Analysis:
Section 99246 of the California Public Utilities Code requires that a Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) designate entities, other than itself or a transit
operator, to audit the RTPA’s activities and the activities of each operator to whom it
allocates funds. These triennial performance audits test for the efficiency, effectiveness,
and economy of operation of each entity being audited. The audits are to be conducted
based on a schedule established by the RTPA.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The purpose of the RFP is to solicit proposals from qualified auditors for the required
triennial TDA performance audits for fiscal years ending June 30, 2016, June 30, 2017,
and June 30, 2018. Proposals may be submitted for one, two, or all three of the numbered
audits identified below. Staff has reached out to transit agencies to ask if they have any special
issues they would like addressed through their audit.
Performance Audit Services #1:
Full performance audit for the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, (SACOG)
(comprehensive)

Performance Audit Services #2: (Small Operators):
Full performance audit for the following agencies: Yolo County Transportation
District (YCTD); Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority; Unitrans; Davis Community Transit;
South and East County Transit; Folsom Stage Line; and Elk Grove Transit (e-tran)
Performance Audit Services #3 (Large Operators):
Full performance audits for the Sacramento Regional Transit District,
(comprehensive) and Paratransit Inc.
A selection panel made up of SACOG staff and transit service representatives will convene
to score the proposals based on the criteria set forth in the RFP. Staff anticipates that
SACOG will negotiate, award, and execute a final contract(s) by the end of August 2018.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The budget for completing the triennial performance audits are included in the SACOG
operating budget. Costs for the audits are not to exceed $238,500. Due to inflation, the budget
reflects an estimated three percent cost increase from the costs to complete the 2015
Performance audits.

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-3.
Subject: Approve Senate Bill 1 Fiscal Year 2018-19 State of Good Repair
Allocations (Estimated time: 4 minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Caroline Payne
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should the Board approve the Fiscal Year (FY) 2018/19 Senate Bill 1-State of Good Repair
(SB1-SGR) allocation of funds?

2. Recommendation:
That the Transportation Committee recommend that the Board: (1) authorize allocation of
new regional FY 2018/19 SB1-SGR funds to eligible transit operators on a populationbased formula, as recommended by the Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC); and (2)
authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute documents for SB1-SGR projects and
funding.

3. Background/Analysis:
SB 1 established a new State of Good Repair (SGR) Program to be administered by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The SGR Program will provide
approximately $105 million annually to transit operators in California for eligible transit
maintenance, rehabilitation and capital projects.
Per Caltrans’ program guidelines, SACOG has the following responsibilities for program
funds as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) for Sacramento, Sutter,
Yolo, and Yuba Counties:
Receive and allocate SGR funds to transit operators in the four-county region for SGR
projects based on local needs (per Public Utilities Code Section 99313)
Receive and sub-allocate SGR funds to the transit operators in the four-county region based
on formula amounts published by the State Controller’s Office (per Public Utilities Code
Section 99314)

Provide Caltrans with an annual list of projects proposed to be funded with both
Section 99313 and 99314 SGR funds

Ensure funds are expended on SGR-eligible activities
Comply with all relevant federal and state laws, regulations, and policies for funding

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The budgeted amount of SB1-SGR revenue for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba
counties for FY 2018/19 is $2,530,714 of Section 99313 and $942,273 of Section 99314
for a total of $3,472,987 (see attachment A). The Transit Coordinating Committee
discussed the new revenues and recommended that they be allocated through a population
formula methodology used in similar transit funding programs.
To receive this SB1-SGR funding, SACOG is required to submit to Caltrans a signed and
dated Board resolution authorizing the list of projects to be funded under each code
section by September 1, 2018. Following the Board's allocation of the funds per
Attachment A, SACOG staff will coordinate with transit operators on developing their
project lists for FY 2018/19 and obtain any necessary approvals from their individual
governing bodies. Staff will then return with the list of projects for Board approval prior to
the September deadline.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact to SACOG’s operating budget. All available SB1-SGR funding will
be allocated for transit projects.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment: FY18-19 SGR Alloca on

Attachment
February 2018
SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
Regional Share of Statewide PUC Allocation: $3,472,987
ALLOCATION OF STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE FUNDS (STA)-STATE OF GOOD REPAIR-SGR
FY 2018-19
PUBLIC UTILITY CODE SECTION 99313 & 99314

JURISDICTION

POPULATION

1/

POPULATION
AS A
% OF TOTAL

ALLOCATION
PUC 99313

2/

ALLOCATION
PUC 99314*

3/

$11,500

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Unincorporated
Citrus Heights
Elk Grove
Folsom
Galt
Isleton
Rancho Cordova
Sacramento
Sacramento Regional Transit District

584,729
87,013
171,059
78,525
25,693
854
73,872
493,025
NA

30.69%
4.57%
8.98%
4.12%
1.35%
0.04%
3.88%
25.88%
NA

$776,707
$115,581
$227,221
$104,306
$34,129
$1,134
$98,126
$654,895
NA

YOLO COUNTY
Unincorporated
Davis
West Sacramento
Winters
Woodland
Yolo County Transportation District

30,122
68,740
53,163
7,255
59,616
NA

1.58%
3.61%
2.79%
0.38%
3.13%
NA

$40,012
$91,309
$70,617
$9,637
$79,189
NA

SUTTER COUNTY
Unincorporated
Live Oak
Yuba City

20,875
8,636
67,445

1.10%
0.45%
3.54%

$27,729
$11,471
$89,589

YUBA COUNTY
Unincorporated
Marysville
Wheatland

59,095
11,973
3,509

3.10%
0.63%
0.18%

$78,497
$15,904
$4,661

Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority

TOTAL

County of Sacramento Total
Rancho Cordova Total
Sacramento Total
Available to SRTD
Available to County of Sacramento
Available to Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority

NA

1,905,199

$776,707
$98,126
$654,895
$1,492,446
$37,282
$242,886

NA

100.00%

% in RT District
95.2%
100.0%
100.0%

$18,308
$6,820

4/
4/

$813,358

$32,086

$45,166

$2,530,714

5/

Transfer to SRTD
$739,425
$98,126
$654,895

$788,207
$115,581
$245,529
$111,126
$34,129
$1,134
$98,126
$654,895
$813,358

$40,012
$123,395
$70,617
$9,637
$79,189
$45,166

$78,497
$15,904
$4,661

5/
5/
5/

6/

STA
Total

$27,729
$11,471
$89,589

5/
5/

NA

2/

$15,035

$15,035

$942,273

$3,472,987

Sacramento County
$37,282

1. Sources: Report E-5, Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, 5/1/2017
2. Entire amount must be used for transportation planning and mass transportation purposes.
3. 95.2% is reserved for Sacramento Regional Transit District.
4. 100% is reserved for Sacramento Regional Transit District.
5. 100% is reserved for Yuba-Sutter Transit Authority.
6. This is the total PUC Section 99313 Allocation to SACOG for the fiscal year
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Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-4.
Subject: Approve Spare the Air Programming (Estimated time: 4 minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Renee DeVere-Oki
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should SACOG program flexible regional funds to Spare The Air, a Transportation Control
Measure in the regional 8-Hour Ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP)?

2. Recommendation:
That the Transportation Committee recommend that the Board approve the programming
of $2,827,200 flexible funds for Spare The Air during the 8-Hour Ozone SIP commitment
period of 2019-2024.

3. Background/Analysis:
In December 2016, the SACOG Board recommended the extension of Spare The Air as a
Transportation Control Measure in the SIP. This was a way to demonstrate to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) a regional commitment to targeting emission
reductions from the transportation sector – the largest regional ozone emission source.
The Spare The Air program was created to engage the general public in
voluntarily helping to reduce ground-level ozone air pollution. With data based on annual
surveys, coupled with comprehensive emission reductions methodology approved by the
California Air Resources Board and the U.S. EPA, the Sacramento region’s Spare The Air
program is successful in reducing ozone precursors. An additional benefit of the program
is that it directly targets the days and exceedances that will be the basis for determining
the type and timing of future SIPs. More information on the Spare The Air program is
available in Attachment A.
As part of the Board action in December 2016, SACOG committed to setting aside funding
to continue the existing four-county pro-rata population share target of $600,000 per year
for the years of 2019 through 2024 with the local air districts continuing to provide local
match.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
SACOG, the El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC), and the Placer
County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA) have been jointly funding the Spare The
Air program through federal Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality (CMAQ) grant funding
since 2008. The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
manages the program on behalf of the air districts in the region including El Dorado
County AQMD, the Feather River AQMD, Placer County Air Pollution Control District, and
Yolo-Solano AQMD; all of which are part of the Sacramento federal nonattainment area for
the 8-hour zone standard. Local matching funds are provided by the air districts. The
approach to funding of this program by SACOG, EDCTC, and PCTPA has been based upon
a pro-rata share of population. SACOG staff is recommending the programming of
$2,827,200 which is the equivalent of approximately $471,200 per year and based upon
2018 Department of Finance population projections. Separate policy actions will be taken
by EDCTC and PCTPA to consider the allocation of funding to fulfill the six-year program
commitment during their individual programming processes utilizing the same
methodology. The table below provides a breakdown of the proposed funding allocations
by each regional agency:
FFY
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
Total

EDCTC
$ 37,700
$ 37,700
$ 37,700
$ 37,700
$ 37,700
$ 37,700
$ 226,200

PCTPA
$ 91,100
$ 91,100
$ 91,100
$ 91,100
$ 91,100
$ 91,100
$ 546,600

4-County
$ 471,200
$ 471,200
$ 471,200
$ 471,200
$ 471,200
$ 471,200
$ 2,827,200

Region Combined
$ 600,000
$ 600,000
$ 600,000
$ 600,000
$ 600,000
$ 600,000
$ 3,600,000

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no impact to SACOG's operating budget. This action would program $2,827,200
of federal transportation funds SACOG manages and allocates to support projects and
programs. The Spare the Air program is managed by the SMAQMD..
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: Execu ve Summary
A achment B: Report

Attachment A

Executive Highlights:
Evaluation of the 2017 Sacramento Region Spare The Air Campaign
METHODOLOGY:
Spare The Air alerts are issued whenever the Air Quality Index (AQI) is forecast to reach or exceed 126
anywhere in the Sacramento region. Drivers are asked to voluntarily reduce the amount of driving they
do on such days. Random samples of residents from four air districts representing five counties in the
Sacramento Nonattainment Area were interviewed. A total of 1,118 (573 when weighted proportionately)
interviews were conducted following 13 of the 17 Spare The Air days in 2017. On non-Spare The Air (or
Control) days 938 (378 weighted) interviews were conducted on matched days of the week.
SUMMARY RESULTS:
Summertime Seasonal Trip Reductions:


Nearly one third (30%) of all respondents in the Sacramento Nonattainment Area are seasonal reducers
– that is, they say they usually reduce the amount of driving they do during the summer to avoid adding
to air pollution. This translates into 494,540 drivers. This year’s percentage of seasonal reducers in the
Sacramento Core Region is not significantly different from the eight-year average of 33%. That the
program continues to inspire seasonal reduction is testament to the efforts spent keeping Spare The Air
effective.
Year x Year Comparison of Percent of Respondents Who
Seasonally Reduce Driving to Avoid Adding to Air Pollution:
Sacramento Core Region
100%
80%
60%
40%

34%

34%

33%

32%

31%

35%

34%

30%

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

20%
0%



Summertime driving reducers made fewer trips than those who did not change their driving habits
during the summer: on average, they made .85 fewer trips per day.



The number of trips avoided by summertime seasonal reducers translates into a reduction of 1.02 tons
per day of ozone precursors during the summer of 2017, which is .07 tons more per day than the
summer of 2016. Although not considered part of the official measurement, these Spare The Air
success stories continue to contribute to voluntary emission reductions during the summer months.
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Executive Highlights of the Spare The Air 2017 Campaign
December 2017

Awareness:
 For general awareness, an average of 28% of respondents in the entire Sacramento region had heard,
read, or seen the Spare The Air advertisements. This translates into an estimated 461,570 drivers in the
entire Nonattainment Area who were aware of Spare The Air in general.


Levels of both general and specific awareness of Spare The Air were significantly higher when
respondents were interviewed following Spare The Air days than on Control days, an indication that the
episodic announcements are effective at reaching the Sacramento region’s residents throughout the
summer.
Spare The Air vs. Control Days:
2017 General Awareness

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

100%
80%

Yolo-Solano AQMD

60%

Placer County APCD

40%

28%25%29%28%

28%

20%

20%
14%16%13%

18%

El Dorado County AQMD
Sacramento Nonattainment Area
(weighted)

0%
Spare The Air Days*

Control Days*

* indicates statistically significant differences between Spare The Air and Control percentages.



An average of 13% of respondents in the Sacramento Nonattainment Area were aware of the specific
episodic request not to drive on Spare The Air days. Adjusting for Control day responses, this means
that 161,246 drivers in the region remembered the request not to drive.
Spare The Air vs. Control Days:
2017 Specific Awareness
100%

Sacramento Metropolitan
AQMD

80%

Yolo-Solano AQMD

60%

Placer County APCD

40%
20%

14%14%

18%
9%

El Dorado County AQMD

13%

3% 1% 3% 2%

3%

0%
Spare The Air Days*

Control Days*

Sacramento Nonattainment
Area (weighted)

* indicates statistically significant differences between Spare The Air and Control percentages.
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Executive Highlights of the Spare The Air 2017 Campaign
December 2017

Driving Reduction:


One in five (20%) respondents in the Sacramento Nonattainment Area said they drove less on Spare The
Air days, which is consistent with the eight-year average of 20%.



Using the strict ARB methodology, and after weighting, 0.1% of respondent drivers met the ARB
standard of “purposeful reducer” -- they drove less on Spare The Air days because they heard the Spare
The Air alerts and wanted to improve air quality in the region.



The 0.1% percent of purposeful reducers in the Sacramento Nonattainment Area is significantly lower than
2015 (2.8%), but is not significantly different from the eight-year average.



In the Sacramento Nonattainment Area, a total of 1,649 trips were avoided by purposeful reducers on each
of the 17 Spare The Air days in 2017 due to the campaign.

Total
Number of
Drivers

Percent of
Purposeful
Reducers

Percent of
Control
‘Reducers’

Estimated Number of
Purposeful Reducers
in 2017 [(Reducers Control)*Drivers]

1,011,962

0.0%

0.0%

0

Yolo-Solano AQMD

230,682

0.4%

0.0%

923

Placer County APCD

281,954

0.0%

0.0%

0

El Dorado County AQMD

123,869

0.0%

0.0%

0

1,648,467

0.1%

0.0%

Air District

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

Sacramento Nonattainment Area

1,649
Purposeful Reducers

Estimated Emission Reductions:


The 2017 Spare The Air voluntary driving reduction program was successful in reducing air pollution in
the Sacramento Nonattainment Area by an estimated 0.016 tons of ozone precursors on each of the
17 Spare The Air days. This is due specifically to drivers who heard a request to reduce driving and
purposefully reduced the number of trips they took on Spare The Air days for air quality reasons.



Emission reductions per Spare The Air day in 2017 were less than recent years, but overall the data
indicate the program can be successful at reducing emissions.
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Executive Highlights of the Spare The Air 2017 Campaign
December 2017

Percent of
Respondent
Drivers Who
Drove Less
for Air
Quality
Reasons1

Sacramento
Nonattainment
Area

Spare The Air
Days

X
Number of Licensed
Drivers in Sacramento
Nonattainment Area
(1,648,46
Total)

X
Mean
Number of
Single Trips
Reduced Per
Day (4)

X
2.21 Grams of
Ozone Precursors
Per Trip (EMFAC
2014)
2017 summer

=
Estimated Tons
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Precursors
Reduced

1,649

6,596

14,577 grams

0.016 tons

0.1%
(.29/573)

0.0%
0
0
0 grams
(0/379)
Estimated Tons of Ozone Precursors Reduced Per Day: (STA Day Reductions
minus Control Day Reductions)
Control Days

0.00 tons
0.016 tons

Summer 2017 Health Issues:


Seventeen percent (17%) of households in the Sacramento Nonattainment Area reported breathing
problems on Spare The Air days in 2017. However, 11% of households in the Sacramento
Nonattainment Area reported breathing problems on Control days.



Control day interviews began in August instead of September as in previous years. It’s possible that many
Control respondents in 2017 may have legitimately experienced health effects from poor summer air,
accounting for the similar percentages between Spare The Air and Control days.



Reports of health concerns in each of the individual air districts have remained consistent since 2014.
Frequency of concerns from 2014 through 2017 suggests a greater sensitivity to air pollution than what
respondents experienced in 2010 and 2011. Health effects were not surveyed in 2012.
Year-to-Year Comparison of Percent of Respondents Whose
Households Experienced Breathing Difficulties Yesterday:
Sacramento Nonattainment Area
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In addition, in the case of Spare The Air respondents, these drivers had to say they had heard the Spare The Air alert (the ARB general awareness
question - Q12b).
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AIR POLLUTION
AFFECTS US ALL

IT CAN CAUSE PROBLEMS FOR ANYONE,
EVEN IF YOU’RE HEALTHY.
SOME PEOPLE ARE ESPECIALLY VULNERABLE
TO POOR AIR QUALITY, INCLUDING:
Children
Older adults and
the elderly
Pregnant women

People with pulmonary
or respiratory disease
(including congestive
heart failure and
asthma)

HOW CAN AIR POLLUTION IMPACT YOU?
Irritated throat
and lungs
Asthma attacks

Chest pain
Increased fatigue

Poor air quality can also affect your pets.
Animals have smaller lungs that are
more sensitive.
For more information, visit
SpareTheAir.com or follow
Spare The Air on social media.
AQMD

SpareTheAir Sacramento

SacramentoAQMD

SpareTheAir Scooter

Sacramento Region

YOU CAN HELP REDUCE THE RISKS
ASSOCIATED WITH POOR AIR QUALITY
BY FOLLOWING THESE SIMPLE TIPS
PROTECT YOURSELF:
Download the FREE
Sacramento Region Air
Quality app to get daily
air quality conditions
right at your fingertips
Exercise or play
outdoors in the
morning or late
evening when air
quality is better
Pay close attention
to how you feel – air
pollution can cause
coughing, a sore throat
and discomfort when
you breathe

REDUCE AIR POLLUTION:
Carpool to work and other activities
Walk, bike or take transit
Bring your lunch to work
Avoid unnecessary errands or car trips,
especially on Spare The Air days
Use electric lawn and garden equipment

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-5.
Subject: Approve Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Regional Bicycle and
Pedestrian Counts Pilot Program (Estimated time: 4 minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Victoria S. Cacciatore
A achments: No

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should the Board authorize release of a Request for Proposals to launch a regional bicycle
and pedestrian counts pilot program?

2. Recommendation:
That the Transportation Committee recommend that the Board: 1) authorize SACOG to
release a Request for Proposals (RFP) to purchase bicycle and pedestrian counting
equipment or technology with associated training and support; and 2) authorize the
SACOG CEO to negotiate a contract with the selected vendor.

3. Background/Analysis:
Traffic counting programs provide a reliable data source for planning, engineering, and
operations decisions for vehicles. However, there is no comparable, available data to
inform active transportation investments and planned projects. Active transportation
counts are an essential tool for capturing the current and potential contribution of
bikeways and walkways toward achieving congestion reduction, air quality, and public
health objectives. There is also a growing expectation that cities and counties provide
quantitative information about people biking and walking when they apply for
transportation funding.
SACOG, in partnership with Sacramento County Regional Parks, received a grant in 2014
to increase the quality and quantity of bicycle and pedestrian data used for transportation
planning. The grant scope includes the development and launch of a regional bicycle and
pedestrian counts program in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties, the fourcounty area for which SACOG serves as the Regional Transportation Planning Agency
(RTPA).

4. Discussion/Analysis:
SACOG staff has been working with member cities and counties to determine what is most

needed in a regional bicycle and pedestrian counts program. Given the nature of biking for
transportation, staff is assuming that counts would need to be collected on trails,
sidewalks, and on-road facilities. The program would include equipment or technology for
permanent installation, and equipment for shorter-term installations—anywhere between
two weeks to several months. Staff recommends acquiring counting equipment or
technology that works with existing traffic systems over a one-time data purchase to
enable cities and counties to continue collecting bicycle and pedestrian data to inform
active transportation plans and investments.
The data collected through the counts program would be most effectively used to inform
local plans and projects. Count data could also be used to validate other transportation
data at the local and regional level. Short-term counts could be done to support
applications to funding programs, such as the Active Transportation Program, that require
pre-project bike and pedestrian counts to compete.
SACOG staff is interested in developing a cooperative purchasing agreement as part of this
RFP release. Staff has reached out to cities, counties, and other partners in the six-county
region to gauge and document interest in participating in such an agreement. Participation
in the cooperative agreement would enable jurisdictions to buy their own equipment at the
price negotiated by SACOG. To meet the requirements of federally funded projects,
SACOG will conduct a competitive procurement through an RFP process to enter into a
contract with the selected vendor.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
Funding from a SACOG regional funding award is included in the adopted SACOG
operating budget and will be used towards this project.The revenues supporting the Pilot
Program were secured through an earlier regional funding award SACOG received.

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-6.
Subject: Approve JUMP Bike Share Contract Amendment (Estimated time: 8
minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Sam Shelton
A achments: No

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should SACOG approve an amendment to the agreement with JUMP (formerly known as
Social Bicycles) to purchase additional equipment for the regional bike share system?

2. Recommendation:
Based on input from the March board meeting and the recommendation of the Bike Share
Policy Steering Committee (PSC), staff recommends that the Transportation Committee
recommend that the Board: (1) amend the JUMP contract not-to-exceed amount from
$1,130,514 to $1,178,847 for JUMP equipment and planning efforts to support moving
from a 100-hub system to a 150-hub system, based on local agency equipment requests,
(2) authorize the SACOG CEO to increase the not-to-exceed amount up to 20% of the
equipment cost, as an equipment purchase contingency, and (3) allow the cities flexibility
to allocate funds for wave or corral racks based on PSC member direction to their local
agency staff to maximize bike share parking points within available space, as determined
by each local agency.

3. Background/Analysis:
This item is being presented to the Committee once again as the board was unable to take
action at the March meeting due to lack of a quorum. Staff received input from the board
and the PSC which is included in the recommendation above.
JUMP will launch its electric-assist bike share program in Davis, Sacramento, and West
Sacramento on May 17, 2018. JUMP will start with 300 electric-assist bikes (e-bikes) and
will add an additional 600 during the summer. The 900 e-bikes will be owned and
operated by JUMP, who is also the current operator of the Tower Bridge Bike Share
Preview.
The bike share launch is the result of a public-private partnership between JUMP, the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), and the cities of Davis, Sacramento,
and West Sacramento. Under this unique partnership, the Sacramento region will have the

largest electric-assist bike share system in North America.
Bike share is a membership-based system that can be used for recreation, commuting,
exercise, or other trips. It connects people to transit, neighborhoods, shops, restaurants,
and jobs, and encourages people to be more active. JUMP’s e-bikes are similar to regular
bikes, but they have electric pedal assist. The e-bikes still require pedaling (the electric
assist comes in a form of a “boost” that is dependent on how much the user pedals) but
the electric assist makes it easier for people to travel longer distances in a shorter amount
of time.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
In 2014, SACOG awarded $3.9 million to the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District and the cities of Davis, Sacramento, and West Sacramento to
implement a bike share system in the cities. In 2015, SACOG assumed the project lead
upon a request from the Air District and the cities. In 2016, the project design changed
from a publicly-owned system to a public private partnership, with private ownership and
operation of the system.
Since that time, SACOG has been working with the Bike Share Project Management Team
(PMT), Bike Share PSC, and JUMP to design a bike share system. Based on an initial
system design of the 100 hubs, in June 2017, the SACOG Board approved a contract with
JUMP not to exceed $1,130,514, for planning services and project management, and bike
parking equipment.
In January 2018, both the PMT and PSC recommended a larger system of hubs, expanding
the number from 100 to 150 hubs, additional planning and project management funds for
the larger system, and an increase in funding for bike parking. The request to increase
bike parking was based on an increase in the number of hubs, but also based on a request
by the cities to purchase so-called “wave racks” in addition to the corral racks used in the
Tower Bridge Preview System.
Although the corral racks are less expensive and can accommodate more bikes, the cities
expressed concern that, particularly in constrained public spaces and on-street parking,
the corral hubs can result in bikes protruding onto pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile
rights of way.
SACOG staff has used its existing authority to order both kinds of racks. Staff has also
followed direction from the PSC and the SACOG Board to allow the cities flexibility
regarding the allocation of funds for wave or corral racks and to work with PSC members
to review wave rack and corral rack needs with the goal of maximizing bike share parking
points within available space as determined by each local agency.
SACOG still estimates needing additional funding for equipment based on estimates from
Toole Design Group, who are conducting field reviews with local agency staff. Staff
recommends that the Transportation Committee forward a recommendation to the SACOG
Board to:
Approve the JUMP Contract Amendment adding $48,313 to the not-to-exceed

amount;
Authorize the SACOG CEO to increase the not-to-exceed amount up to 20% of the
equipment cost, as an equipment purchase contingency for infrastructure; and
Allow the cities flexibility regarding the allocation of funds for wave or corral racks
based on PSC member direction to their local agency staff to work with PSC members
to review wave rack and corral rack needs with the goal of maximizing bike share
parking points within available space as determined by each local agency.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
SACOG has budgeted revenues to cover the recommended contract increase and the 20%
contingency, if expended completely. The Regional Bike Share Pilot Project is included in
the SACOG 2017-18 Overall Work Program and Budget. A majority of the project revenues
come from a 2013 SACOG regional funding award of Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) funds. Additional consultant expenditures will need to be adjusted in an
OWP amendment, as noted in OWP Amendment #1 in August 2017.

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-7.
Subject: Approve 2018 Community Design Program (Round 8) Framework
and Release of Program and Application Guidelines (Estimated time: 8
minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Greg Chew
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should the Board release the 2018 Community Design Program Guidelines and application
in April?

2. Recommendation:
That the Transportation Committee recommend that the Board approve the 2018
Community Design Funding Program Policy Framework, thereby authorizing SACOG staff
to develop and release the program guidelines and application in late April.

3. Background/Analysis:
Community Design is one of SACOG's traditional competitive transportation funding
programs. Every two to three years, a regional funding round allows cities, counties, and
other local agencies in Sacramento, Sutter, Yuba and Yolo Counties to apply for regional
transportation funds that SACOG manages. The Community Design Program provides
financial assistance to local agencies making transportation improvements that support
placemaking in their communities. The program is designed to support the seven Blueprint
Principles: mixed land uses, transportation options, housing choice, compact development,
existing assets usage, quality design, and natural resource protection.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The 2018 Regional Funding Round will include the eighth round of the Community Design
Program. Attachment A is the Program Framework, which includes the purpose of the
program, the types of projects that it funds, applicant eligibility, and selection criteria. The
Community Design Framework is proposed to remain largely the same from prior funding
rounds.
Keeping the Community Design program similar to the last cycle is supported by external

stakeholders. Staff contacted representatives at each of the 19 city and county SACOG
(four-county) jurisdictions and other local agencies that are eligible to apply for funding,
and received feedback that the program works well. Past applicants from these agencies
indicated that the application process provides for effective review and feedback, requires
a reasonable amount of project information, and results in transformative projects getting
funded. Past applicants particularly like the pre-submittal feedback, the one-on-one
assistance, and the non-competitive application category.
The Framework proposed for the 2018 Regional Funding Round upholds the strong points
of the Community Design program, but does include one substantive change. The 2018
program increases requirements for sponsors to demonstrate project performance in their
applications. Project sponsors will be asked to more fully describe and document how their
project will lead to performance metrics that clearly support the Blueprint principles.
The Community Design Program is recommended to be the first Regional Funding Program
released in 2018 because the proposed Framework is largely the same as the last cycle.
Furthermore, the early release responds to requests from local jurisdictions to stagger the
timing of Regional Funding programs so applications are not all due at the same time as
other SACOG and State funding programs.
Pending comments from the Committee and the Board, staff will develop the Community
Design program guidelines and application. A release date of April 23, 2018, is
anticipated. Community Design applications would be due in mid-June of 2018. The
remaining programs comprising the 2018 Regional Funding Round are anticipated to be
released after the May Board meeting, with their applications due in July 2018.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no impact to the SACOG operating budget, as the staff resources necessary to
manage the 2018 Community Design program are already included in the adopted SACOG
operating budget.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A: Community Design Framework

Attachment A

2018 COMMUNITY DESIGN FUNDING PROGRAM (ROUND 8):
SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, AND YUBA COUNTIES
The Community Design Program was established in 2003
by the SACOG Board of Directors to provide financial
assistance to implement physical placemaking
development of the Blueprint Project Principals: mixed
land uses, transportation options, housing choice,
compact development, use of existing assets, quality
design, and natural resource protection. The program
offers funding for transportation projects in public rightof-ways by local public agencies that lead to physical
development of the Blueprint principles in Sacramento,
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties.

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

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

•

Street corridor revitalization towards more
pedestrian-oriented activities;

•

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

•

Pedestrian improvements in public right-ofways;

•

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

•

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

•

Transit stop amenities
restrooms, and benches.

GOALS AND PRIORITIES
Projects must conform to some of the seven regional
Blueprint Principles (more detail on SACOG’s website at
https://www.sacog.org/publication/better-ways-grow
1.

transportation choices;

2.

housing diversity;

3.

compact development;

4.

mixed land uses;

5.

use of existing assets;

6.

natural resource protection; and

7.

quality design.

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES
All projects in the competitive categories must be federal
aid eligible and primarily lead to or include construction.
Projects must be eligible for Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ), Regional Surface Transportation Plan
(RSTP), or State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) funds (unless the project is submitted in the noncompetitive category, which would receive SACOGmanaged funds).
Generally speaking, federal aid eligible projects are those
that significantly contain transportation infrastructure in
public right-of-ways. Activities or tasks within the project
must be categorized as “construction,” “environmental,”
“design,” or “right-of way.” Pure planning activities are
generally not considered an eligible use for the

such

as

shelters,

One critical distinction is that federal aid projects must be
for project elements that are considered “over and above”
those that are standard requirements if there is a
development associated with the project. For instance, if
a private development is going in, and the project seeks
Community Design funds for street improvements, the
improvements must go beyond the jurisdiction’s
“standard”
requirements
for
that
associated
development. The private developer may be required to
put in sidewalks and crosswalks, but federal aid could pay
for textured crosswalks, landscaped medians, and other
elements that enhance the pedestrian experience but are
not standard conditions of approval.
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Project Selection Process
The application process remains the same as in prior
rounds. Two committees will be involved in the review
and selection process: the SACOG/Caltrans Review Team
and the Community Design Working Group (Working
Group). The SACOG/Caltrans Review Team is composed of
SACOG and Caltrans staff, and possibly staff from other
agencies who are familiar with federal transportation
funding requirements. The Working Group is comprised of
staff and appointed representatives from geographically
diverse areas of the region recruited through SACOG’s
staff-level regional advisory committees (e.g., Planners
Committee, etc.).
Community Design Working Group
Composition
Expertise

Number

Land Use Planners

3-5

Project Engineers

1-2

Bicycle/ Pedestrian
Planning

1

Air Quality

1

Urban Design

1

Transit

1

Community Groups

1

Transportation
Demand
Management

1

Total

10-13

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

requested to provide up to one written email page to
clarify questions of the Working Group or the
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team.
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the applications,
according to an iterative process that uses both
quantitative and qualitative methods. For projects
recommended by the Working Group to be on the
prioritized list, applicants will meet with the
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team to ensure the project’s
scope of work, budget and timeline meet program
requirements. The Working Group and SACOG/Caltrans
Review Team recommendations are then provided to the
SACOG executive team.

PROJECT SCREENING
Not all projects can be easily determined for eligibility. In
all cases, SACOG and Caltrans District 3 Local Assistance
staff will work directly with each applicant on eligibility.
For each potential application, an applicant must submit a
pre-application letter describing the project, and the
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team will provide a written
response addressing issues relating to eligibility.

Capacity to manage a federal-aid project
In addition, all applicants must have a staff person who is
trained in federal aid funding management. In most cases,
the staff is found in the Public Works Departments. Public
agencies (cities, counties, and other public agencies, such
as transit agencies and air quality management districts
with master funding agreements with Caltrans to manage
state or federal transportation funds) in Sacramento,
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties are the eligible applicants.
For those sponsoring jurisdictions that do not have
internal staff who can manage federal transportation
funds, they will be required to team up with a local agency
or hire a qualified consultant in this area.
Requested project amounts fall into the following ranges:
$300,000 to $4 million for conventional construction
projects; $150,000 to $500,000 for conventional preconstruction (design, engineering, environmental, or
right-of-way activities) projects; $1.0 million to $4.0
million for construction of Complete Streets projects; and
$100,000 or less for non-competitive projects. Applying
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for a non-competitive project precludes the applicant
from applying competitively within the Community Design
Program and is limited to SACOG member agencies. Only
city and counties may apply for non-competitive funding,
and may only apply once per funding cycle.

o

o

Required local match
Projects in the competitive categories of the program
(above $150,000 in funding request) must provide a
minimum of 11.47% match in non-federal funds, i.e., for
every $100,000 of total project cost (grant and match
combined), the program will pay up to $88,530 for every
$11,470 of match provided by the project sponsor.
Projects in the non-competitive category (funding
requests of $100,000 or less) have a 10% local match
requirement.

EVALUATING PROJECT PERFORMANCE
The Working Group prioritizes and ranks the projects,
according to an iterative process that uses both
quantitative and qualitative methods. There are two
general evaluation criteria used by the Working Group and
SACOG/Caltrans Review Team to determine whether a
project will be recommended for funding. The two review
committees will consider the projects based on the two
criteria stated below. Additionally, in this funding cycle, an
increased emphasis (new Criterion #3) will be placed on
the applicant’s ability to demonstrate that the land use
changes claimed by the project will be reliable.
Criterion #1: How well does the proposed project
promote the seven regional Blueprint Project Principles?
o

o

o

transportation choices – encouraging
people to walk, ride bicycles, carpool or
ride the bus, light rail, or train.
housing diversity- providing a variety of
places where people can live –
apartments condominiums,
townhouses, and single family
detached houses.
compact development – creating
environments that are more compactly
built and use space in an efficient but
more aesthetic manner that can
encourage more walking, biking and
public transit use.

o

o

mixed land uses – building homes near
or with other uses, such as business or
commercial areas that create active,
vital neighborhoods.
use of existing assets – focusing
development in communities with
vacant land or intensifying
development of underutilized land that
can make better use of public
infrastructure, including roads.
natural resource protection –
preserving and maintaining open
spaces and natural places and
agricultural lands by encouraging
energy-efficient design and land use,
water conservation and storm water
management.
quality design – how the built
environment is developed, the
relationship to the street, and how
buildings are oriented, which all
contribute to a community’s
attractiveness and how likely residents
are to walk, bike or have a sense of
community pride.

Criterion #2: How realistic is this project to be
implemented within the program timeline?
Although these criteria have a high degree of subjectivity,
the evaluation committee is comprised of peer
professionals who are experienced in evaluating project
performance and deliverability. SACOG staff will review
the recommendations from the review committees of all
three programs and take them into account for the full
recommendation package sent to the board.
Criterion #3: What is the projected project performance
relative to the Blueprint Principles?
An increased emphasis is placed in Round 8 on
demonstrating that the proposed project will lead to
indicators that promote Blueprint implementation. These
include factors such as an increase in bicycle and walking
modes of travel, increased residential densities, or
development of lands that mix land uses. The applicant
will need to demonstrate the performance of the
proposed project relative to the Blueprint Principles. The
applicant can draw on SACOG’s project performance
assessment data as part of this criterion. Projects that
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received funding in prior Community Design Funding
rounds have a higher threshold to demonstrate
performance.
FUNDING RECIPIENT REQUIREMENTS:
All program fund recipients in Round 8 must expend the
project funds within three years if programming funds are
available in the 2018-19 fiscal year and later. If not, use
of program funds is extended to match available
programming capacity.
Recipients must submit a quarterly update on all projects
receiving funding during the 2018 SACOG Programming
Cycle. Failure to do so could result in negative impacts for
future funding rounds.
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Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-8.
Subject: Approve Next Generation Transportation Demand Management
Funding Program (Estimated time: 8 minutes)

Ac on
Prepared by: Sabrina Bradbury
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
Should SACOG approve the Next Generation Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Funding Program?

2. Recommendation:
That the Transportation Committee recommend that the Board of Directors approve the
Next Generation TDM Funding Program for Fiscal Year 2018/19.

3. Background/Analysis:
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) focuses on moving people by more efficiently
utilizing existing transportation infrastructure through projects and programs. Examples of
TDM programs include the promotion of carpooling, vanpooling, transit, bicycling,
walking, telecommuting, and flexible work schedules as well as the implementation of
policies, incentives, and disincentives to get people to drive less. Among SACOG's most
well-known TDM programs are May is Bike Month; the Ready, Set, Ride Commute
Challenge; and Try Transit Campaign that coincided with the opening of the Golden 1
Center. Transportation Management Organizations (TMOs) serve an important role as
outreach partners that work with employers and residents to provide guaranteed ride home
programs, trip planning, incentives, and educational services. In 2016, the SACOG Board
of Directors adopted a TDM Strategic Plan that set the course for the region's TDM
programs and projects to be more performance-based and innovative, and produce more
measurable reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

4. Discussion/Analysis:
For the past 10 years, SACOG’s TDM Program was included as a Transportation Control
Measure (TCM) in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality. Because of this TCM
requirement, SACOG funded a regional TDM program with a $1.2 million annual allocation

of federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds available to SACOG over
the 10-year period. The SIP has been updated and now does not include TDM as a
required TCM. Therefore, SACOG is not required to continue to fund the program beyond
June 30, 2018.
However, the TDM program is ripe with opportunities to innovate. TDM is responsible for
a small but increasingly important percentage of the off-model Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) reductions that SACOG claims to help meet our regional greenhouse gas target set
by the California Air Resources Board. TDM programs and pilot projects can also play an
important role in supporting and integrating smart mobility and next generation transit
efforts.
As we embark on a new approach to TDM and innovative mobility solutions, there are a
number of principles that are driving our proposed approach:
A strong emphasis on pilot tests and innovation;
A more performance-based approach to delivering projects and programs;
Competitive grants that generate creative solutions and allow a diversity of partners
to compete for funding;
Adequate funding for research and evaluation to determine the effectiveness of
different solutions.
Advancing these principles will require some focused investments and program iteration
over the coming years. We need to maintain some existing programs that make up a
strong base of a regional TDM program, while continuing to pivot toward more testing and
performance measurement activities. Staff recommends continuing the TDM program with
a stronger emphasis on what is effective, while increasing the innovation program to test
new strategies and programs. To ensure that we are on the cutting edge of innovation and
performance measurement, staff is recommending an increase in the total TDM program
budget in order to fully fund this mix of tested and innovative activities. With some
comparison research, staff found that as a region we are spending less per capita on TDM
programs than most other large regions in California and similar-sized regions outside of
California. Based on the $1.2 million annual budget, SACOG spends about $0.50 per
capita compared to $1 – $2 per capita in other regions.
Staff recommends allocating $3 million in CMAQ funds to the Next Generation TDM
Program for next fiscal year (July 1, 2018, through June 30, 2019). Over half of this
funding would go toward innovations grants and initiatives to launch new pilots, with
funding for Civic Lab pilot projects being a high priority. We would also provide one last
year of guaranteed funding to TMOs as assistance in the transition to competitive funding
process in future years. This would include some additional funds available to those TMOs
interested in developing business plans in order to identify more sustainable long-term

revenue models to better support their activities.
Attachment A outlines the activities in general expenditure categories for the Next
Generation TDM Program. Attachment B is a summary of feedback heard at a stakeholder
meeting on March 19, 2018. Attachment C is a budget proposal that was submitted to
staff by TMO partners.
Staff requests that the Board of Directors approve the Next Generation TDM Funding
program.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The proposed action will provide $435,000 in funds to support one-year of SACOG staff
efforts to manage and provide technical support for the Next Generation TDM Program.
The balance of the overall $3 million budget will be directed towards the implementation
of a diverse set of program elements, as outlined in Attachment A.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A - Next Gen TDM Program Proposal
A achment B - TDM Stakeholder Mee ng Summary
A achment C - TMA Next Genera on TDM Proposal to SACOG

Attachment A

Proposal for
Next Generation Transportation
Demand Management Program
The mobility landscape is changing and the region’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs must be part
of that change. The SACOG Board of Directors adopted a TDM Strategic Plan in October of 2016 that put the TDM
program on a path to become a more performance‐based and innovative program that produces measurable reductions
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Since the TDM program will no longer be a Transportation Control Measure (TCM) in the
State Implementation Plan after June 30, 2018, there is an opportunity to shift the program even further to one that is
more creative, nimble, performance‐based, ambitious, and that emphasizes pilot testing.
Given board member interest in establishing the region as a testbed for innovation, advancing next generation transit
efforts, and needing to meet challenging greenhouse gas (GHG) targets, staff recommends spending a total of $3 million
on the TDM program next year, putting a stronger emphasis on what is effective, and increasing the innovation program
to test new strategies and programs. The budget proposal below is for one fiscal year (July 1, 2018 – June 30, 2019).

TDM Program Mission and Goals
The mission of the TDM program is to reduce vehicle trips and miles traveled by implementing cost‐effective and
innovative programs, services, projects, strategies, and policies that encourage and enable people to change their travel
behavior. This mission, and the goals below, were developed through the TDM strategic planning process in 2016. The
three major goals of the program are to:
1.

Leverage existing and new partnerships to maximize technological opportunities, raise awareness of
programs/services, and offer improved and new cost‐effective programs/services that support alternative
mode use and behavior change;

2.

Better integrate TDM with planning and project delivery both to improve the land use/transportation planning
process and promote new multimodal infrastructure when it is completed; and

3.

Collect and analyze data to make smart investments that focus on long‐term behavior change.

Next Generation TDM Proposal
While SACOG is no longer required to fund TDM as a TCM, we still have challenging greenhouse gas emission targets to
reach as a region, and TDM can be a cost‐effective way to help us meet part of those targets. One of the main reasons
that TDM can be so cost‐effective is that it leverages resources from outside the organization through contracts with our
Transportation Management Organization (TMO) partners that have lower‐overhead costs and bring additional outside
funding to the work of reducing car trips. Continuing to have and grow strong partnerships with non‐profit, private, and
public organizations will be key to enabling the Next Generation TDM program to achieve its ambitious goals. The
proposed budget below recommends passing through funds for one final year to TMOs that have been receiving
guaranteed funds from SACOG, while also creating a new competitive grant program to provide funding opportunities
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for proven traditional TDM programs and/or activities. The competitive grants to partners would be a new pot of funding
for these programs, increasing the total amount of funds available to partners over previous years. The competitive
grant funds would be open to all of our TDM partners, specifically transportation management organizations, cities,
counties, transit agencies, business associations, chambers, private organizations, and non‐profit organizations. Funding
levels for SACOG staff time spent on the TDM program to manage grants, contracts, and projects would remain flat at
the FY 2017/2018 levels.
SACOG has recently launched a number of efforts to develop the region as an innovator and test bed for new
technologies and mobility solutions. This Next Generation TDM program would complement those efforts by directing
more funding focused on the future of reducing car trips and greenhouse gas emissions. The expiration of the TCM
requirements presents an opportunity to reflect on previous success, and consider a redesign of the TDM program to
focus on innovative, performance‐based programs that could create lasting behavior change. As we embark on a new
approach to TDM and innovative mobility solutions, there are a number of principles that are driving our proposed
approach:


A strong emphasis on pilot tests and innovation;



A more performance‐based approach to delivering projects and programs;



Competitive grants that generate creative solutions and allow a diversity of partners to compete for funding;



Adequate funding for research and evaluation to determine the effectiveness of different solutions.

The Draft TDM Program proposal below would continue to move the TDM program toward innovative programs and
activities while maintaining some proven existing programs.

Overview
This TDM program proposal includes a combination of robust innovation efforts, proven traditional programs, and
enhanced research and development work that would offer a strong regional program for partners to leverage and
utilize, while continuing to move the program into uncharted territory. Through competitively awarded contracts and
grant programs, we will launch a variety of innovation activities and while continuing to fund existing programs that
show VMT reductions. We would convene and coordinate SACOG and partner efforts related to smart mobility
technology, next generation transit, pilot testing, and ongoing traditional programs. Funding opportunities for programs
that are known to be cost‐effective will include competitively awarded grants for employer‐based programs, vanpool
subsidies, and an updated ride‐matching/trip planning website.
Innovation Programs
These programs would include a mix of grant opportunities, contracts with partners, and staff led efforts. Innovation
programs as proposed request a larger pot of funding for innovations grants to begin a new round of mobility pilot
projects. We would launch a New Mobility Incubator Challenge that would offer incentives for private‐sector firms to
propose solutions to transportation‐related problems. Staff would work with an outreach partner/consultant(s) to host
or curate events that encourage private sector participation in creating more robust innovation in the field, similar to
existing Hacker Lab, StartUp Sac, or Transportation Camp events. We also propose supporting the pilot projects being
generated by the teams currently engaged in the regional Civic Lab program and continuing a “mobility innovation
sandbox” the program that would feature curriculum focused on how to innovate, develop pilots, measure their success,
and iterate. Strategic partnerships would be developed to execute all of these new activities.
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Tested Traditional Programs
A strong TDM program should include funding for traditional programs that show they are effective at reducing vehicle
trips. Programs that offer information and direct incentives to commuters and residents are cost‐effective programs
when compared to infrastructure investments. SACOG currently provides pass‐through non‐competitive grants to eight
Transportation Management Organizations to support ongoing core TDM programs. These organizations are small,
nimble, and connected to their local employers. They have launched innovative efforts like subsidy programs, bike safety
curriculum for youth, pop up bike shops, and even small infrastructure projects that promote all modes of
transportation. They serve an important role in getting information out to individuals about the travel options available
to them, which often requires one‐on‐one consultation and training so people feel comfortable trying new modes of
travel.
SACOG values these partnerships and wants to continue to provide grant opportunities to TMOs. We also want to allow
other partners an opportunity to seek funding for the TDM work they are already doing or might be interested in doing.
Therefore, this proposal aims to help partners transition to a fully competitive program over the next year. This proposal
would give TMO partners one final year of guaranteed funding to help plan for this change. Contracts with TMOs next
fiscal year would focus on specific employer and/or residential programs that SACOG would like to better measure.
TMOs would also have the option to receive additional funding if they would like to develop business plans in order to
identify more sustainable long‐term revenue models to better support their activities. Some TMOs do not need the
guaranteed funds as much as others, given their structures and built‐in revenue streams. Staff has reviewed the
allocations and worked with TMOs to put together a revised funding allocation that helps the TMOs that need it most
while still providing for some equitable distribution of funds.

PLANNED DISTRIBUTION OF OUTREACH PARTNER FUNDS
For Fiscal Year 2018/19
Outreach Partner
Previous Annual Funding
FY 18/19 Funding Amount
Amount
50 Corridor TMA

$

47,084.40

$

75,000.00

Sacramento TMA

$

51,793.50

$

75,000.00

Yolo TMA

$

43,721.70

$

75,000.00

Power Inn Alliance

$

43,721.70

$

20,000.00

North Natomas TMA

$

43,721.70

$

20,000.00

McClellan Park TMA

$

33,632.50

$

20,000.00

South Natomas TMA

$

33,632.50

$

20,000.00

City of Elk Grove (E‐Tran)

$

21,524.80

$

‐

TMA Business Plans

$

$

80,000.00

$

395,000.00

TOTAL PASS THROUGH

‐

The proposal would also create a competitive grant program that would be available to all partners interested in
executing traditional TDM programs or services. The funding guidelines for this grant program would prioritize efforts
like employer and/or residential TDM consulting services, parking pricing initiatives, fare free transit, employer shuttles,
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subsidies for alternative modes of transportation, employer commuter benefit packages, residential packages that
include free transit passes, and leasing/rental company programs that offer a suite of TDM benefits to residents.
Another important investment would be updating and consolidating the Sac Region 511 and Sac Region Commuter Club
websites. Offering a one‐stop location to residents for trip planning and ride‐matching that also serves a portal for
partners to administer benefits and contact customers is an invaluable tool for TDM programs. Not only would it provide
information to people about their transportation options, but it would serve as a platform for administrators to collect
data and measure performance. It would also be a platform for regional campaigns like May is Bike Month that outreach
partners could use. Our current database/website tools are out of date and duplicative. This proposal will address that
by going out to bid for one inclusive database/website tool.
This proposal would continue a scaled‐back version of the May is Bike Month campaign and focus on branding and
marketing efforts for the broader program to specific areas informed by accessibility and data about where people have
options other than driving alone. For example, we would work with partners to target residential areas that already have
high‐frequency transit service or bike infrastructure with marketing and subsidies since those populations actually have
transportation options available to them that they may not be using.
Finally, SACOG would continue to administer the Vanpool Incentive Program, which provides a subsidy of $1200 to new
vanpools over the course of 12 months. This subsidy program results in the creation of 10‐15 new vanpools each year
and has clear VMT reductions that can be tied back directly to the subsidy. SACOG would also work to identify revenues
to start an ongoing subsidy and begin reporting vanpool miles to the National Transit Database (NTD) to claim available
funding that would flow to the region in future years. It takes approximately two years for NTD funds to flow to the
region, but once they do, it would create an ongoing revenue stream for a program that could sustain itself and likely
bring in additional funds that could be used to start subsidy programs for other modes or support transit service. Staff
would look for opportunities to start other pooling subsidy programs, perhaps in partnership with transportation
network companies (i.e., Lyft and Uber), since pricing is a cost‐effective way to incentivize travel behavior change.
Research & Development
This proposal includes funding for a contractor to conduct external performance measurement as well as additional
research and development activities to ensure we are collecting valuable data to inform future iterations of the TDM
program. This would allow SACOG to better capture the specific VMT reductions that are being achieved by the various
activities. This information would be added to our off‐model calculations to meet GHG emission reduction targets.
SACOG intends to lead the TDM field in innovation, performance measurement, and performance‐based funding. We
would increase the amount of staff resources going toward providing educational and workshop opportunities to
members and partners, as well as monitoring the TDM field for emerging trends to inform innovation efforts in the
region. This field is being explored with UC Davis Institute for Transportation Studies (UCD ITS), and could be conducted
in part under our Master Agreement with UCD ITS or by a consultant selected through a competitive process.
Budget
Each proposed activity has an estimated budget for board consideration. Staff recommends continuing the TDM
program with a stronger emphasis on what is effective, while increasing the innovation program to test new strategies
and programs. Staff is recommending an increase in the total budget in order to fully fund this mix of tested and
innovative activities. With some comparison research, staff found that as a region we are spending less per capita on
TDM programs than most other large regions in California and similar‐sized regions outside of California. Based on the
$1.2 million annual budget, SACOG spends about $0.50 per capita compared to $1 – $2 per capita in other regions.
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Recognizing the reality that funding is tight across all of transportation projects/programs, staff recommends moving
funds that have historically been spent on campaigns and print materials to grant programs and innovation efforts.
However, this re‐allocation only partially addresses the funding needed for increased performance measurement and
innovation efforts.
Staff would like to note that in the last two fiscal years, the TDM program has had a slightly higher budget of
approximately $1.5 million to move performance measurement and innovation efforts forward. These funds were
savings from prior years in which the full $1.2 million was not spent. The budget proposal below is for $3 million to fully
fund the projects that staff recommends for a strong mix of traditional and innovative programs.

TDM Program Budget Comparison
Regional Agency

Total TDM Budget

Regional Population

Per Capita TDM
Budget

Atlanta Regional Commission

$

10,875,000

5,700,000

$

1.91

Central Indiana Regional

$

1,400,000

1,960,000

$

0.71

$

4,760,000

3,000,000

$

1.59

LA Metro

$

10,400,000

9,862,000

$

1.05

Metropolitan Transportation

$

3,400,000

7,100,000

$

0.48

$

1,400,000

2,084,000

$

0.67

$

1,200,000

2,400,000

$

0.50

$

3,828,089

2,780,000

$

1.38

San Diego Association of Governments

$

8,338,000

3,100,000

$

2.69

San Joaquin Council of Governments

$

1,582,010

1,456,000

$

1.09

Transportation Authority
Denver Regional Council of
Governments

Commission
Mid‐America Regional Council (Kansas
City region)
Sacramento Area Council of
Governments
San Bernardino County Transportation
Authority

Source: This information is based on budget information readily available on organization websites.

Revenues
Historically this program has been funded with Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds that flow to the
region and can be used for many different programs and infrastructure projects. Staff recommends continuing to use
CMAQ funds while looking for additional – and potentially more flexible – revenues for the TDM program to ensure that
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we are able to continue to innovate, test new ideas, and strategies for changing travel behavior, and claim the off‐model
adjustments that help us achieve our GHG reduction goals. Cap & Trade, Capitol Valley Regional Service Authority for
Freeways and Expressways, Caltrans planning grants, Office of Traffic and Safety grants, and Senate Bill 1 are potential
funding sources that could replace or supplement CMAQ contributions to the program.

Summary
Regardless of the direction the board decides to take the TDM Program, it will need to adapt to the new mobility
landscape around us, which continues to change rapidly with new technologies, changing demographics, and rapidly
changing mobility options and consumer expectations. Staff recommends increasing the funding level for TDM to $3
million for at least the next fiscal year as we take advantage of opportunities to innovate and partner with the private
sector. Staff would work to be agile in the implementation and iterate quickly when evaluation and data indicate the
need. Staff will come back to the board if major changes are needed to continue to change and refine our TDM efforts.
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Next Generation TDM Program Budget and Activities
Program Categories & Activities

Current TDM Program
Fiscal Year 17/18

Innovation ‐ TOTAL

$

Next Generation TDM
Program
Fiscal Year 18/19

560,000
375,000

$

1,985,000

Innovations Grants

$

Civic Lab Pilot Projects – funding to implement

$

Mini Grants

$

60,000

$

SACOG Staff Time (Managing contracts, grants, and
programs)

$

125,000

$

Tested Traditional TDM Programs ‐ TOTAL

$

838,000

$

Traditional TDM Program Grants (competitive grants for
employer, residential and school programs)

$

‐

$

225,000

TMO Non‐Competitive Funding (FY 18/19 will be final year
of guaranteed non‐competitive funds)

$

330,000

$

395,000

May is Bike Month (spring campaign)

$

58,000

$

30,000

Ready Set Ride (fall campaign)

$

25,000

$

Trip Planning & Ride Matching Website/Database

$

115,000

$

96,000

Vanpool Subsidy Program

$

35,000

$

30,000

SACOG Staff Time (Managing contracts, campaigns
grants, and programs)

$

275,000

$

75,000

Research & Development ‐ TOTAL

$

‐

112,000

$

680,000

$

1,000,000

$

‐
305,000
851,000

‐

164,000

Performance measurement (contract)

$

75,000

$

100,000

Hosted Workshops & Partner Coordination

$

2,000

$

9,000

$

35,000

$

55,000

SACOG Staff Time (tracking state of practice, planning
future program, attending conferences, performance
measurement)

BUDGET SUMMARY
Innovation Programs

$

560,000

$

1,985,000

Tested Traditional TDM Programs

$

838,000

$

851,000

Research & Development

$

112,000

$

164,000

TOTAL

$

1,510,000.00

$

3,000,000.00
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SACOG TDM Program Redesign Discussion
March 19, 2018
Meeting Location: SACOG

Meeting Attendees:
50 Corridor TMA
AECOM
CalTrans
City of Davis
City of Folsom
City of Rancho Cordova
City of Roseville
City of Sacramento
Dokken Engineering
Franklin PBID
Midtown Association
North Natomas TMA

Precision Civil Engineering
Placer County
Sacramento Municipal Utilities District
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District
Sacramento Regional Transit District
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
San Juan Unified School District
San Joaquin Council of Governments
South Natomas TMA
UCD Med Center
Walk Sacramento

Discussion Questions and Comments

Q1. What are the most effective TDM strategies among the more
traditional and tested activities- i.e. what do we know that
works?
Individual Outreach
 People who are well-versed/trained on TDM are effective in communication with others
to promote, motivate, and educate- “Boots on the ground”
 Transit training – people are interested to try transit but it requires hand holding.
 Education across board – working one-on-one with commuters to come up with unique
options
 Providing hands-on and direct education to people.
 Bike education for children and adults are effective programs.
 TMA has been involved with increasing transit use and supporting bus routes.
 TMAs are innovative and performance based.
 Info sharing – could use improvement in the region by offering some continual
marketing at the regional level.
 TMA’s are the best tool for individual outreach.
 Employee Transportation Coordinator support/training – TMAs and employers need a
certain amount of time to implement TDM programs.
 Employer outreach works, no matter what other outreach you try; in-person outreach is
the best. Holding hands is important to changing behavior vs. seeing/hearing an
advertisement.
 Encouragement and peer awareness/competition in schools is effective.
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Relationships with employers are important.

Subsidies
 Parking pricing and parking cash outs.
 Transit and active transportation incentives.
 Direct subsidies are measurable and effective on a local basis.
Data Collection
 Data collection is effective – you can’t make a conclusion without the proper data.
Campaigns
 Campaigns like May is Bike Month and Ready Set Ride are effective – people tried transit
for the first time during Ready Set Ride, people had fun trying alternatives and some
people continued to incorporate alternative transportation into their routine after the
program ended.
 May is Bike Month over the past 10 years hit 2 million riders; you won’t get commuters to
bicycle until you get people comfortable on their bike for recreation and short trips. It
was a $90,000 campaign that dropped to $45,000. That is a shock because it is likely the
most successful campaign.
 Vanpool and May is Bike Month are effective – I concur about the value and importance.
 Great Scott event has been successful in getting people bicycling.
Infrastructure
 From a transit rider perspective, electronic board communication is effective in alerting
riders and delivering time schedules.
 Facilities and infrastructure such as showers, lockers, and bike lanes are effective.
 Making roads safer for bikes and pedestrians is an effective way to get behavior change.
 Making alternative modes convenient to the user and addressing first and last mile
would be effective.
 Connections with employers – transportation is a big issue for many employees.
 You need multi-modal infrastructure – you can’t run a successful event if the current
infrastructure doesn’t support it.
Vanpools
 Vanpool subsidy programs are easy to measure and you can capture National Transit
Database funds.
 Vanpools are underutilized in the region and are very effective at reducing trips.
 Vanpool, getting harder to match people, surprised we are making such an increase in
this mode. Don’t think we’ve ever hit our existing budget. It works but it’s not too
expensive.
 Vanpools are effective because there is no capital expense for an agency – unlike a
transit bus, you don’t need 60 people for the route to be cost effective.
 I see value of vanpools but also I see innovation potential
Emergency Ride Home
 Guaranteed ride home is effective because it helps people feel comfortable making a
new travel choice.
 Surprised not in budget is Emergency Ride Home program – it’s #1 reason they hear is
need ride home, but once they try the alternate mode don’t even actually use ERH.
Transportation Management Associations (TMAs)
 Traditional TMA is not working, however 50 Corridor and North Natomas seem to be
working.
 Tax-funded TMAs – If TMAs were funding themselves, then money could be spent on
innovation.
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
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TDM mitigation measures managed by TMA’s would be effective because you get more
for your money through TMA’s.
Questions Ignited:
 How do we make the innovative TDM programs competitive?
 Can our TDM programs support the events that we want to host/how do we change that
if they aren’t?
 How do we support long-term sustainability for TMAs and similar programs?
 Can we use incentive-based strategies?

Q2. What are the promising new and innovative approaches that
the region should test and pilot?
Autonomous Vehicles
 Autonomous vehicles (AVs) are promising for testing.
 Concerns about congestion increasing because of AV use.
 AVs that are shared, and policies/practices that support shared use.
 AV testing in context of pooling and/or connecting to transit/corridors. Think about
transportation/modal hubs.
First/Last Mile
 Look at the VIA pilot as an example.
 Uber and Lyft could be a solution for rural areas but not a great solution for reducing
miles for short trips.
o Ask agencies to report back on their pilot programs with Lfyt and Uber so that we
can compare how effective/successful those programs are, and so that other
agencies/organizations can learn from them.
 Civic Lab – testing pilots for first/last mile is important.
 Test a van to transit or to/from employer sites.
 First/last mile promotion – we have a transit system the more you give people an easier
way to use, the better.
 On-demand micro transit in suburban areas, is innovative and could be promising.
 SAC RT pilot is already expanding.
 Micro transit should be tested.
 For innovation; find demand for ‘e-scooters’.
Data
 SACOG could develop a regional framework for data collection for the providers of
mobility service and create a protocol for storing data and make it available to others.
 Look at Streetlight:
 A lot are starting to use Streetlight data and learning from it
 SACOG could benefit from purchasing Streetlight and helping to implement it
and provide a public forum to share
 We need academic surveying about attitude to different modes
 Portland has robust bike surveys.
 We should test technology for National Transit Database reporting.
 SACOG – outboard reporting
 Vanpools are effective but not convenient
 Tap app systems are promising - don’t have Uber/Lyft pooling yet
Education
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
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We need education programs – people do not know how to use transit. Even if they do,
there are lots of logistical issues that they need help overcoming.
 Educate employees at their employers.
 Capital corridor is an example of an underutilized service – we need to get word out
about availability because we are concerned about TNCs being taxis and not shared
rides.
 Can SACOG help get the word out about availability of bike subsidies? Places like
SMAQMD have a generous bike commuter incentive programs.
 Look at TDM as mobility lifestyle decisions, not just a commute. It can be a package of
transportation options for many different lifestyles.
Infrastructure
 The approach needs to be easy and convenient for people, and have the infrastructure
to support it – people will choose to do what is convenient, easier, or saves them time.
o What is convenient for people in one region/jurisdiction is not convenient in
another (e.g. subways in large cities vs. shuttle buses for rural cities.).
 Parking management can reduce personal vehicle use (e.g., steep parking rates)
o Unions tend to prevent companies from having to walk too far, park too far, etc.
o Can we work with unions to develop a strategy that works for employee benefits
and regional TDM goals?
 Not “traditionally” in TDM, but we need infrastructure; right infrastructure at right time! If
you build it right, they will use it.
 If you want to see more bikes on the road then we need more infrastructure – people
need to feel safe.
Innovating Traditional TDM
 Test residential TDM with incentives and information/education/marketing.
 Subsidized car share in multi-family housing would be good to test.
 The Blueprint implementation is going to have an important impact.
 The Green initiative shows promise.
 We have done everything innovative we can afford to do (like bike subsidies).
 A tough nut to crack is child transportation, daycare transport, child shuttling – this needs
innovation and testing.

Q3-What are the opportunities and challenges in moving to
competitive grant programs?
Opportunities
 There should be different levels of grants that can be applied for (seems like larger cities
have an advantage to be granted funding/grants).
 Land use and how it affects transportation.
 Set standards, objectives, and goals for the programs.
 Think about a healthy balance of increased grants and staff. SACOG staff need to
research and stay up-to-date on issues and innovations. SACOG staff can and should be
critical of grant evaluation.
 Site specific analysis would be good way to measure TMA performance. We could test
various strategies with this analysis.
 It’s not a matter of “either/or”; we could support TMA’s and have competitive grants.
Challenges
 CityLab article - so much of our TDM efforts are not being centered at
universities/colleges/campuses/schools (schools generate 40% of morning traffic)
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
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o Traditional transit and TMA doesn’t work with campuses
Lack of staffing is a big concern.
Lack of clarity of whether K12 schools are included in grant program – there is no legal
responsibility to the TDM goals (same for colleges).
Techno-glitter of ride hailing (Lyft and Uber) attracts users to use for short rides when
there is no alternative.
We need time to respond to competitive programs.
Contracting is difficult at SACOG. It is intensive and the paper work history of contracting
with TMA’s has been better.
The reporting process for grants is difficult and onerous.
If you don’t guarantee funding for TMAs you will lose connections/relationships
developed by TMAs/TMOs with employers and partners.
There is opportunity to test and find new approaches to TDM.
TMAs rely on SACOG funds for operating expenses.
$300K from SACOG does not sustain the cut over the last 3 years from the membership
model [employers did not rejoin as members after budget cuts during recession].
TMA’s have been awarded based on membership and Commuter Club members and
that model doesn’t work anymore.
Other TMA’s already have over $1 million in their budgets and don’t need funding from
SACOG.
The process to get small pots of funding are not worth the time.
Since so much TDM is program based a competitive funding round is difficult.
Competitive funding gets you one-time funding, and if you launch something successful
you don’t get ongoing funding to grantee continued implementation for an ongoing
period.
Performance measurement is tough on changing perception. There will be more failure
on the evaluation documentation because some of it is perception.
Grants in general only meet requirement needs, better to just give money to
organizations and have them do what they need to do.
There is nothing left for us, and we wouldn’t get any of the competitive funds.
Any organization that exists needs to have its base finances. Any organization that exists
on discretionary grants is bound to fail.
Behavior change is hard to quantify.

Additional Notes:
 Make TDM programs that are unique to Sacramento – it will be good for overall
competiveness of the region.
 Make the focus of TDM go beyond commute trips.
 TNCs can help address safety around DUIs and the challenge of moving hospitality
industry employees.
 From a corporate perspective there is hesitation to invest in something more innovative.
 Strategies to bring more technology jobs to the Sacramento region are important.
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SACOG TDM Program Redesign Discussion
March 19, 2018
RANKING: 1. Strongly Disagree 2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly Agree
The purpose of this meeting was clear to me.
Average: 4.1
This meeting gave me a better sense of how TDM is structured in the Sacramento region.
Average: 3.3
This meeting helped me identify projects that would be applicable in the TDM program proposal.
Average: 3.3
The length of the meeting was appropriate to address all of the material.
Average: 2.8
I valued the time the spent in the small group breakout discussion.
Average: 4.3
I had time to express my opinions in the small group breakout discussions.
Average: 3.9
The report outs captured what we discussed in the small group breakout discussions.
Average: 3.2
I am more informed about the future of the SACOG TDM program after this meeting.
Average: 3.4

Additional comments:
While a small % of TMA funding, the SACOG pass through covers the basic admin expenses (along with
memberships), which allows the TMA to leverage that money to provide contract services to members.
The breakout was a great use of time, however it would have been nice to have more time to go over each o
the group’s main points afterwards.
It is not clear what, if any, impact this meeting will have on any decision making.
To make it worth people coming, make the meeting longer.
The TMA’s came very prepared.
Needed a lot more time and an overall group discussion would have been more beneficial.
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Use the ballot by remote function and display results on the screen, so we can better understand the
thoughts of the group as a whole.
More time was needed.
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Attachment C

Next Generation TDM
– a focus on TMAs, non-profits, employers and nongovernmental groups that deliver programs to residents and
commuters, resulting in measurable VMT reductions.

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Board of Directors
is considering an extension of the regional TDM program for two addition
years, July 2018 – June 2020.
For the past ten years, SACOG has funded a regional TDM program as a
$1.2 million annual carve out of federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality
funds. TDM was required as a Transportation Control Measure of the State
Implementation Plan (SIP).
The updated SIP no longer requires TDM as a Transportation Control
Measure.
Even though TDM is no longer required, the SACOG Board is considering a
two-year funding extension to fund a mix of tested/traditional and
innovative TDM programs.
For the past 25 years, the region’s Transportation Management Associations
have provided the foundation for Transportation Demand Management for
the Sacramento Region. These non-profit public/private partnerships by
nature provide all the features of the Hybrid TDM model. They provide
base-line support for commuters and employers while utilizing the flexibility
of their organizational structure to create innovative programs and projects
that leverage private sector dollars and engagement.
Examples of base-line support:
o
o
o
o
o

Emergency Ride Home Program
Vanpool creation and management
Carpool creation and management
Bicycle Education
Employer Transportation Coordinator Training and Support

Examples of innovative programs and projects:
o 50 Bikes for 50 Kids – opportunity for the North Natomas
community to provide bicycles for 50 deserving students. (936
volunteer hours)
o FTB Try Transit Campaign – three month targeted campaign to
incentivize Franchise Tax Board commuters to use light rail
during a parking lot renovation.
o Project Bike Smart – 10-hour curriculum on bicycle education
for 5th graders including classroom work, skills and drills, and onroad cycling.
o Tactical Urbanism for Pedestrian Safety at School Crossings –
students and parents chalk-painted footprints directing
students to safe street crossing.
o Pop Up Bike Shop – utilizing empty store-front, TMA volunteers
set up a bike shop to promote Bike Month with free
maintenance, classes, t-shirt giveaways and bike month
promotion.
o Innovative Training with Results - The Sacramento TMA used
innovative techniques to train representatives of 62 employers
and property owners, who then had the information and skills
to help 54,210 people find and use active transportation
modes and reduce VMT in the region.

Of SACOG’s total $1.2 million TDM budget over the past 10 years, only
$354,000 was passed through to TMAs for general support. That $354,00
routinely returned more than $3 million in membership dollars, outside
grants, corporate support and sponsorships.

The Proposal
This Proposal is submitted to the SACOG Board from the following entities:
City of Folsom
City of Rancho Cordova
El Dorado County
Sacramento County
Yolo County
Sacramento Regional Transit
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Caltrans, District 3
Folsom Partners (Folsom Chamber of Commerce)
Sacramento Municipal Unity District (SMUD)
Quincy Engineering
HDR Engineering
Dokken Engineering
Yolo TMA
North Natomas TMA
South Natomas TMA
Sacramento TMA
50 Corridor TMA
Overview: This proposal would preserve the relationship between SACOG
and the region’s non-profits and employers, with the goal of reducing
vehicle miles traveled during peak commute times. It preserves SACOG’s
popular May Is Bike Month campaign which is largely responsible for
creating a bicycle culture in the region. But, it also provides a suite of grant
opportunities for innovation and pilot programs. It also contributes funds to
regional process, already underway by SACOG, which measures Vehicle
Miles Traveled.
Performance Measurements:
1. Using “big data” technology currently under consideration by SACOG
(Transportation Committee 2/1/18 – Agenda Item No 2018-February 5),
Vehicle Miles Traveled can be measured for any geographic area, with a
residential, work center or transportation corridor focus.
2. Number of vanpools operating in the region, their origin and designation
and individual VMT Reductions.
3. Transit ridership.

4. VMT data from Commuter Club or similar tool (including mode
changes).
5. Number of participants, description of all outreach activities (see 50
Corridor and Sacramento TMA Report).
6. Bikeshare data.
7. Additional measures required by SACOG through contract
management.
Activities not included: Ready Set Ride campaign, TDM workshops
Risk: This is the most risk-averse option because it is based on tried and
tested programs, leveraged with non-SACOG dollars, while maintaining
SACOG’s iconic Bike Month promotion and still placing an emphasis on
innovation. It also utilizes the region’s non-profits which are agile, effective
community-based organizations with a track record of delivering results
without bureaucratic overhead and restrictions.
Background and support
This proposal focuses on the 1st Mission of “SACOG’s Transportation
Demand Management Program”: Leverage existing and new partnerships
to maximize technological opportunities, raise awareness of
program/services, and offer improved and new cost-effective
programs/services that support alternative mode use and behavior
change.
Features of this proposal
1. Provides for continued regional collaboration and cooperation through
partnerships with TMAs and transportation-focused non-profits which
already implement traditional TDM programs with an established practices
of working directly with people, helping them with their travel choices.
2. Maintains the organizations that have experience with vanpool
formation and management, which opens possibilities for a new regional
funding source with Nation Transit Data (NTD) dollars when vanpool data is
collected. (3 years out, approximately $100,000 a month can be realized
through NTD reporting)

3. Allows for targeted performance measurements which can address
specific areas of the region.
4. Provides funding for TMAs to provide services to non-members.
5. Allows for the continuation of May Is Bike Month, a popular campaign
that have proven results for a bicycle mode shift.
6. Maintains TMA management of the Emergency Ride Home service, a
cost-effective and proven program that supports active transportation use.
7. Includes programs and outreach to residential areas.
8. Draws on experienced TDM professionals to further develop Commuter
Club or design another on-line tool for commuters.
9. Immediate inclusion of an experienced employer base engaging in
regional TDM deployment.
10. Supports organizations whose programs and activities are determined
by employer, commuter and residents’ expressed needs. TMAs gain this
feedback from their boards of directors, employee transportation
coordinator and outreach directly to people who travel in the region.
11. Funds personalized assistance to people, which is still needed by many
people who don’t get their information from a cell phone or computer.
Benefits:
1. $325,00 investment in TMAs and transportation-focused non-profits nets a
$3 million-plus return in terms of membership dollars, jurisdictional support
and corporate support and sponsorships
2. Direct affiliation with non-profit TDM-focused associations which provide
the quick response and innovation that is sometimes difficult for the public
sector.
3. Opportunity for regional collaboration as well as targeted efforts.
4. Opportunity to develop more TMAs/TMOs through the innovation grants
program.
5. Takes advantage of established relationships with employers, volunteers,
community leaders, residents and commuters.
6. Provides for non-profits with a transportation focus to be included in
funding opportunities.

Budget discussion
For the past ten years, $1.2 million has been allocated to SACOG’s TDM
program Option 4 suggests an increase to an amount which has been
static for ten years.
TDM Program budget, 2017/2018 fiscal year
SACOG staff
TMA pass through
Marketing and other
Misc.

$397.825
$354,175
$397,000
$ 50,000
$1,200,000

Realizing that demand for alternative transportation is greater today than
any time in the past 25 years, this proposal increases the region’s
investment in TMD to $1.5 million per year.
We can point to three basic reasons for the increase in interest in
alternative transportation:
Generational – there is definitely a different attitude about travel from the
younger generation. Car ownership is not a priority; technology and its
many possibilities provide new transportation strategies for this growing
population.
Economical – for the more traditional work force, the increasing cost of
transportation has presented a personal budget crisis for many.
Environmental – across the board, more Sacramento Region residents are
becoming more environmentally aware and taking action to reduce their
own carbon footprint.

Proposed TDM budget allocation
SACOG Staff
Non-profit/TMA pass through
Bike Month Campaign
Online tool or Commuter
Club
TDM allocation to “big data”
Vanpool Incentives
Innovation Grants
and activities

$400,000
$325,000
$150,000
$200,000
$ 25,000
$100,000
$300,000
$1,500,000

1. SACOG Staff – this assumes the same staffing requirements,
acknowledging a slight increase.
2. TMA pass-through – this amount is approximately $30,000 less than
budgeted annually over the past 10 years but just allocated differently for
maximum effectiveness. This also includes $40,000 for other non-profits with
a transportation focus to apply to SACOG for funding operations.
The TMA/Non-profit pass-through is recommended as follows:
$75,000 Sacramento TMA
$75,000 50 Corridor TMA
$75,000 Yolo TMA
$16,000 Power Inn Alliance (is a P-BID)
$16,000 North Natomas TMA (Community Finance District Property Assessment)
$16,000 South Natomas TMA (Required memberships)
$10,000 McClellan Park TMA (Established as a Mitigation requirement)
$42,000 for other transportation non-profits which can apply to SACOG
for operating expenses
$325,000 – Total Pass-through

An early adapter of the TMA strategy, the Sacramento Region has
maintained a strong TMA presence for the past 15 years. Three TMAs in the
Region, Sacramento TMA, 50 Corridor TMA and Yolo TMA, were formed
more than 20 years ago before more stable funding sources were
available. They were formed as membership organizations, a business
model that is no longer viable. Newer funding strategies such as property
assessments or business districts are not applicable. That’s not to say that
these associations are not constantly pursuing new funding streams through
grants and fee-for-services. However, for maximum effectiveness, they
need a stable funding source from which to build a productive budget.
These three TMAs also serve the two largest employment areas in the
region: Downtown Sacramento, the 50 Corridor (Rancho Cordova and
Folsom) and West Sacramento/Yolo County.
This option provides a $75,000 annual funding source to these three TMAs.
This gives those TMAs a dedicated income stream, as the remaining TMAs
have. This also supports SACOG’s desire to provide services, including
Emergency Ride Home, to all commuters in their service area.
The four other active TMAs would receive smaller funding amounts but
would still be required to provide services to all commuters in their service
area. All TMAs would be eligible to apply for Innovation grants individually
or in partnership with each other or with their affiliated jurisdictions.
3. Bike Month Campaign – This campaign can be credited for helping
create the region’s bike culture and continues to be an anchor for other
organizations in the region to promote cycling. (The City of Folsom is
planning a major “Bike Your Way to Folsom” campaign in conjunction with
Bike Month 2018). The promotion reaches a minimum of 10,000 active
participants. Past statistics show that at least 5% of new Bike Month
participants are continuing to bike commute 4 months after the campaign
ends.
4. On Line Tool or Commuter Club update – Our on-line Commuter Club
currently has approximately 33,000 members. The web site which provides
commuters access to Emergency Ride Home, carpool matching, vanpool
matching, transit information, promotions and general updates, has not
been updated in quite a few years to take advantage of new technology.
This allocation would provide for the updating of Commuter Club or the
exploration of a newer strategy for disseminating services to commuters.
5. TDM allocation to Big Data – While all non-profit organizations utilize
performance measurements for their own governance bodies, a more

standard measurement could be provided through the utilization of “Big
Data” which is now under consideration by SACOG. This allocation would
contribute to the cost of SACOG’s current effort in order to methodically
measure TDM in the various geographic areas and provide information on
how to better execute TDM strategies.
6. Vanpool Incentives – vanpooling, a recognized strategy for effective
VMT reductions and air quality improvement, is still an under-performing
transportation alternative in the region. With approximately 100 vans
currently traveling into the region, that number could easily be doubled
with appropriate incentives and efforts. Vanpools are a cost-effective
strategy for providing daily transportation to areas where transit isn’t cost
effective. There is also the future possibility of collecting between $1,000
and $1,200 per month per van from the Federal Transit Administration
through the National Transit Data Reporting program.
7. Innovation grants – this allocation would be used for pilot programs and
other grant programs that bring new concepts to the region.

Consequences
It’s worth noting that without SACOG support, the region risks losing the
three TMAs which serve the largest employment populations. Indeed, two
TMAs have already gone out of business. Here’s a sampling what will be
lost without these TMAs:


Experienced, dedicated TDM professionals who work directly with
people who often don’t or won’t use a cell phone to make choices on
how to travel.



Vanpool formation and management. Vanpools take time to form and
attention to maintain, but once established, they reduce significant VMT
by removing seven to 14 vehicles from long-distance daily commutes.



Management of the Emergency Ride Home service, a cost-effective
and proven program that supports active transportation use.



A trained, experienced employer base engaging in regional TDM
programs.



Organizations that respond directly to employer, commuter and
residents through board of directors and employee transportation
coordinator feedback and outreach directly to people who travel in the
region.



Coordinated support from employers and commuters for SACOG’s
programs and promotions.



Platform for effectively and efficiently launching new programs and
activities.



Developer mitigation measures that depend on TMAs for
implementation will be forfeited or need to be renegotiated.
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1. Issue:
What initial input does the Committee have on the draft programming targets for the 2018
Regional Funding Round?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Federal Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ): $74 million in funds are estimated to be
available in FFY 2020 through 2022 for capital projects, programs, and transit operating
assistance that can demonstrate air quality improvement benefits. Staff assumes a flat
estimate based upon prior apportionment shares developed by Caltrans. Estimates are not
finalized until the actual year of programming and are influenced by the federal
transportation act.

•

Federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP): $60 million in funds are
estimated to be available in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2020 through 2022 for a wide variety of
capital projects, programs, and road rehabilitation on federal aid-eligible corridors. Staff
assumes a flat estimate based upon prior apportionment shares developed by the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Estimates are not finalized until the actual year of
programming and are influenced by the federal transportation act.

•

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

•

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

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

Attachment B

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

Notes:

Community Design

$18,244,500

Bicycle & Pedestrian

$9,841,900

Regional/Local

$93,550,200

$121,636,600

New Competitive Programs & Other Commitments
Air Quality Transportation Control
Measures

$9,600,000

8.1% of traditional programs total in 2015.
Recommendation to absorb into the 2018 Regional
program.
76.9% of traditional programs total in 2015.
Recommendation to absorb into the 2018 Regional
program.

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

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

$16,338,700 15% share of traditional programs total in 2015 and 2018

$92,586,000 85% share for 2018, with 8.1% minimum for bike/ped to
be consistent with 2015 percentage share

Regional Program
Sub‐Total

2018 + Later
(2019, 2020)
Round: Targets

$3,000,000 1 year of funding for TDM and Civic Lab pilots in 2018
$425,300

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

$1,106,300

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

Sub‐Total
Later Programming

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

GRAND TOTAL

$132,768,200

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

RSTP Exchange

* the 2015 "Traditional Competitive Programs" budget amounts include the "Later Programming" total.
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1. Issue:
What is the draft framework for the 2018 Regional Funding Round?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Attachment A

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

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

1. EMPHASIZE COST-EFFECTIVE
PROGRAMMING DECISIONS
Longstanding Board direction places a programmatic
emphasis on making the most cost-effective funding
decisions, which is achieved by maximizing performance
outcomes and minimizing project costs. Priority will be
given to projects for which the sponsor has already
funded initial phases with its own resources (i.e.,
planning, environmental, design and/or right-of-way).

2. LEVERAGE REGIONAL FUNDS FOR NEARTERM PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
Funding from broader competitive programs often
require “shelf-ready” capital projects that are
deliverable, and thereby ready to utilize funding. In the
Regional Program, a relatively small but strategically
allocated portion of the total revenue may go to early
project development efforts for projects included within
the next 10 years of the 2016 MTP/SCS.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.

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

3.

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

4.

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

5.

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

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

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

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

5.
6.
7.

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

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

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

•

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

The review will also include the project’s cost
effectiveness, deliverability, and context sensitivity.
Project costs and schedule estimates for environmental,
engineering, right-of-way (ROW) and start-up
construction must be believable, based on standards for
similar projects. The project sponsor must have a track
record that demonstrates technical capacity and
reliability for similar projects. Further, the applicant must
demonstrate how the project is appropriate for the
surrounding community’s current and expected land uses
and transportation needs, and considers complete
streets and the range of current and future users.
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Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-11.
Subject: Green Region Plan (Estimated time: 10 minutes)

Informa on
Prepared by: Raef Porter
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

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

2. Recommendation:
None this is for information only.
The the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee will take action on this item.

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

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

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

Attachment

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

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

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

Description of Programs

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

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

What is still
needed annually
$1,440,000

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

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

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually1

$3,000,0002

$6,000,000

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

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

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

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

1

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

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually

$1,000,000

$3,530,000

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

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

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

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually

$0

$1,500,000

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

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

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

What's already
on the ground

What is still
needed annually

$3,000,000

$156,500,000

Light, medium, and heavy duty ZEV fleets
Program Objectives

TOTAL

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

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

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

Potential Funding Scenarios
Annual Green
Region funding
(High)

Annual Green
Region funding
(Medium)

Annual Green
Region funding
(Low)

Annual state
funding ask

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

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$750,000

$4,000,000

Fund a regional EV
car share program

$1,000,000

$500,000

$250,000

$1,800,000

Provide Assistance
for EVs in regional car
rental companies

$80,000

$40,000

$20,000

$0

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

$650,000

$325,000

$250,000

$0

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

$1,000,000

$500,000

$350,000

$500,000

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

$4,500,000

$2,250,000

$1,000,000

$100,000,000

Light, medium, and
heavy duty fleets

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$750,000

$50,000,000

$440,000

$220,000

$150,000

$1,000,000

$11,670,000

$5,835,000

$3,520,000

$157,300,000

Program

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

Annual Green Region
Returns (Medium)

Annual Green Region
Returns (Low)

Approximately 68
publicly available
chargers per year

Approximately 33
publicly available
chargers per year

Approximately 25
publicly available
chargers per year

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Light, medium, and
heavy duty fleets

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

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

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

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

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

One e-mobility hub
with vehicle and bikes.

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

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

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

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

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

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

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Light, medium, and heavy duty ZEV fleets

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

Q3 FY
18/19

Q4 FY
18/19

Q1 FY
19/20

Q2 FY
19/20

Q3 FY
19/20

Q4 FY
19/20

Q1 FY
20/21

Q2 FY
20/21

Q3 FY
20/21

Q4 FY
20/21

Q1 FY
21/22

Q2 FY
21/22

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

e-Mobility hub selection criteria
e-Mobility hub selection
Vendor solicitation
Run program
Program evaluation
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Informa on
Prepared by: Jennifer Hargrove
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

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

2. Recommendation:
None this is for information only.
The the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee will take action on this item.

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

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

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

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

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

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

services, transit, and other public amenities, those non-residential components—the
components that create complete communities—are usually built after most of the
homes are constructed. That means the transportation benefits of a Developing
Community don’t show up until the jobs, services, transit, and other public amenities
start showing up. Uncoordinated new growth, characterized by small amounts of
development across a large number of spread out Developing Communities could
increase vehicle miles traveled and congestion if the homes are not contributing to a
better jobs-housing balance for the area. A scenario with fewer Developing
Communities that are more built-out will provide housing choice and maintain or
improve the plan’s performance.
Proposed Framework for a Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario
The two most important land use inputs to maintain or improve from the current plan are
the balance of growth between community types and the housing type diversity. Below is a
table showing the land use inputs from the three scenarios analyzed in the 2016 plan, the
adopted 2016 plan, and the range staff is proposing to use to create a Discussion Draft
Scenario for the 2020 MTP/SCS. Attachment B provides background information on the
Community Types used in the MTP/SCS and the various housing types discussed in the
MTP/SCS.
The proposed Discussion Draft Scenario is targeting a range between the current
MTP/SCS and Scenario 3 that was analyzed during the development of the current
MTP/SCS. Because Scenario 3 performed better than the MTP/SCS, but the current
MTP/SCS performed better than Scenario 2, keeping the inputs of the Discussion Draft
Scenario between the current plan and Scenario 3 is a way to maintain or improve the
performance of the current plan.
Target Land Use Inputs for a Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario
Land Use Inputs
Scenario
Scenario Scenario Current
Proposed
1
2
3
MTP/SCS Discussion
Draft
Scenario
2035 and
2040
Share of new homes in 49%
56%
63%
58%
58-63%
Established and Center
and Corridor
Communities
Share of new homes in 47%
42%
36%
40%
36-40%
Developing
Communities
Share of new homes in 4%
2%
1%
2%
1-2%
Rural Residential
Communities
Share of new homes in 39%
28%
24%
29%
24-29%
large-lot single-family
homes
Share of new homes in 61%
71%
76%
71%
71-76%
small-lot single-family

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

woodlands, as well as market constraints such as parcel size, and the fact that not every
parcel builds to the maximum allowed density or intensity. The effect of this evaluation is
a filtering of projects that are more likely and less likely to build during the course of the
plan update, followed by how much growth can be expected.
The process and resulting preliminary draft growth estimate consider each jurisdiction
individually. However, the MTP/SCS growth projections are created for the region, so each
jurisdiction must also be considered as a share of the regional economy. To do this, the
preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate is analyzed and adjusted to achieve the regional
projections for housing and employment growth by considering: the jurisdiction’s share of
regional housing and employment today compared to historical share, what it will be in
the future, and what the basis is for the changes; how quickly or slowly the jurisdiction
has grown in the past relative to the regional average growth rate and relative to other
jurisdictions in the same market area and/or of similar size; how adopted and proposed
plans might change the jurisdiction’s growth rate from past trends; the amount of growth
assumed in the market area; and the jobs/housing ratio today compared to the
jobs/housing ratio for the estimated growth. This overall process is described in more
detail in Attachment D.
Next Steps
Pending changes or suggestions from the Committee on this proposed approach for
creating a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario for 2035 and 2040, these are the next steps
in the process:
Staff will share a Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario
with member agencies. Local agency planning and
public works staff will have a six-week review period to
provide any comments on the Discussion Draft Land
Use Scenario. Because the Discussion Draft Land Use
Scenario will affect decisions made in the Discussion
Draft Transportation Scenario, we will ask both
planning and public works staff to review.
Staff will share the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario
with the MTP/SCS Stakeholder Sounding Board.
Staff will bring a proposed approach for creating a
Discussion Draft Transportation Scenario to the
Committees in June.
Staff will bring information back to Board on the
various policies we are testing with the Discussion
Draft. The analysis and policy discussions are all to
inform a framework for a draft preferred land use and
transportation scenario for Board consideration in
November.
Staff will hold public workshops on policy trade-offs
that the Board will be considering as part of the
November framework for a draft preferred land use and
transportation scenario. More information on the
workshops will come to the Committees in June.
Board action on Framework for a Draft Preferred Land
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Description of 2016 MTP/SCS Land Use and Transportation Scenarios
A total of three scenarios were identified for analysis during the development of the 2016 MTP/SCS.
The land use components of the scenarios were designed in a progression from most dispersed
development pattern to least dispersed development pattern; the corresponding transportation
components followed a progression of most auto-oriented transportation system to most multimodal transportation system. The scenarios are described according to this progression in below. All
scenarios analyzed accommodate the same amount of regional growth: 811,000 new people,
439,000 new jobs, and 285,000 new housing units. The table below summaries the land use and
transportation characteristics of each scenario and the performance outcomes. Additional
descriptions of each scenario are provided below the table.
Comparison of Scenarios
Land Use Characteristics
Share of homes in Center & Corridor
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in Established
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in Developing
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in Rural Residential
Communities1
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in rural residential and
large-lot single-family1 homes
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in small-lot, singlefamily1 homes
(percent of homes)
Share of homes in attached homes1
(percent of homes)
Gross Acres of development1,4
(percent increase in developed acres from
2012)
Jobs Housing Ratio (within 4 miles of
primary and secondary jobs centers)
Regional Average = 1.2
Transportation Attributes
Road Lane Miles2

2012
Baseline

Adopted
2016
MTP/SCS

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

107,718

86,167

57,359

89,830

12%

30%

20%

31%

36%

686,075

78,750

81,147

68,597

75,648

76%

28%

29%

25%

27%

31,422

114,836

165,101

154,682

143,139

3%

40%

47%

42%

36%

78,237

5,143

13,325

4,896

4,382

9%

2%

4%

2%

2%

577,299

83,335

111,652

82,232

65,140

64%

29%

39%

28%

24%

72,612

83,031

79,547

68,227

11%

26%

29%

28%

23%

225,029
25%

128,954
45%

90,597
32%

123,371
43%

151,665
53%

718,356

47,563

75,622

48,777

37,350

n/a

7%

11%

7%

5%

1.16

1.26

1.28

1.27

1.26

2012
Baseline

Adopted
2016
MTP/SCS

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario
3

7,680

8,070

101,173

6,340

Scenario
3
102,027

7,840

7,570

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

n/a

24%

31%

27%

23%

8,400

6,230

7,910

9,190

n/a

122%

54%

109%

143%

n/a

$10.6

$10.7

$11.30

$13.7

38%

38%

38%

41%

51%

n/a

$12.60

$10.90

$11.50

$11.00

n/a

$5.80

$8.70

$7.40

$6.70

n/a

$2.80

$2.80

$2.80

$3.00

n/a

$1.70

$1.50

$2.20

$1.70

2012
Baseline

Adopted
2016
MTP/SCS

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario
3

n/a

58

93

61

45

n/a

6

7

5

2

442,915

320,857

463,487

463,492

37%

27%

39%

39%

631,958

531,091

583,963

570,756

27%

42%

40%

44%

43%

199,100

272,7000

253,500

260,100

267,800

20

17.1

17.3

17.5

15.7

7%

17%

19%

15%

22%

10%

13%

12%

12%

14%

17.6

17.2

16.0

3,780

141,862
16%
243,773

18.0

17.0

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

MARKET

POLICY

REGULATORY

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

Attachment C

Middle range of conditions

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

Local Entitlements

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

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

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

State/Federal
Entitlements

Approved

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

Significant, unresolved resource issues

Air Quality

In SCS with lower VMT than average for
Developing Communities

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

Not in SCS with above average VMT for
Developing Communites

Regional Plans and
Policies

Consistent with 2012 MTP/SCS and
Blueprint

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

Not consistent with 2012 MTP/SCS or
Blueprint

Proximity to Job
Centers

Close proximity to a regional jobs center

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

Significant distance from any job
center(s)

Housing Mix

Mix of housing types including mostly
small‐lot and attached

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

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

Market Area
Saturation

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

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

Adjacency

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

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

Developer Activity

Transportation
Infrastructure

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

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

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

No major or regional infrastructure
needed or infrastructure is fully funded

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

Significant infrastructure needed and
not funded or not yet defined

No major or regional infrastructure
needed of infrastructure is fully funded

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

Significant infrastructure needed and
not funded or not yet defined

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Creating Jurisdiction Growth Estimates

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

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

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

•

•

•

Baseline data
o

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

o

Jobs/Housing ratio today (2016);

o

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

Historic reference data
o

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

o

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

o

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

o

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

o

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

o

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

Capacity data
o

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

o

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

o

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

MTP/SCS data
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o

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

o

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

o

Job/Housing ratio in the last MTP/SCS;

o

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

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

b.

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

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

For specific plans:


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



Has construction started on the site?



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



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



Is there pending litigation on the project?



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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

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

When was the plan adopted?

o

Is the plan currently being updated?

o

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

o

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

o

Are there policies about jobs-housing balance?

o

Are there policies about infrastructure provision?

o

Are there agricultural preservation policies?

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

c.

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

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

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

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

•

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

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

Modeling the Preliminary Draft Growth Estimates

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

Regional land use scenarios and the draft preferred scenario are vetted through planning staff at each
SACOG member jurisdiction. To support local staff’s review, SACOG provides jurisdiction-level tabular
summaries showing housing and employment estimates for 2016, 2035, 2040, and build out capacity at
the Community Type level, as well as a corresponding Community Type map. If other summaries, maps,
or individual data files are requested, SACOG also provides these. After receiving comments and feedback
from the jurisdictions, SACOG uses the new information provided as well as all the data and considerations
outlined earlier in this document, to determine if proposed refinements should be made to a scenario. A
change in one jurisdiction can affect growth assumptions elsewhere in the region, so when refinements
are proposed, all jurisdictions are re-analyzed to determine whether or not the refinements should be
made and where other refinements may be required in order to maintain the regional housing and
employee growth totals. The revised information is again circulated to local jurisdiction planning staff for
review.
Throughout the 2020 MTP/SCS process, SACOG will conduct review periods directed to local planning
staff at various stages of the plan update. The various review periods are summarized below. The first
vetting of information occurred in early 2018, with local staff review of the 2016 existing conditions and
build out estimates. The next period of review will occur in April and May with local staff review of the 2035
and 2040 Discussion Draft Scenario. After the Board directs the development of a draft preferred scenario
in fall of 2018, SACOG staff will develop a preliminary draft preferred scenario for vetting again through
local planning and public works staff, with reasonable opportunity for local elected bodies to provide input
on the assumptions in early 2019, if they so choose. These review periods are anticipated to occur in
February and April of 2019.
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Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-13.
Subject: 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (MTP/SCS) Sounding Board Meeting Summary (Estimated time: 3
minutes)

Informa on
Prepared by: Monica Hernandez
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
SACOG staff continues to convene the Sounding Board to gather cross-sector input and
feedback in the development of the 2020 MTP/SCS.

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

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

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

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no impact to the SACOG operating budget, as the resources necessary to

complete the planned communications and engagement activities are already included in
the Board-adopted budget for the 2020 MTP/SCS update.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A
A achment B
A achment C

2020 MTP/SCS Sounding Board Meeting Summary
March 23, 2018 | 9:00-11:00 a.m.
Sacramento Food Bank & Family Services

Attachment A

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

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

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

•
•

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

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

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

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

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

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

JURISDICTION
State
Region
Region
Region
Region
Auburn
Region
Region

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

Tribal Community
Economic Development
Economic Development
Housing, equity

Tribal/Amador County
Region
Sacramento County
Region

California Department of Public Health
California Endowment
California Family Resources

Public Health & Transportation
Youth, Equity
Youth Services

State
Region
Sacramento County

California Highway Patrol (Yuba‐Sutter)

Emergencies/Disaster

Yuba‐Sutter Counties

California Office of Emergency Services

Emergencies/Disaster

Region/State

California Rural Legal Assistance

Rural Community Development

Region

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

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

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

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

Economic Development
Community Development
Agriculture

Sacramento
Region
El Dorado County

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce Rural Economic Development

El Dorado County
1 of 9

Attachment B

ORGANIZATION

Sector

El Dorado County of Public Health

Public Health

JURISDICTION
El Dorado County

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

pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

El Dorado County

Emergencies/Disaster

El Dorado County

Emergencies/Disaster
Economic Development
Economic Development

El Dorado County
El Dorado Hills
Elk Grove

Environmental Council of Sacramento

Environment

Region

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

Esparto
Fair Oaks
Folsom

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

Economic Development
Disability Rights
Economic Development
Workforce Development

Foresthill
Yuba‐Sutter Counties
Galt
Region

Economic Development

Region

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

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

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

Region
Region
Region
Sacramento County
Sacramento
Region

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

JURISDICTION

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

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

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

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

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

Rancho Cordova
Sacramento County
Region
Region
Region
Region
Rocklin

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

Economic Development
Energy
Faith Based Coalition
Bicycle Advocacy

Roseville
Roseville
Sacramento County
Region

Economic Development

Region

Economic Development

Region

Sacramento County Ag Commissioner

Agriculture

Sacramento County

Sacramento County Office of Education
Sacramento County Parks

K‐12 Education
Parks & Rec

Sacramento County
Sacramento County

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

Public Health
Emergencies/Disaster

Sacramento County
Sacramento County

Workforce Development

Sacramento County

Economic Development
Affordable housing
Labor
Economic Development

Sacramento County
Region
Region
Region

Creative Placemaking/Arts

Sacramento County
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ORGANIZATION

Sector

JURISDICTION

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

Energy/Electric Vehicles

Sacramento County

Philanthropy/Foundation

Region

Economic Development
Environment

Region
Sacramento County

Active Transportation

Region

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

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

Via
Walk Sacramento
Well Space Health

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

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

Economic Development
Tribal Community
Economic Development
Economic Development
Tribal Community
Agriculture

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

Yolo County Department of Education

Pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

Yolo County

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

Region
Region
Region
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ORGANIZATION

Sector

Yolo County Parks Department
Yolo County Public Health Officer

Parks and Recreation
Public Health

JURISDICTION
Yolo County
Yolo County

Young Professionals in Transportation
Yuba County Ag Commissioner

Young Professionals
Agriculture

Region
Yuba County

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

Pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

Yuba County

Emergencies/Disaster
Parks and Recreation
Public health
Economic Development

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

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

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

El Dorado County
El Dorado County
El Dorado County

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

Rural Economic Development
Public Health
pre‐K ‐ 12 Education

El Dorado County

El Dorado County Office of Emergency Services Emergencies/Disaster

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

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

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

Region

California Rural Legal Assistance

Rural Community Development
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JURISDICTION

ORGANIZATION

Sector

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

Education
Urban Development
Health Care
Community Development
Environment
Workforce Development

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

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

Region
Region
Region
Region

Lyft
MacKay & Somps
MetroEDGE
Natural Resources Defense Council

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

Region

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

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

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

Region
Region
Region
Region
Region

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

Sector

Region
Region
Region
Region

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

Region
Region
Region
Region

Via
Walk Sacramento
Well Space Health
Young Professionals in Transportation

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

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

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

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

Sacramento County

Sacramento Employment and Training Agency Workforce Development

Sacramento County

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Economic Development

Sacramento County
Sacramento County
Sacramento County
State

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

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

ORGANIZATION

Sector

State
Sutter
Sutter County
Sutter County
Sutter County

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

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

Sutter County
Sutter County

Sutter County Office of Emergency Services
Sutter County Sheriff

Emergencies/Disaster
Emergencies/Disaster

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

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

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

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

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

Emergencies/Disaster
Parks and Recreation
Public health
Emergencies/Disaster
Disability Rights
Economic Development
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Attachment C

2020 MTP/SCS Update
March 23, 2018 Sounding Board Meeting
SACOG MTP Team
sacog.org/regional-plans
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Agenda

01
02
03

Welcome & Introductions
Recap Purpose of Sounding
Board
Regional Prosperity Framework

04
05
06

State of Housing

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

2 of 45

Economic
Prosperity in the
2020 MTP/SCS

James Corless
SACOG CEO
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4 of 45

5 of 45

6 of 45

7 of 45

8 of 45
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10 of 45

11 of 45

12 of 45
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Brookings: Next Steps

Brookings contract Dec 17-April 18
Draft data available in early April
SACOG Electeds Forum April 30 – Amy Liu
April-May – regional economic prosperity framework
June-Dec – SACOG integrates into MTP
June- Sept – Phase 2 work – spatial strategy

14 of 45

Land Use
Forecast
Jennifer Hargrove
Senior Analyst
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Why do we do a land use forecast?

Transit, bike, and walk
trips

Rate of congestion
increase

Medium and high-density
homes

Vehicle miles traveled

Jobs and homes closer
together
Infill and redevelopment

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

Regional Total

2016

2040

Build Out
Estimate

Growth by 2040
(2016 to 2040)

Capacity
Beyond 2040
(build out
minus 2040)

Jobs

1,082,000

1,331,000

2,228,000

248,000

897,000

Homes

921,000

1,181,000

1,590,000

260,000

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

Land
Use
Forecast

Market
Forces
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Regional Development by Community Type

Center/Corridor

Established

Developing

Rural Residential
-

400,000

Existing (2012)

800,000

1,200,000

1,600,000

Growth (2012-2036)
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What We’ve Learned

01

The balance of growth between infill and greenfield
matters

02

The diversity of the housing stock matters

03

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

Discussion
Draft
Land Use
Scenario

Market
Forces

23 of 45

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

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3

Current
MTP/SCS

Proposed Discussion
Draft Scenario
2035 and 2040

Share of new homes in Established
and Center and Corridor
Communities

49%

56%

63%

58%

58-63%

Share of new homes in Developing
Communities

47%

42%

36%

40%

36-40%

Share of new homes in Rural
Residential Communities

4%

2%

1%

2%

1-2%

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

39%

28%

24%

29%

24-29%

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

61%

71%

76%

71%

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

April-May

provide any comments on the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario

Staff will also share the Discussion Draft Land Use Scenario with

May
June

the MTP/SCS Stakeholder Sounding Board

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

June-October

August
November

scenario and transportation project list for Board consideration in November

Public Workshops

Board action on Framework for a Draft Preferred Land Use &
Transportation Scenario
26 of 45

Housing
Production
Update

Tina Glover
Demographer
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SACOG region in 2017
2.5 million residents

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

Population

Housing

Jobs

Start of Recession

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001

-60,000

End of Recession
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SACOG region 2012-2017
127,000 new jobs
22,000 new homes

30 of 45

Annual Change in Population, Housing, and Jobs
(2012-2017)
33,200
30,000
29,441
23,400
18,600
17,994

2,293
2012

21,500
21,708

25,745
23,545

19,667

3,376

3,939

3,740

2013

2014

2015

Population

Housing

4,652

2016
Jobs

6,492

2017
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Jobs per Housing Unit

5.8

2.3

2.4

Sacramento Region

Portland, OR

Nashville, TN

1.8

Austin, TX

1.8
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Washington, DC

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

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

6,492

2,293

2012

2017

2022
Total Units Built

2027
MTP Assumption

2032

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

MTP/SCS 45%
2012-2017 16%

13,250

7,100
6,000
858
605 855

2012

476 337

711

2017

2022
Single Family Units

2027
Multi-Family Units

2032
MTP Assumption

2037
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Home Price

Median Rents for 2-bedroom
$1,596

$381,400

$1,180
$272,600

$209,200

$1,083

$1,009

$135,700

2012

2013

2014

2015

Sacramento Metro

2016

2017

Yuba City Metro

2012

2013

2014

2015

Sacramento Metro

2016

2017

Yuba City Metro
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Sacramento
Metro

Yuba Metro

Housing Prices

59%

69%

Rental Prices

33%

11%

Median Income

7.9%

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

51%

47%

44%

51%

49%

37%
31%

36%

33%

30%

33%

26%

El Dorado

Placer

Sacramento
Renters

Sutter

Yolo

Yuba

SACOG Region

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

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

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

Innovation & Smart
Mobility

Next generation
public transit

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

August

2018-2019

Main survey

Survey data & results available

Analysis & follow on studies through next year

41 of 45
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March

April

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

May

Congestion and Pricing
Call for Transportation Projects Update

June

Transportation Scenario Approach
Draft Revenue Forecast Assumptions

July

No Board Meeting
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Fall

November

December

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

Draft Preferred Scenario Framework

Preferred Scenario Modeling and Vetting

44 of 45

Thank you

SACOG.org/regional-plans
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Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-14.
Subject: Housing Scope of Work (Estimated time: 5 minutes)

Informa on
Prepared by: Greg Chew
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
What is SACOG doing to assist its members in addressing housing-related issues?

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

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

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

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This project is budgeted in SACOG's adopted Fiscal Year (FY) 17/18 OWP and budget.
Staff will scope a cost estimate of any additional items not identified in Attachment A
based on a range of project options.
ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
A achment A - Housing Scope

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

Provide funding for new affordable homes;

•

Accelerate development to increase housing supply;

•

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

•

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

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

State zoning preemption and bills intended to boost housing production

•

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) reform

•

Property tax/Prop 13 reform

•

Rent control, tenant protections, and anti-displacement measures

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

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

•

Adopting objective and transparent standards for setting and charging fees;

•

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

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

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

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
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Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-15.
Subject: Regional Futures Forum | April 30 Elected Official Convening
(Estimated time: 3 minutes)

Informa on
Prepared by: Monica Hernández
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

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

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

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

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

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

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

Attachment

Monday April 30, 2018

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

Tickets $40

regionalfuturesforum.eventbrite.com

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

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

-Amy Liu

In Partnership With:
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Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-16.
Subject: Civic Lab Update (Estimated time: 0 minutes)

Receive and File
Prepared by: Raef Porter
A achments: No

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

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

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

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

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

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

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

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-17.
Subject: 2018 May is Bike Month Campaign Update (Estimated time: 0
minutes)

Receive and File
Prepared by: Adrienne Moretz
A achments: No

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

1. Issue:
The 2018 May is Bike Month campaign will place an emphasis on trip replacement and
National Bike to Work Day.

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

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

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

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

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

Transportation Committee
Meeting Date: 4/5/2018
Agenda Item No.: 2018-April-18.
Subject: Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) 2.0 Luncheon (Estimated
time: 0 minutes)

Receive and File
Prepared by: David Shabazian
A achments: Yes

Approved by: Ma Carpenter

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

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

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

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

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:

This project is budgeted in SACOG's adopted FY17/18 Overall Work Program (OWP) and
budget.

ATTACHMENTS:
Descrip on
Attachment A - RUCS 2-pager

A achment B - RUCS Schedule

Attachment A

Week of:
Kick-off meeting
Review internal documents
Identify stakeholders
Interview stakeholders
Land Use Committee meeting
Meet w/RUCS staff
Draft SWOT
Design kitchen cabinet
Facilitate visioning retreat
Joint Land Use /Transportation Committee lunch
Develop draft Theory of Change
Kitchen cabinet retreat
Feedback session
Finalize Theory of Change
Present to SACOG board meeting

*Please note these items are subject to change.

12-Feb
X
X

19-Feb
X

26-Feb
X
X

5-Mar

12-Mar

X
X

X

19-Mar

X

26-Mar

2-Apr

9-Apr

16-Apr

X

X
X

23-Apr

30-Apr

7-May

X

X

14-May

X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Attachment A

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

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

Crop Map

Urban
Rural

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

•
•
•
•
•

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

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

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

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

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

•

•

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

More Information: www.sacog.org/rural-urban-connections-strategy
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