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February 26, 2025 

Clint Holtzen 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
eircomments@sacog.org  
 
Subject: 2025 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 

COMMUNITIES STRATEGY FOR THE SACRAMENTO REGION 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) 
SCH No. 2025020168 

Dear Clint Holtzen: 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received and reviewed the 
Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) from Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments (SACOG) for the 2025 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy For The Sacramento Region (Project) (2025 
MTP/SCS) in Yolo, Sutter, Yuba, El Dorado (portion), Placer (portion), and Sacramento 
Counties, pursuant the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statute and 
guidelines.1 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding 
those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish, wildlife, plants and 
their habitats. Likewise, CDFW appreciates the opportunity to provide comments 
regarding those aspects of the Project that it, by law, may need to exercise its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code (Fish & G. Code). 

CDFW ROLE 

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, 
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).). 
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and 
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species (Fish & G. Code, § 1802.). Similarly, for purposes 
of CEQA, CDFW provides, as available, biological expertise during public agency 

                                            

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA 
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that 
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources. 

CDFW may also act as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need to exercise 
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for 
example, the Project may be subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed alteration 
regulatory authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent 
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law 
of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & 
G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), the project proponent may seek related take authorization as 
provided by the Fish and Game Code. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

The Project’s plan area encompasses approximately 6,000 square miles and includes 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba, and portions of El Dorado and Placer counties, 
exclusive of the Tahoe Basin. The bulk of the plan area is located in the Sacramento 
Valley. Urban uses in the 2025 MTP/SCS plan area are primarily concentrated in an 
urban core in northern and central Sacramento County, eastern Yolo County, 
southwestern Placer County, and western El Dorado County, with smaller urban areas 
separated from this core and each other by rural lands. 

The Project consists of a long-range (at least 20-year) comprehensive plan for the 
region’s multi-modal transportation system that is required for the region to qualify for 
some federal and state transportation funding for public transit, streets/roads, and 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. SACOG’s last adopted MTP/SCS was published 
in 2020 and has a 2040 planning horizon, which is updated every 4 years in 
collaboration with local governments. The plan identifies targeted transportation 
investments, including new capital improvements (e.g., highways, roads, bridges, and 
light rail), policies such as roadway pricing strategies (e.g., tolling and mileage fees), 
and multimodal benefits aimed at connecting housing to jobs, managing congestion, 
and addressing forecasted travel volumes. 

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations presented below to assist SACOG 
in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts on biological resources. The comments and recommendations are 
also offered to enable CDFW to adequately review and comment on the proposed 
Project with respect to impacts on biological resources. CDFW recommends that the 
forthcoming EIR address the following: 

Project Description 

The Project description should include the whole action as defined in the CEQA 
Guidelines § 15378 and should include appropriate detailed exhibits disclosing the 
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Project area including temporary impacted areas such as equipment stage area, spoils 
areas, adjacent infrastructure development, staging areas and access and haul roads if 
applicable. 

As required by § 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR should include an 
appropriate range of reasonable and feasible alternatives that would attain most of the 
basic Project objectives and avoid or minimize significant impacts to resources under 
CDFW's jurisdiction. 

Assessment of Biological Resources 

Section 15125(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that knowledge of the regional setting 
of a project is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts and that special 
emphasis should be placed on environmental resources that are rare or unique to the 
region. To enable CDFW staff to adequately review and comment on the Project, the 
EIR should include a complete assessment of the flora and fauna within and adjacent to 
the Project footprint, with emphasis on identifying rare, threatened, endangered, and 
other sensitive species and their associated habitats. CDFW recommends the EIR 
specifically include: 

 
1. An assessment of all habitat types located within the Project footprint, and a map 

that identifies the location of each habitat type. CDFW recommends that floristic, 
alliance- and/or association-based mapping and assessment be completed 
following, The Manual of California Vegetation, second edition (Sawyer 2009). 
Adjoining habitat areas should also be included in this assessment where site 
activities could lead to direct or indirect impacts offsite. Habitat mapping at the 
alliance level will help establish baseline vegetation conditions. 

 
2. A general biological inventory of the fish, amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal 

species that are present or have the potential to be present within each habitat 
type onsite and within adjacent areas that could be affected by the Project. 
CDFW recommends that the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), as 
well as previous studies performed in the area, be consulted to assess the 
potential presence of sensitive species and habitats. A nine United States 
Geologic Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle search is recommended to determine 
what may occur in the region, larger if the Project area extends past one quad 
(see Data Use Guidelines on the CDFW webpage www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/ 
CNDDB/Maps-and-Data). Please review the webpage for information on how to 
access the database to obtain current information on any previously reported 
sensitive species and habitat, including Significant Natural Areas identified under 
Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code, in the vicinity of the Project. CDFW 
recommends that CNDDB Field Survey Forms be completed and submitted to 
CNDDB to document survey results. Online forms can be obtained and submitted 
at: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. 
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Please note that CDFW’s CNDDB is not exhaustive in terms of the data it 
houses, nor is it an absence database. CDFW recommends that it be used as a 
starting point in gathering information about the potential presence of species 
within the general area of the Project site. Other sources for identification of 
species and habitats near or adjacent to the Project area should include, but may 
not be limited to, State and federal resource agency lists, California Wildlife 
Habitat Relationship System, California Native Plant Society Inventory, agency 
contacts, environmental documents for other projects in the vicinity, academics, 
and professional or scientific organizations. 

3. A complete and recent inventory of rare, threatened, endangered, and other 
sensitive species located within the Project footprint and within offsite areas with 
the potential to be affected, including California Species of Special Concern and 
California Fully Protected Species (Fish & G. Code § § 3511, 4700, 5050, and 
5515). Species to be addressed should include all those which meet the CEQA 
definition (CEQA Guidelines § 15380). The inventory should address seasonal 
variations in use of the Project area and should not be limited to resident species. 
The EIR should include the results of focused species-specific surveys, 
completed by a qualified biologist and conducted at the appropriate time of year 
and time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable. 
Species-specific surveys should be conducted in order to ascertain the presence 
of species with the potential to be directly, indirectly, on or within a reasonable 
distance of the Project activities. CDFW recommends SACOG rely on survey and 
monitoring protocols and guidelines available at: www.wildlife.ca.gov/ 
Conservation/Survey-Protocols. Alternative survey protocols may be warranted; 
justification should be provided to substantiate why an alternative protocol is 
necessary. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed 
in consultation with CDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, where 
necessary. Some aspects of the Project may warrant periodic updated surveys 
for certain sensitive taxa, particularly if the Project is proposed to occur over a 
protracted time frame, or in phases, or if surveys are completed during periods of 
drought or deluge. 

 
4. A thorough, recent (within the last two years), floristic-based assessment of 

special-status plants and natural communities, following CDFW's Protocols for 
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations 
and Natural Communities (see www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Plants). 

 
5. Information on the regional setting that is critical to an assessment of 

environmental impacts, with special emphasis on resources that are rare or 
unique to the region (CEQA Guidelines § 15125[c]). 

Analysis of Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources 

The EIR should provide a thorough discussion of the Project’s potential direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts on biological resources. To ensure that Project impacts on 
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biological resources are fully analyzed, the following information should be included in 
the EIR: 

 
1. The EIR should define the threshold of significance for each impact and describe 

the criteria used to determine whether the impacts are significant (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (f)). The EIR must demonstrate that the significant 
environmental impacts of the Project were adequately investigated and 
discussed, and it must permit the significant effects of the Project to be 
considered in the full environmental context. 

2. A discussion of potential impacts from lighting, noise, human activity, and wildlife-
human interactions created by Project activities especially those adjacent to 
natural areas, exotic and/or invasive species occurrences, and drainages. The 
EIR should address Project-related changes to drainage patterns and water 
quality within, upstream, and downstream of the Project site, including volume, 
velocity, and frequency of existing and post-Project surface flows; polluted runoff; 
soil erosion and/or sedimentation in streams and water bodies; and post-Project 
fate of runoff from the Project site. 

3. A discussion of potential indirect Project impacts on biological resources, 
including resources in areas adjacent to the Project footprint, such as nearby 
public lands (e.g., National Forests, State Parks, etc.), open space, adjacent 
natural habitats, riparian ecosystems, wildlife corridors, and any designated 
and/or proposed reserve or mitigation lands (e.g., preserved lands associated 
with a Conservation or Recovery Plan, or other conserved lands). 

4. A cumulative effects analysis developed as described under CEQA Guidelines 
section 15130. The EIR should discuss the Project's cumulative impacts to 
natural resources and determine if that contribution would result in a significant 
impact. The EIR should include a list of present, past, and probable future 
projects producing related impacts to biological resources or shall include a 
summary of the projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide 
plan, that consider conditions contributing to a cumulative effect. The cumulative 
analysis shall include impact analysis of vegetation and habitat reductions within 
the area and their potential cumulative effects. Please include all potential direct 
and indirect Project-related impacts to riparian areas, wetlands, wildlife corridors 
or wildlife movement areas, aquatic habitats, sensitive species and/or special-
status species, open space, and adjacent natural habitats in the cumulative 
effects analysis. 

Mitigation Measures for Project Impacts to Biological Resources 

The EIR should include appropriate and adequate avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures for all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that are expected to 
occur as a result of the construction and long-term operation and maintenance of the 
Project. CDFW also recommends the environmental documentation provide 
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scientifically supported discussion regarding adequate avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures to address the Project's significant impacts upon fish and wildlife 
and their habitat. For individual projects, mitigation must be roughly proportional to the 
level of impacts, including cumulative impacts, in accordance with the provisions of 
CEQA (Guidelines § § 15126.4(a)(4)(B), 15064, 15065, and 16355). In order for 
mitigation measures to be effective, they must be specific, enforceable, and feasible 
actions that will improve environmental conditions. When proposing measures to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate impacts, CDFW recommends consideration of the following: 

1. Fully Protected Species: Several Fully Protected Species (Fish & G. Code § 
3511) have the potential to occur within or adjacent to the Project area, including, 
but not limited to: white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus), California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), and 
greater sandhill crane (Antigone canadensis tabida). Project activities described 
in the EIR should be designed to completely avoid any fully protected species 
that have the potential to be present within or adjacent to the Project area. If fully 
protected species cannot be completely avoided, the Project should obtain 
incidental take coverage for all species that have the potential to be present 
within or adjacent to the Project Area2. CDFW also recommends the EIR fully 
analyze potential adverse impacts to fully protected species due to habitat 
modification, loss of foraging habitat, and/or interruption of migratory and 
breeding behaviors. CDFW recommends that SACOG include in the analysis 
how appropriate avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures will reduce 
indirect impacts to fully protected species. 

2. Species of Special Concern: Several Species of Special Concern (SSC) have the 
potential to occur within or adjacent to the Project area, including, but not limited 
to: western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys 
marmorata), two-striped gartersnake (Thamnophis hammondii), northern harrier 
(Circus hudsonius), western red bat (Lasiurus frantzii), Marysville California 
kangaroo rat (Dipodomys californicus eximius), and American badger (Taxidea 
taxus). Project activities described in the EIR should be designed to avoid any 
SSC that has the potential to be present within or adjacent to the Project area. 
CDFW also recommends that the EIR fully analyze potential adverse impacts to 
SSC due to habitat modification, loss of foraging habitat, and/or interruption of 
migratory and breeding behaviors. CDFW recommends SACOG include in the 
analysis how appropriate avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures will 
reduce impacts to SSC. 

3. Sensitive Plant Communities: CDFW considers sensitive plant communities to be 
imperiled habitats having both local and regional significance. Plant communities, 
alliances, and associations with a statewide ranking of S-1, S-2, S-3, and S-4 

                                            

2 CDFW may only issue incidental take permits for specified projects if certain conditions are satisfied per 
SB 147. 
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should be considered sensitive and declining at the local and regional level. 
These ranks can be obtained by querying the CNDDB and are included in The 
Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer 2009). The EIR should include 
measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect sensitive plant communities from 
Project-related direct and indirect impacts. 

4. Native Wildlife Nursery Sites: CDFW recommends the EIR fully analyze potential 
adverse impacts to native wildlife nursery sites, including but not limited to bat 
maternity roosts. Based on review of Project materials, aerial photography, and 
observation of the site from public roadways, the Project site contains potential 
nursery site habitat for structure and tree roosting bats and is near potential 
foraging habitat. Bats are considered non-game mammals and are afforded 
protection by state law from take and/or harassment, (Fish & G. Code, § 4150; 
Cal. Code of Regs, § 251.1). CDFW recommends that the EIR fully identify the 
Project’s potential impacts to native wildlife nursery sites, and include appropriate 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures to reduce impacts or mitigate 
any potential significant impacts to bat nursery sites. 

5. Mitigation: CDFW considers adverse Project-related impacts to sensitive species 
and habitats to be significant to both local and regional ecosystems, and the EIR 
should include mitigation measures for adverse Project-related impacts to these 
resources. Mitigation measures should emphasize avoidance and reduction of 
Project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, onsite habitat restoration, 
enhancement, or permanent protection should be evaluated and discussed in 
detail. If onsite mitigation is not feasible or would not be biologically viable and 
therefore not adequately mitigate the loss of biological functions and values, 
offsite mitigation through habitat creation and/or acquisition and preservation in 
perpetuity should be addressed. 

The EIR should include measures to perpetually protect the targeted habitat 
values within mitigation areas from direct and indirect adverse impacts in order to 
meet mitigation objectives to offset Project-induced qualitative and quantitative 
losses of biological values. Specific issues that should be addressed include 
restrictions on access, proposed land dedications, long-term monitoring and 
management programs, control of illegal dumping, water pollution, increased 
human intrusion, etc. 

6. Habitat Revegetation/Restoration Plans: Plans for restoration and revegetation 
should be prepared by persons with expertise in the regional ecosystems and 
native plant restoration techniques. Plans should identify the assumptions used 
to develop the proposed restoration strategy. Each plan should include, at a 
minimum: (a) the location of restoration sites and assessment of appropriate 
reference sites; (b) the plant species to be used, sources of local propagules, 
container sizes, and seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation area; 
(d) a local seed and cuttings and planting schedule; (e) a description of the 
irrigation methodology; (f) measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) 
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specific success criteria; (h) a detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency 
measures should the success criteria not be met; and (j) identification of the party 
responsible for meeting the success criteria and providing for conservation of the 
mitigation site in perpetuity. Monitoring of restoration areas should extend across 
a sufficient time frame to ensure that the new habitat is established, self-
sustaining, and capable of surviving drought. 

 
CDFW recommends that local onsite propagules from the Project area and 
nearby vicinity be collected and used for restoration purposes. Onsite seed 
collection should be appropriately timed to ensure the viability of the seeds when 
planted. Onsite vegetation mapping at the alliance and/or association level 
should be used to develop appropriate restoration goals and local plant palettes. 
Reference areas should be identified to help guide restoration efforts. Specific 
restoration plans should be developed for various Project components as 
appropriate. Restoration objectives should include protecting special habitat 
elements or re-creating them in areas affected by the Project. Examples may 
include retention of woody material, logs, snags, rocks, and brush piles. Fish and 
Game Code sections 1002, 1002.5 and 1003 authorize CDFW to issue permits 
for the take or possession of plants and wildlife for scientific, educational, and 
propagation purposes. Please see our website for more information on Scientific 
Collecting Permits at www.wildlife.ca.gov/Licensing/Scientific-Collecting# 
53949678-regulations-. 

7. Nesting Birds: Please note that it is the Project proponent’s responsibility to comply 
with all applicable laws related to nesting birds and birds of prey. Migratory non-
game native bird species are protected by international treaty under the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.). 
CDFW implemented the MBTA by adopting the Fish and Game Code section 3513. 
Fish and Game Code sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3800 provide additional protection 
to nongame birds, birds of prey, their nests and eggs. Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 
3513 of the Fish and Game Code afford protective measures as follows: section 
3503 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or 
eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by the Fish and Game Code or any 
regulation made pursuant thereto; section 3503.5 states that is it unlawful to take, 
possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds-of-
prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as 
otherwise provided by the Fish and Game Code or any regulation adopted pursuant 
thereto; and section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory 
nongame bird as designated in the MBTA or any part of such migratory nongame 
bird except as provided by rules and regulations adopted by the Secretary of the 
Interior under provisions of the MBTA. 

Potential habitat for nesting birds and birds of prey is present within the Project 
area. The Project should disclose all potential activities that may incur a direct or 
indirect take to nongame nesting birds within the Project footprint and its vicinity. 



2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for the 
Sacramento Region 
February 26, 2025 
Page 9 of 14 
 

Appropriate avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures to avoid take 
must be included in the EIR. 

CDFW recommends the EIR include specific avoidance and minimization 
measures to ensure that impacts to nesting birds or their nests do not occur. 
Project-specific avoidance and minimization measures may include, but not be 
limited to: Project phasing and timing, monitoring of Project-related noise (where 
applicable), sound walls, and buffers, where appropriate. The EIR should also 
include specific avoidance and minimization measures that will be implemented 
should a nest be located within the Project site. In addition to larger, protocol 
level survey efforts (e.g., Swainson’s hawk surveys) and scientific assessments, 
CDFW recommends a final preconstruction survey be required no more than 
three (3) days prior to vegetation clearing or ground disturbance activities, as 
instances of nesting could be missed if surveys are conducted earlier. 

 
8. Moving out of Harm’s Way: The Project is anticipated to result in the clearing of 

natural habitats that support native species. To avoid direct mortality, SACOG should 
state in the EIR a requirement for a qualified biologist with the proper handling 
permits, which will be retained to be onsite prior to and during all ground- and habitat-
disturbing activities. Furthermore, the EIR should describe that the qualified biologist 
with the proper permits may move out of harm’s way special-status species or other 
wildlife of low or limited mobility that would otherwise be injured or killed from Project-
related activities, as needed. The EIR should also describe qualified biologist 
qualifications and authorities to stop work to prevent direct mortality of special-status 
species. CDFW recommends fish and wildlife species be allowed to move out of 
harm’s way on their own volition, if possible, and to assist their relocation as a last 
resort. It should be noted that the temporary relocation of onsite wildlife does not 
constitute effective mitigation for habitat loss. 

 
9. Translocation of Species: CDFW generally does not support the use of relocation, 

salvage, and/or transplantation as the sole mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, 
or endangered species as these efforts are generally experimental in nature and 
largely unsuccessful. Therefore, the EIR should describe additional mitigation 
measures utilizing habitat restoration, conservation, and/or preservation, in addition 
to avoidance and minimization measures, if it is determined that there may be 
impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered species. 

The EIR should incorporate mitigation performance standards that would ensure that 
impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation measures proposed in the 
EIR should be made a condition of approval of the Project. Please note that obtaining a 
permit from CDFW by itself with no other mitigation proposal may constitute mitigation 
deferral. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4, subdivision (a)(1)(B) states that formulation 
of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. To avoid deferring 
mitigation in this way, the EIR should describe avoidance, minimization and mitigation 
measures that would be implemented should the impact occur. 
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California Endangered Species Act 

CDFW is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of fish and wildlife 
resources including threatened, endangered, and/or candidate plant and animal 
species, pursuant to CESA. CDFW recommends that a CESA Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) be obtained if the Project has the potential to result in “take” (Fish & G. Code § 86 
defines “take” as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill”) of State-listed CESA species, either through construction or over the life 
of the Project. 

State-listed species with the potential to occur in the area include but are not limited to: 
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), foothill yellow-legged frog - 
north Sierra DPS (Rana boylii pop. 3), giant gartersnake (Thamnophis gigas), 
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), bank swallow (Riparia riparia), tricolored blackbird 
(Agelaius tricolor), Crotch's bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), and Sierra Nevada red fox - 
Sierra Nevada DPS (Vulpes vulpes necator pop. 2). 

The EIR should disclose the potential of the Project to take State-listed species and how 
the impacts will be avoided, minimized, and mitigated. Please note that mitigation 
measures that are adequate to reduce impacts to a less-than significant level to meet 
CEQA requirements may not be enough for the issuance of an ITP. To facilitate the 
issuance of an ITP, if applicable, CDFW recommends the EIR include measures to 
minimize and fully mitigate the impacts to any State-listed species the Project has potential 
to take. CDFW encourages early consultation with staff to determine appropriate 
measures to facilitate future permitting processes and to engage with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and/or National Marine Fisheries Service to coordinate specific measures 
if both State and federally listed species may be present within the Project vicinity. 

Native Plant Protection Act 

The Native Plant Protection Act (Fish & G. Code §1900 et seq.) prohibits the take or 
possession of State-listed rare and endangered plants, including any part or product 
thereof, unless authorized by CDFW or in certain limited circumstances. Take of State-
listed rare and/or endangered plants due to Project activities may only be permitted 
through an ITP or other authorization issued by CDFW pursuant to California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, section 786.9 subdivision (b). 

Lake and Streambed Alteration Program 

The EIR should identify all perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral rivers, streams, lakes, 
other hydrologically connected aquatic features, and any associated biological 
resources/habitats present within the entire Project footprint (including utilities, access 
and staging areas). The environmental document should analyze all potential 
temporary, permanent, direct, indirect and/or cumulative impacts to the above-
mentioned features and associated biological resources/habitats that may occur 
because of the Project. If it is determined the Project will result in significant impacts to 
these resources the EIR shall propose appropriate avoidance, minimization and/or 
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mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
 
Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code requires an entity to notify CDFW prior to 
commencing any activity that may do one or more of the following:  

1. Substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream or lake;  

2. Substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel or bank of any 
river, stream, or lake; or  

3. Deposit debris, waste or other materials where it may pass into any river, stream 
or lake.  

Please note that "any river, stream or lake" includes those that are episodic (i.e., those 
that are dry for periods of time) as well as those that are perennial (i.e., those that flow 
year-round). This includes ephemeral streams and watercourses with a subsurface flow. 
It may also apply to work undertaken within the flood plain of a body of water. 

If upon review of an entity’s notification, CDFW determines that the Project activities 
may substantially adversely affect an existing fish or wildlife resource, a Lake and 
Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement will be issued which will include reasonable 
measures necessary to protect the resource. CDFW’s issuance of an LSA Agreement is 
a “project” subject to CEQA (see Pub. Resources Code 21065). To facilitate issuance of 
an LSA Agreement, if one is necessary, the EIR should fully identify the potential 
impacts to the lake, stream, or riparian resources, and provide adequate avoidance, 
mitigation, and monitoring and reporting commitments. Early consultation with CDFW is 
recommended, since modification of the Project may avoid or reduce impacts to fish 
and wildlife resources. All LSA Notification types must be submitted online through 
CDFW’s Environmental Permit Information Management System (EPIMS). For more 
information about EPIMS, please visit https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/ 
Environmental-Review/EPIMS. More information about LSA Notifications, paper forms 
and fees may be found at https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-
Review/LSA. 

Please note that other agencies may use specific methods and definitions to determine 
impacts to areas subject to their authorities. These methods and definitions often do not 
include all needed information for CDFW to determine the extent of fish and wildlife 
resources affected by activities subject to Notification under Fish and Game Code 
section 1602. Therefore, CDFW does not recommend relying solely on methods 
developed specifically for delineating areas subject to other agencies’ jurisdiction (such 
as United States Army Corps of Engineers) when mapping lakes, streams, wetlands, 
floodplains, riparian areas, etc. in preparation for submitting a Notification of an LSA. 

CDFW relies on the lead agency environmental document analysis when acting as a 
responsible agency issuing an LSA Agreement. CDFW recommends lead agencies 
coordinate with us as early as possible, since potential modification of the proposed 
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Project may avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources and expedite the 
Project approval process. 

The following information will be required for the processing of an LSA Notification and 
CDFW recommends incorporating this information into any forthcoming CEQA 
document(s) to avoid subsequent documentation and Project delays: 

1. Mapping and quantification of lakes, streams, and associated fish and wildlife 
habitat (e.g., riparian habitat, freshwater wetlands, etc.) that will be temporarily 
and/or permanently impacted by the Project, including impacts from access and 
staging areas. Please include an estimate of impact to each habitat type. 

2. Discussion of specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to 
reduce Project impacts to fish and wildlife resources to a less-than-significant 
level. Please refer to section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Based on review of Project materials, aerial photography and observation of the site 
from public roadways, the Project site supports multiple major watercourses and its 
associated riparian habitat. CDFW recommends the EIR fully identify the Project’s 
potential impacts to the stream and/or its associated vegetation and wetlands. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and 
negative declarations be incorporated into a database, which may be used to make 
subsequent or supplemental environmental determinations (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21003, subd. (e)). Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural 
communities detected during Project surveys to CNDDB. The CNNDB field survey form 
can be found at the following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-
Data. The completed form can be submitted online or mailed electronically to CNDDB at 
the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. 

FILING FEES 

The Project, as proposed, would have an effect on fish and wildlife, and assessment of 
filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by 
SACOG and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment 
of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, 
and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code § 711.4; Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21089.) 

CONCLUSION 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 21092 and 21092.2, CDFW requests 
written notification of proposed actions and pending decisions regarding the Project. 
Written notifications shall be directed to: California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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North Central Region, 1701 Nimbus Road, Rancho Cordova, CA  95670 or emailed to 
R2CEQA@wildlife.ca.gov. 

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of the 
EIR for the 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy for The Sacramento Region and recommends that SACOG address 
CDFW’s comments and concerns in the forthcoming EIR. CDFW personnel are 
available for consultation regarding biological resources and strategies to minimize 
impacts. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the comments provided in this letter or wish to 
schedule a meeting and/or site visit, please contact Alexander Funk, Environmental 
Scientist at (916) 817-0434 or alexander.funk@wildlife.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Tanya Sheya 
Environmental Program Manager 
 
ec: Ian Boyd, Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisory) 

Alexander Funk, Environmental Scientist  
 Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento 
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From:  Jackie Whitelam <jackiewhitelam@gmail.com> 
To: EIR Comments eircomments@sacog.org 
Date:  Wed 2/26/2025 1:38 PM 
Subject:  further info regarding my 2/26/25 chat comments offered on blueprint eir scoping meeting 

EXTERNAL EMAIL: If unknown sender, do not click links/attachments. 
Attached are three SPUR publications that elaborate on the need for a change in the method of delivery for housing.   
Hopefully they will come through.   
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Vienna solved their housing crisis

1918:  30,000 Homeless 2022:  Most Livable City
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© State Hall of the Austrian National Library. Photographer, Albert Hilscher.

Vienna was just ranked the world"s most livable city. No US 

cities made the top 10. 
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Vienna’s Approach to Housing
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• Housing for All 
• Sufficient Housing Capital 
• Pro Active Public Land Strategy
• Cost Based Financing (LPHA)
• Innovation & Sustainability
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City Comparisons
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Housing for All

▪ 80 % of Vienna’s residents qualify

▪Housing set asides for Low-income 

and vulnerable groups 

▪ Focus on Community Building

▪ Comprehensive tenant services 

▪Displacement prevention



Social Mixing Policy 

You can’t tell a person's income by their 
address”

Michael Ludwig, Mayor of Vienna

.
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Vienna’s Housing Capital
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1% income tax + loan repayments, ground 
leases and rental income 

+ €250 mil Hon €200 million 

~ __ .) ...____ ______ y -

€450 Million TOTAL 

/ ~ 
85% of funds are allocated to 
capital costs 

✓"\.. 
213rd is allocated to 
new construction 

113rd is allocated 
to rehabilitation 

15% of funds are used for ongoing 
individual subsidies and 
coordination of tenant services 



Public Land Strategy
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Large Scale Urban Development

9

▪Mixed Income Zoning

▪ Infrastructure Investment

▪Developer Competitions
▪ Social Sustainability

▪ Design

▪ Environmental Sustainability

▪ Financial Feasibility  



Sonnwendviertel

▪ 75 Acres

▪ 17 Acre Park

▪ 5,500 Units

▪ Central Rail Station

▪ 100 Shops

▪ EV Car Sharing Svc

▪ 600 Parking Stalls

▪ 1,100 Bicycle Stalls

Open Space & Public Transit



A Variety of Housing Types

Municipal 

Housing

Limited 

Profit 

Housing 

Association

SMART 

Apartments

Owner 

Cooperatives

Gentle 

Density

Temporary 

Emergency 

Housing
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To learn more about the Vienna Social 
Housing Field Study, visit 

https://GPLA.co

Join a future delegation!

GLOBAL POLICY 
LEADERSHIP ACADEMY 
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HOUSING AS INFRASTRUCTURE 4

Introduction

SPUR believes that it is essential that every person have a place to live, just as it is essential to have food to eat, 

clean water to drink and power to provide heat in the winter. In the United States, housing is viewed as a financial 

asset — something to be bought, rented and sold. In other countries, housing is a human right, something that is 

necessary for the health and well-being of every person. Many places outside of the United States treat housing 

as both a right and a financial asset. In these places, housing is accessible and affordable to a broad swath of the 

population, and homelessness is less prevalent.  

In a world where the premise is that everyone deserves a safe, decent and affordable place to live, 

government has a large role to play in supporting the production of housing at all income levels. Housing is 

treated as public infrastructure, much like water or electricity. The government is much more active in owning, 

funding and financing housing. It also plays a stronger hand in regulating the housing market. Instead of using 

regulations to limit housing production to the types of housing that are politically acceptable to neighbors, as is 

the case in the United States, governments determine what public lands will be made available for development 

and, in many instances, to regulate prices. 

Treating housing as infrastructure is not an unachievable fantasy. Other countries have done it, and we can 

learn from them. What these countries have in common are, first, a belief that housing is a human right and, 

second, national governments that play a strong role in ensuring that housing is provided at affordable levels to 

those who need it. While this report focuses on the actions that can be taken at the state and regional — rather 

than federal — levels, we can learn important lessons from other countries.

Denmark: In Copenhagen, 15% of the housing stock is “social housing” — publicly financed housing that 

serves low- and middle-income households. Denmark’s national policy is to provide “affordable housing 

for all,” and housing programs are organized to achieve that goal. Everyone who needs a rental subsidy 

in Denmark gets one.1 The National Building Fund for Social Housing provides resources to create 

social housing as well as to maintain existing social housing. And a public corporation, known as the 

Copenhagen City and Port Development Corporation, can fund infrastructure and further developments 

that support the public good.2 

Austria: In Vienna, 48% of housing is either social housing or housing that’s owned by nonprofits. A 

federal tax on both employers and employees is specifically designated to support housing. The city 

itself owns 220,000 units of housing. And private developers must share profits with a public revolving 

fund dedicated to producing more housing.3 

Japan: In Tokyo, renters make up 46% of the population. Housing is rebuilt every 20 to 30 years; at the 

end of that period, the older housing has almost no value and is not seen as a mechanism to transfer 

wealth. The federal government makes most land use decisions, development is streamlined and new 

1	 OECD, The OECD Tax Benefit Model for Denmark: Description of Policy Rules for 2018, page 11, http://www.oecd.org/els/soc/TaxBEN-Denmark-2018.pdf

2	 Cristian Bevington, Paul Peninger and Sarah Karlinsky, From Copenhagen to Tokyo: Learning From International Delivery Systems, SPUR and AECOM, August 6, 2020, pages 3–12, 

https://www.spur.org/publications/white-paper/2020-08-06/copenhagen-tokyo

3	 Ibid., pages 20–25.

______ , 

http://www.oecd.org/els/soc/TaxBEN-Denmark-2018.pdf
https://www.spur.org/publications/white-paper/2020-08-06/copenhagen-tokyo


housing supply outstrips demand, keeping costs low. The government also offers discounts on publicly 

financed housing to households that locate near their older family members, as well as to families with 

children, in order to encourage mixed-age communities.4 

Treating housing as a human right is not a completely new idea in the United States. In 1944, during his State 

of the Union address, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt called for a “Second Bill of Rights” that included the 

right of every family to “a decent home.”5 And in 1948, the United States signed the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights, which includes the right to housing but does not have the binding power of law. Despite these 

initial steps, the promise of housing as a right in this country has never been fulfilled. 

4	 Ibid., pages 32–37.

5	 Eric Tars, “Housing as a Human Right,” 2016 Advocates’ Guide, National Low Income Housing Coalition, 2016, https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/2016AG_Chapter_1-6.pdf
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HOUSING AS INFRASTRUCTURE 6

A Brief History of New Deal Housing Programs in the 
United States: Homeownership, Public Housing and 
Systemic Racism

As part of the New Deal in the 1930s, the United States created the Federal Housing Administration 

(FHA) to regulate mortgage interest and offer low-cost long-term debt to buyers. Since its creation, the 

FHA has insured more than 46 million mortgages.6 After World War II, FHA-backed loans accounted 

for a massive housing boom, allowing millions of largely white families to access homeownership for 

the first time. At the same time, this program institutionalized racism. The FHA developed “redlining” 

maps that showed where loans could and couldn’t be made. FHA-backed mortgages were not 

permitted in communities primarily made up of Black people and other people of color, thereby denying 

homeownership to people of color and reinforcing the wealth gap.7 

	 The Federal Housing Act of 1937 created public housing (housing owned and funded by the 

government) in the United States. Under this program, 1.4 million units of housing were built and made 

affordable to low-income people.8 While the original impetus of the legislation was to create safe and 

decent housing for the working class, public housing policies also enshrined racial segregation in many 

communities.9 Over the years, chronic defunding of public housing operations contributed to the physical 

deterioration of the buildings and turned public housing into housing of last resort.

	 What our history tells us is that this country is capable of treating housing as infrastructure. It is also 

capable of enacting and reinforcing racism in its housing policies. It is SPUR’s hope that the Bay Area can 

use the tools of government to create a housing system that is racially equitable and that enables housing 

to be treated as a human right. 

6	 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “The Federal Housing Administration (FHA),” https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/housing/fhahistory

7	 Richard Rothstein, The Color of Law: A Forgotten History of How Our Government Segregated America, Liveright Publishing / W.W. Norton, 2017, https://wwnorton.com/books/

The-Color-of-Law/

8	 National Housing Law Project, “Public Housing,” https://www.nhlp.org/resource-center/public-housing/

9	 National Low Income Housing Coalition, “Public Housing History,” October 17, 2019, https://nlihc.org/resource/public-housing-history 

______ , 

https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/housing/fhahistory
https://www.nhlp.org/resource-center/public-housing/
https://nlihc.org/resource/public-housing-history
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This report is part of SPUR’s Regional Strategy, a 50-year vision for the future of the Bay Area. Focusing on a 

five-decade time horizon enables us to think about solutions to entrenched problems at the scale that’s required 

to meet the challenge, allowing us to consider the question: “What interventions would actually be sufficient to 

turn the tide on the housing crisis?” Reconceiving of housing as infrastructure could fundamentally transform the 

region’s housing landscape and empower state, regional and local governments to undertake changes on a large 

scale. 

If we begin to treat housing as infrastructure, what might the results look like in the Bay Area? In the future, 

affordable housing would be sufficiently funded to the point where the region produced enough affordable 

housing for those who needed it. Governmental institutions would be actively looking to acquire new land 

and buildings and would use existing public land to create more affordable homes. The cost of producing new 

housing would decrease because modular housing would be the norm and not the exception and because 

regulatory efforts would not be geared toward stopping new housing from being built, but rather toward 

encouraging the creation of the housing the region needs. There would be a strong pipeline of construction 

workers being trained for well-paying jobs building innovative, factory-built housing. These jobs would not be 

subject to boom-and-bust real estate market cycles because the government would intervene to ensure that 

housing was built during market downturns. Most middle-income housing would be built by the private market 

because it would be faster and cheaper to build new housing, and the supply of housing would be large enough 

that people weren’t outbidding each other for scarce units. And our state property tax system would encourage 

cities to support the construction of new housing.  

We have the ability to achieve this vision. But we must create a housing delivery system that works for 

everyone, not just those who can afford to outcompete everyone else for a new housing unit.  

This report makes a series of recommendations to change our housing delivery system. Taken collectively, 

they move us toward a future where housing is available to all who need it. Some of these ideas require a 

significant change from our current political reality, but if we want housing to be treated as a human right, these 

are changes well worth making. 

______ , 
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https://drexel.edu/nowak-lab/publications/reports/Growing%20Wealth%20in%20Opportunity%20Zones%20A%20Proposal%20for%20Community%20Equity%20Trusts/
https://drexel.edu/nowak-lab/publications/reports/Growing%20Wealth%20in%20Opportunity%20Zones%20A%20Proposal%20for%20Community%20Equity%20Trusts/
https://www.spur.org/news/2020-04-27/sheltering-place-reveals-how-much-parking-dominates-our-cities-and-lives
https://www.spur.org/news/2020-04-27/sheltering-place-reveals-how-much-parking-dominates-our-cities-and-lives
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http://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/uploads/Hard_Construction_Costs_March_2020.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/capital-projects-and-infrastructure/our-insights/reinventing-construction-through-a-productivity-revolution
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/capital-projects-and-infrastructure/our-insights/reinventing-construction-through-a-productivity-revolution


https://www.ams-institute.org/how-we-work/living-labs/
https://buiksloterham.nl/message/2229/amsterdam-launches-living-lab-for-circular-urban-development
https://www.govtech.com/fs/Amsterdam-Transforms-Polluted-Industrial-Site-into-its-Most-Interesting-Neighborhood.html
https://www.govtech.com/fs/Amsterdam-Transforms-Polluted-Industrial-Site-into-its-Most-Interesting-Neighborhood.html
https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2018-08/ADU_ExecutiveDirective18_01_FINAL.pdf
https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/resources/2018-08/ADU_ExecutiveDirective18_01_FINAL.pdf


https://www.theurbanist.org/2020/09/15/city-launches-aduniverse-website-for-pre-approved-backyard-cottage-designs/
https://www.theurbanist.org/2020/09/15/city-launches-aduniverse-website-for-pre-approved-backyard-cottage-designs/
https://www.latimes.com/entertainment-arts/story/2021-03-05/new-city-program-brings-high-design-concepts-to-granny-flat
https://www.latimes.com/entertainment-arts/story/2021-03-05/new-city-program-brings-high-design-concepts-to-granny-flat
https://ladbs.org/adu/standard-plan-program/approved-standard-plans
https://hbr.org/2019/07/how-blockchain-will-change-construction
https://hbr.org/2019/07/how-blockchain-will-change-construction
https://www.constructiondive.com/news/covid-19-forces-building-officials-to-explore-remote-video-inspections/576072/
https://www.constructiondive.com/news/covid-19-forces-building-officials-to-explore-remote-video-inspections/576072/


https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/capital-projects-and-infrastructure/our-insights/modular-construction-from-projects-to-products
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/capital-projects-and-infrastructure/our-insights/modular-construction-from-projects-to-products
https://www.globalconstructionreview.com/trends/why-sweden-beats-world-h8an0ds-4d2own0-6p4r2e0f8ab/
https://www.globalconstructionreview.com/trends/why-sweden-beats-world-h8an0ds-4d2own0-6p4r2e0f8ab/
http://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/uploads/Swedish_Housing_System_Memo.pdf
http://ternercenter.berkeley.edu/uploads/Swedish_Housing_System_Memo.pdf
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https://www.sccgov.org/sites/rwr/rwrc/Documents/902794SB_1_Fact_Sheet.pdf
https://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-council-approves-hhh-pilot-20190129-story.html
https://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-council-approves-hhh-pilot-20190129-story.html


https://www.fastcompany.com/90561322/prefab-was-supposed-to-fix-the-construction-industrys-biggest-problems-why-isnt-it-everywhere
https://www.fastcompany.com/90561322/prefab-was-supposed-to-fix-the-construction-industrys-biggest-problems-why-isnt-it-everywhere




https://www.buildzoom.com/blog/scar-from-which-the-construction-workforce-has-yet-to-recover
https://www.buildzoom.com/blog/scar-from-which-the-construction-workforce-has-yet-to-recover
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Appendix B
Income Shifts by Race and Ethnicity
This analysis covers five counties in the Bay Area: Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo, and Sonoma. 

The four remaining counties in the Bay Area – San Francisco, Alameda, Santa Clara, and Solano — are 

discussed in the main body of the report. In every county, the median household income of white and 

Asian households outstripped that of every other racial or ethnic group.

Contra Costa 
County
In Contra Costa County, while 
whites and Asians enjoyed 
the highest median income 
of any racial or ethnic group, 
Native Hawaiians and Other 
Pacific Islanders made 
the greatest gain of any 
group while also shrinking 
as a percent of the overall 
population.
Change in Median Income by 
Race and Ethnicity in Contra 
Costa County, 2010 to 2019
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

U.S. Census data.

Note: Figures are not adjusted for inflation.

Contra Costa County 
Population by Race and 
Ethnicity, 2010 to 2019
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Population Change

RACE 2010 2019 # %

White 502,751 489,677 (13,074) (2.6%)

Black or African American 92,992 99,615 6,623 7.1%

American Indian or Alaska Native 2,597 2,259 (338) (13.0%)

Asian 153,505 203,261 49,756 32.4%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 4,976 4,020 (956) (19.2%)

Hispanic or Latino 257,409 300,420 43,011 16.7%

Other 38,597 54,274 15,677 40.6%

Total: 1,052,827 1,153,526 100,699 9.6%

Source: U.S. Census
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Marin County
In Marin County, the median 
household income for whites 
and Asians far outstripped 
that of other racial or ethnic 
groups.
Change in Median Income by 
Race and Ethnicity in Marin 
County, 2010 to 2019
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

U.S. Census data.

Note: Figures are not adjusted for inflation.
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White 184,532 183,557 (975) (0.5%)

Black or African American 6,733 6,663 (70) (1.0%)

American Indian or Alaska Native 357 70 (287) (80.4%)

Asian 13,771 16,383 2,612 19.0%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 542 273 (269) (49.6%)

Hispanic or Latino 39,359 42,160 2,801 7.1%

Other 7,622 9,720 2,098 27.5%

Total: 252,916 258,826 5,910 2.3%

Source: U.S. Census
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Napa County
In Napa County, the median 
income for white households 
increased by 37%, while the 
median income for Black 
households decreased by 
20%.
Change in Median Income by 
Race and Ethnicity in Napa 
County, 2010 to 2019
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

U.S. Census data.

Note: Figures are not adjusted for inflation.
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White 76,899 73,210 (3,689) (4.8%)

Black or African American 2,644 2,780 136 5.1%

American Indian or Alaska Native 484 407 (77) (15.9%)

Asian 9,890 11,196 1,306 13.2%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 177 284 107 60.5%

Hispanic or Latino 44,292 47,544 3,252 7.3%

Other 2,472 4,202 1,730 70.0%

Total: 136,858 139,623 2,765 2.0%

Source: U.S. Census
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San Mateo 
County
In San Mateo County, the 
median income of white and 
Asian households grew by 
46% and 41%, respectively. 
While the median household 
income of Black households 
grew by 36%, the median 
income of Black households 
was still far below that 
of their white and Asian 
counterparts.
Change in Median Income 
by Race and Ethnicity in San 
Mateo County, 2010 to 2019
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

U.S. Census data.

Note: Figures are not adjusted for inflation.

San Mateo County 
Population by Race and 
Ethnicity, 2010 to 2019
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White 303,825 294,406 (9,419) (3.1%)

Black or African American 16,834 16,441 (393) (2.3%)

American Indian or Alaska Native 1,172 1,212 40 3.4%

Asian 177,080 227,794 50,714 28.6%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 10,637 9,236 (1,401) (13.2%)

Hispanic or Latino 183,534 183,978 444 0.2%

Other 27,080 33,506 6,426 23.7%

Total: 720,162 766,573 46,411 6.4%

Source: U.S. Census
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Sonoma County
In Sonoma County, median 
incomes for white, Asian, 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native, and Native Hawaiians 
and Other Pacific Islanders 
were all at or above the 
overall median income for the 
county.
Change in Median Income by 
Race and Ethnicity in Sonoma 
County, 2010 to 2019
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

U.S. Census data.

Note: Figures are not adjusted for inflation.

Sonoma County 
Population by Race and 
Ethnicity, 2010 to 2019
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White 320,721 310,067 (10,654) (3.3%)

Black or African American 7,362 6,447 (915) (12.4%)

American Indian or Alaska Native 5,332 2,260 (3,072) (57.6%)

Asian 19,615 20,402 787 4.0%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 1,829 1,864 35 1.9%

Hispanic or Latino 121,263 134,954 13,691 11.3%

Other 8,998 18,342 9,344 103.8%

Total: 485,120 494,336 9,216 1.9%
Source: U.S. Census
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Appendix C  
Rental Affordability in the Bay Area
This analysis covers five counties in the Bay Area: Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo, and Sonoma. 

The four remaining counties in the Bay Area — San Francisco, Alameda, Santa Clara, and Solano — are 

discussed in the main body of the report. 

In all five counties, rents were flat or grew somewhat as median incomes increased between 

2000 and 2010. By 2020, rents had escalated in tandem with strong median income growth.

Contra Costa 
County
Rents remained flat between 
2000 and 2010 but grew 47% 
between 2010 and 2020.
Relative Rental Affordability 
in Contra Costa County, 2000 
to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to rent

payment.
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Marin County
Rents declined by 4% 
between 2000 and 2010 but 
grew 46% between 2010 and 
2020.
Relative Rental Affordability in 
Marin County, 2000 to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to rent

payment.

Napa County
Rents grew 18% between 
2000 and 2010 and 52% 
between 2010 and 2020.
Relative Rental Affordability in 
Napa County, 2000 to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to rent

payment.
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San Mateo 
County
Rents declined 9% between 
2000 and 2010 but grew 33% 
between 2010 and 2020.
Relative Rental Affordability 
in San Mateo County, 2000 to 
2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to rent

payment.

Sonoma County
Rents increased 7% between 
2000 and 2010 and then 
grew an additional 46% 
between 2010 and 2020.
Relative Rental Affordability 
in Sonoma County, 2000 to 
2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to rent

payment.
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Appendix D
Homeownership Affordability in the 
Bay Area
This analysis covers five counties in the Bay Area: Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo, and Sonoma. 

The four remaining counties in the Bay Area — San Francisco, Alameda, Santa Clara, and Solano — are 

discussed in the main body of the report.

In all five counties, the cost of ownership outstripped what the median-income household was 

able to pay by 2020, even taking into account increases in income between 2000 and 2020. 

Contra Costa 
County
The median home price in 
Contra Costa County grew 
12% between 2000 and 
2010 and an additional 86% 
between 2010 and 2020.
Relative Homeownership 
Affordability in Contra Costa 
County, 2000 to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more  

than 30% of monthly median income goes to  

mortgage payment.
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Marin County
The median home price in 
Marin County grew 35% 
between 2000 and 2010 and 
another 56% between 2010 
and 2020.
Relative Homeownership 
Affordability in Marin County, 
2000 to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to  

mortgage payment.

Napa County
The median home price 
in Napa County grew 51% 
between 2000 and 2010 and 
another 79% between 2010 
and 2020.
Relative Homeownership 
Affordability in Napa County, 
2000 to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to  

mortgage payment.
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San Mateo 
County
The median home price in 
San Mateo County grew 41% 
between 2000 and 2010 and 
another 95% between 2010 
and 2020.
Relative Homeownership 
Affordability in San Mateo 
County, 2000 to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to 

mortgage payment.

Sonoma County
The median home price in 
Sonoma County rose 34% 
between 2000 and 2010 and 
another 64% between 2010 
and 2020.
Relative Homeownership 
Affordability in Sonoma 
County, 2000 to 2020
Source: The Concord Group analysis based on

data from Zillow and FRED.

Note: Incomes are defined using HCD income

limits for two-person households. Rental

affordability power assumes that no more than

30% of monthly median income goes to  

mortgage payment.
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March 4, 2025 

Clint Holtzen 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

1415 L Street, Suite 300 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Delivered via email: eircomments@sacog.org  

RE: Comments on Notice of Preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report for the 2025 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Sacramento 
Region, SCH#2025020168 

Dear Clint Holtzen: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Sacramento Area 
Council of Government’s (SACOG) Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the 2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy for the Sacramento Region (2025 MTP/SCS). The Delta 
Stewardship Council (Council) recognizes the objectives of the 2025 MTP/SCS, as 
described in the NOP, to achieve various federal, state, regional, and local policy 
objectives related to sustainable development, transportation, and greenhouse gas 
emission reduction while considering financial, growth, and regulatory constraints. 
This letter summarizes the requirements of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Reform Act of 2009 (Wat. Code, § 85000 et seq.; Delta Reform Act) pertaining to the 
2025 MTP/SCS and provides the Council’s comments on the NOP regarding the 
scope and content of the EIR for the 2025 MTP/SCS. 
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The Council is an independent state agency established by the Delta Reform Act 
The Delta Reform Act charges the Council with furthering California’s coequal goals 
of providing a more reliable water supply and protecting, restoring, and enhancing 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta) ecosystem. (Wat. Code, § 85054.) 
The Delta Reform Act further states that the coequal goals are to be achieved in a 
manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, recreational, natural 
resource, and agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place. (Wat. Code, § 
85054.) The Council is charged with furthering California’s coequal goals for the 
Delta through the adoption and implementation of the Delta Plan. (Wat. Code, § 
85300.)  

The Delta Plan contains regulatory policies, which are set forth in California Code of 
Regulations, title 23, sections 5001 et seq. Through the Delta Reform Act, the 
Council was granted specific regulatory and appellate authority over certain actions 
of state or local public agencies that take place in whole or in part in the Delta and 
Suisun Marsh. (Wat. Code, §§ 85210.)  A state or local agency that proposes to 
undertake a covered action is required to prepare a written Certification of 
Consistency with detailed findings as to whether the covered action is consistent 
with the Delta Plan and submit that Certification to the Council prior to initiation of 
the implementation of the project. (Wat. Code, § 85225.)  

Delta Reform Act Requirements for Regional Transportation Plans 
and Sustainable Communities Strategies 

1. Early Consultation  

The Delta Reform Act grants the Council specific authority to review and advise 
local and regional planning agencies regarding the consistency of local and regional 
planning documents, including sustainable communities strategies (SCS) and 
alternative planning strategies, with the Delta Plan. (Wat. Code, § 85212.) The Delta 
Reform Act requires a metropolitan planning organization preparing a regional 
transportation plan that includes land within the Delta primary or secondary zones 
to consult with the Council early in the planning process regarding the issues and 
policy choices relating to the Council’s advice. (Wat. Code, § 85212.)    
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2. Council’s Review of the Draft Metropolitan Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy   

The 2025 MTP/SCS is a plan for the Sacramento region, which includes the counties 
of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba, exclusive of the Tahoe 
Basin. In addition to early consultation, as described above, Water Code section 
85212 of the Delta Reform Act requires SACOG to provide to the Council both of the 
following: 

• a draft SCS or an alternative planning strategy no later than 60 days prior 
to the adoption of the final 2025 MTP/SCS. 

• a concurrent notice of its submission of the SCS in the same manner as a 
Certification of Consistency via electronic mail to 
coveredactions@deltacouncil.ca.gov.   

If the Council concludes that the submitted draft SCS or alternative planning 
strategy is inconsistent with the Delta Plan, the Council will provide to SACOG a 
written notice of the claimed inconsistency no later than 30 days prior to the 
adoption of the final 2025 MTP/SCS.  If SACOG receives a timely written notice of 
inconsistency from the Council, SACOG’s adoption of the final 2025 MTP/SCS must 
include a detailed response to the Council’s notice. (Wat. Code, § 85212.)  

Please notify the Council via electronic mail addressed to Eva Bush 
(Eva.Bush@deltacouncil.ca.gov) when the adoption hearings for the final 2025 
MTP/SCS are scheduled. The Council also would welcome a presentation by SACOG 
staff to the Council on the draft SCS at a future Council meeting prior to the final 
adoption hearings.  

Comment on Scope and Content of EIR for the 2025 MTP/SCS  

A state or local agency that proposes to carry out, approve, or fund an action that 
occurs in whole or in part in the Delta (covered action) is required to first determine 
whether that proposed action is a covered action and if so, prepare and submit to 
the Council a written Certification of Consistency with detailed findings as to 
whether the covered action is consistent with the Delta Plan. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
23, § 5001, subd. (k); Wat. Code, § 85225.)  

mailto:coveredactions@deltacouncil.ca.gov
mailto:Eva.Bush@deltacouncil.ca.gov
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Water Code section 85057.5, subdivision (a), states that a covered action is a plan, 
program, or project, as defined pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) in Public Resources Code section 21065, that meets all of the following 
conditions: 

(1) Will occur, in whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta or 
Suisun Marsh. 

(2) Will be carried out, approved, or funded by the state or a local public 
agency.  

(3) Is covered by one or more provisions of the Delta Plan.  

(4) Will have a significant impact on the achievement of one or both of the 
coequal goals or the implementation of government-sponsored flood control 
programs to reduce risks to people, property, and state interests in the Delta 

The Delta Reform Act exempts actions within the secondary zone of the Delta that a 
metropolitan planning organization determines are consistent with its SCS, or 
alternative planning strategy, and that the State Air Resources Board has 
determined would achieve regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(Wat. Code, § 85057.5, subd. (b)(4).) SACOG is the metropolitan planning 
organization for the Sacramento region, which contains portions of the primary and  
secondary zones of the Delta. Thus, Water Code Section 85057.5, subdivision (b)(4), 
provides SACOG with a significant role in shaping the state’s Delta policy. Although 
the 2025 MTP/SCS is not a covered action, SACOG should ensure that it is 
consistent with the Delta Plan, as discussed in greater detail below.  

1. Urban Expansion within the Delta  

The Council exercises its authority through regulatory policies. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 
23, § 5001 et seq.) Delta Plan Policy DP P1 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 5010.) places 
certain limits on new urban development within the Delta. New residential, 
commercial, or industrial development must be limited to areas that city or county 
general plans designate for that type of development as of the date of the Delta 
Plan’s adoption, May 16, 2013.  
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The EIR should acknowledge Policy DP P1 in the regulatory setting for the Land Use 
and Planning section, as well as in the growth inducement discussion. The EIR 
should document how the 2025 MTP/SCS is consistent with Policy DP P1 and 
evaluate whether any of the regional growth located within or adjacent to the Delta 
have the potential to induce residential, commercial, or industrial development that 
would be inconsistent with DP P1.  

The Council also has an interest in recommended transportation projects in the 
2025 MTP/SCS that may induce urban expansion or improve or degrade 
connections to rural areas and that would be inconsistent with DP P1. The EIR 
should describe what infrastructure, beyond the recommended transportation 
projects, is necessary to support the SCS or the plans, programs, projects, or 
activities encompassed within it. (Wat. Code § 85057.5, subd. (b)(4).)   

2. Consistency with Ecosystem Restoration Needs  

Water Code section 85212 of the Delta Reform Act requires that the Council’s input 
on local and regional planning documents, including an SCS, include, but not be 
limited to, reviewing both of the following:  

• the consistency of local and regional planning documents with the ecosystem 
restoration needs of the Delta.  

• whether the lands set aside for natural resource protection are sufficient to 
meet the Delta’s ecosystem needs.   

The Delta Plan designates six priority habitat restoration areas (PHRAs) that have 
the greatest potential for large-scale habitat restoration. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, 
app. 5.) Delta Plan Policy ER P3 (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 5007.) requires significant 
adverse impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat be avoided or mitigated in 
these areas (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, app. 5.)  

Two PHRAs are located partially or wholly within the 2025 MTP/SCS planning area: 
the Yolo Bypass and the Cosumnes-Mokelumne Confluence. The consistency of the 
2025 MTP/SCS with the ecosystem restoration needs of the Delta is based on the 
2025 MTP/SCS’s impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat in these PHRAs. The 
EIR should describe the planned land uses identified in these areas and describe  
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how significant adverse impacts to the opportunity to restore habitat in these 
locations would be avoided or mitigated. 

Closing Comments and Next Steps  

As SACOG proceeds with development and environmental impact analysis for the 
2025 MTP/SCS, the Council invites SACOG to continue to engage Council staff to 
ensure consistency between the 2025 MTP/SCS and the Delta Plan and to ensure 
that the two plans are complementary in nature and serve to protect the Delta 
while promoting sustainable growth and economic vitality in the broader region.  

Please contact Eva Bush at Eva.Bush@deltacouncil.ca.gov with any questions.  

 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Jeff Henderson 

Deputy Executive Officer 

mailto:Eva.Bush@deltacouncil.ca.gov
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February 2025 

2025 Blueprint (Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy) EIR Scoping Meeting 

Virtual Meeting Summary – February 2025 

Introduction: 
In February 2025, the Sacramento Council of 
Governments (SACOG) hosted two virtual 
scoping meetings to inform the public about the 
2025 Blueprint (Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy) and 
gather feedback on the scope of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The 2025 
Blueprint is SACOG's plan to build a connected 
region that includes transportation options for 
residents, affordable housing for the region’s 
growing population, and equitable investments 
that give all community members access to a 
safe and healthy region through 2050. The 
purpose of the meetings were to receive input on 
the scope and content of the environmental 
impact report; and to provide information on the 
project and the environmental review process.   

Meeting Format: 

The first meeting was held on February 26th at 
11:30 a.m., with 47 people attending. The second 
meeting was held on February 27th at 5:30 p.m., 
with 5 people in attendance.  

At both meetings, the project team welcomed the 
public and provided a Spanish translation 
channel, allowing participants to listen to the 
meeting live in Spanish. The meetings included a 
presentation on the 2025 Blueprint and the EIR 
process, followed by an opportunity for attendees 
to comment on the scope of the EIR. The sessions concluded 
with instructions on how to submit additional feedback, 
ensuring everyone had a chance to share their input. 

Virtual Meeting with the project team 

2025 Blueprint Slide 

BLUEPRINT 
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February 2025 

Presentation:  

Introduction 

At the start of the presentation, Katie DeMaio, with AIM Consulting, welcomed attendees to the virtual 
meetings. She provided instructions on accessing the Spanish translation channel and using Zoom 
features to participate. DeMaio also went over the meeting agenda before introducing the project team. 

2025 Blueprint Overview 

Hannah Tschudin, SACOG's Blueprint Outreach lead, provided an overview of SACOG and introduced the 
2025 Blueprint including an  the plan’s guiding principle, the Triple Bottom Line framework, which will 
guide discussions and strategies for the 2025 Blueprint by focusing on equity, economy, and 
environment. Additionally, she discussed the Sustainable Communities Strategy, which aligns 
transportation, housing, and land-use decisions to meet the per-capita greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction 
targets the California Air Resources Board set. 

Environmental Impact Report Scope 

Mike Parker, EIR Project Manager at Ascent Inc., 
explained the EIR process and schedule. He 
outlined the purpose of the EIR, which is to 
inform decision-makers and the public about 
potential environmental impacts, find ways to 
reduce those impacts, and allow for public input 
through comments.  

Parker covered the main areas of the environmental review, 
such as air quality, land use, public services, and 
transportation. He also discussed how the EIR will analyze the existing environment, what qualifies as a 
"significant" impact, and how the project’s impacts will be reduced through mitigation measures. Finally, 
he explained that the EIR will also consider alternatives to the project that avoid or lessen any significant 
effects while meeting the project's primary goals. 

Scoping Comments 

Mike Parker outlined how attendees could provide feedback during the scoping process and example 
scoping comment topics, including topics like the scope of the environmental analysis, mitigation 
measures, and project alternatives. He explained that comments submitted via Zoom chat would be 
recorded and considered in the Draft EIR, though no responses would be given during the meeting. 
Parker also reminded everyone that the scoping comment period would close on March 6, 2025, and 
provided contact information for submitting written comments by mail, fax, or email. 

Environmental Review Schedule Slide 

,t/1r9' 
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Scoping Comments:  

After the presentation concluded, attendees were given the remaining hour of the meeting to submit 
their comments on the scope of the 2025 Blueprint EIR through the Zoom chat. The following comments 
were received: 

Comments from Wednesday, February 26th, 2025: 

• What is SACOG's plan if unplanned growth occurs? 
• How will urban forestry be considered in the draft? Will local or state tree planting goals be 

addressed? 
• I am concerned about how SACOG will meet GHG emission reduction goals with 

population/transportation infrastructure growth. 
• What about traffic? 
• Regarding CEQA, should we emphasize, Highlight, stress, and underscore transit-oriented 

instead of car-centric and car-dependent?  I am blind, and so I stress that! 
• How will you account for climate change, particularly the risk of extreme flooding and prolonged 

drought? 
• Under the scope of “Agricultural and Forestry Resources,” I hope this implies prioritizing 

preserving existing plants and wildlife in developing areas. 
• With regard to the anticipated population growth and housing, the cost of building a single 

housing unit still makes housing affordability a barrier in our region.  While it is lofty to plan for 
280K new homes, there is a great need to understand what kind of housing will be in the plan - 
workforce housing vs ownership housing opportunities. 

• My concern is that marginalized and poor communities will be "punished" for needing to travel 
to and from their jobs. How many landscapers, construction crews, and janitorial services need 
to travel for work and a vehicle to transport their tools and equipment? We need to ensure that 
these folks have access to travel because many travel across county boundaries. Also, many 
parents don't use transit not because they don't want to, but if their child gets sick, how will 
they travel to pick up? We often don't consider the needs of the poor in our planning. 

• Has anyone raised the issue of how important building higher density and affordable housing is 
to the new plan? Density is important, but affordability is critical. How will the plan encourage 
local governments to ensure affordability and not just naturally occurring affordable but 
subsidized affordable homes? Just to be clear, the issue of affordability has to address subsidies.  
The plan can do a lot to incentivize that, including using transportation funding as a reward for 
affordable TOD. 

• The development of more bike trails leads to the increasing issue of motorized vehicles on those 
trails moving at dangerous speeds compared to regular traffic. An increase in signage and 
security should be proportional to, if not greater than, this growth if it isn’t already in the plans. 

• The plan should also address consistency with the housing elements and other parts of the 
general plan. 

BLUEPRINT 



 Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 
2025 Blueprint EIR Scoping Meeting 

February 2025 
• Surveys are great. However, it is clearly challenging to reach disadvantaged communities and 

area residents. The disconnect between their local experience and a regional plan is big. How 
are you addressing that issue?  What trusted local voices are you engaging with? 

• Lack of building affordable housing IS an environmental issue. 
• Parking in dense housing environments is a part of the equation.  While we are making changes 

to keep in line with the 19% Greenhouse Gas reduction requirement, people have difficulty 
letting go of vehicle use/ownership.  This continues to be an issue. 

• I believe we are on track; the lack of affordable housing in the right places and mobility options 
create serious and REAL impacts on air quality, mobility, and other environmental challenges. SB 
375 also requires a linkage and evaluation of the relationship between the SCS and the RHNA 
and Housing elements. 

• Regarding the environment, with new housing will there be new wells built (or old wells being 
used) and if so what will be done to avoid the continued depletion of our groundwater? 

• Ideas for feasible mitigation include mobility options and correct placement of affordable TOD. 
• What about how the lack of affordable housing in urban centers is pushing people out into the 

wildfire interface zone (i.e. paradise)? 
• The plan should also consider the impacts on the environment of not building sufficient housing 

and the resulting displacement. 
• I’m also a member of the I/DD community because I receive services from Alta California 

Regional Center. Have you had a chance to reach out to them as well as the State Council on 
Developmental Disabilities? And what about the Resources for Independent Living serving all 
disabilities in Sacramento and YOLO counties? And finally, have you also had a chance and 
opportunity to reach out to The Society for The Blind, which covers Sacramento YOLO and 8 
different counties? They don’t serve the Bay Area. Also, have you had a chance to reach out to 
the American Council of The Blind’s Capital City Chapter, the National Federation for The Blind’s 
River City Chapter, and the NorCal Center on Deafness? People are choosing not to have 
children because they can't afford them - so if we now direct our planning to meeting adult 
households -- aren't we creating a self-fulfilling prophecy? If affordable housing was produced - 
starter homes - would some of these adult-only households consider starting a nuclear family? 

• Mitigating the environmental impacts of the growth plan should include the need for compact 
infill development everywhere in the region and every community. Rural communities should 
also consider the benefits of not doing infill. Many rural communities have enhanced their 
downtown corridors by adding affordable housing to second-story buildings. 

• The impact of the un-housed on water quality in our area is another concern if we see the 
population growth numbers in the report. 

• In developing any new communities, the question also needs to be raised as to whether it is 
necessary to build entirely new structures or whether it is possible and more environmentally 
responsible to use any existing infrastructure. Adaptive reuse of existing structure can make 
sense to accommodate growth more efficiently, but it’s not always more cost-effective.  But 
should be evaluated and encouraged. 
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• Would changes to the delivery method for housing be outside the scope of an EIR? The problem 

in America is that we rely on the market to provide workforce housing, and the market has been 
broken for decades. 

• In Vienna, basic housing is a right and has been treated this way since before WWII.   If you go to 
the SPUR website, they've been having presentations on social housing.  The problem is how 
you can instigate this from the local level rather than changing national policy.  BUT our region 
has a multipolicy of local jurisdictions that own land. It’s moving production of basic housing to a 
community land trust model. 

Comments from Thursday, February 27th, 2025: 

• I’m a professor at ARC, and I teach climate change. One of the things we need to do is to get 
people out of cars.  Looking at the SACOG webpage, I’m unsure what specifics the plan will 
include. I made a short list before logging in:  

o Safety and life concerns: 
 Intersections with only three crossings 
 Streets with no crosswalks for long stretches 
 The speed is too high 
 Disappearing bike lanes (especially at big intersections!) 
 Unprotected bike lanes (including those with floppy plastic bollards) 
 Unconnected bike lanes 

o Some solutions: 
 De-center cars 
 Boulevardization of streets like Eastern, which is only a few miles long 
 Multiple, frequent electric busses back and forth on arterials like Watt, Fulton, 

etc. 
 Change zoning laws so we can have small shops in neighborhoods 
 Infill neighborhoods, but not next to the freeway, create an unhealthy 

environment. 
 Coordinate with local campuses: ARC, CRC, SCC, FLC, CSU, Sierra College 
 Learn from other cities’ actions- Paris, Copenhagen 5-to-15-minute cities. 
 Tow vehicles parked in bike lanes 
 Expand light rail- go to the train station AND the airport 
 Get rid of mandatory parking zoning. 
 Create a connected bike “superhighways” network using the American River 

Parkway as a centerpiece. 
• How does the 2024 Blueprint align with the CA State Rail Plan 2050? And is SACOG considering 

transfer of "mode share" from cars to electrified rail/public transport as important as VMT/GHG 
reductions in their plans? 

• Re: noise, emissions, and air pollution: Can we ban leaf blowers? They’re also bad for the 
ecosystems. 

• Does the Blueprint have any relationship/impact with Rural/Urban boundaries? 

BLUEPRINT 
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• We should prioritize new growth that is either adjacent to or infill to existing communities. Our 

plan may focus on walkability features that new development can show on paper. Still, many 
people who move to these new walkable communities will end up commuting into existing work 
centers (I’m thinking of Laguna West or, more recently, Braden). 

• Could the plan implement better sidewalks, especially in areas that would be more unsafe to 
walk in? It would be easier to have walkable cities/areas if there were improvements to the 
sidewalks. Especially when those sidewalks are randomly cut off. 

• Our growth plans should consider TK-12 and preschool education needs. It is better to build a 
community that can use existing school facilities rather than build new communities that need 
new schools. 

• Provisions for interconnected trail networks between developments should be spelled out with 
special guidelines for seamless connections to eliminate gaps—also, guidelines for crossing 
distance over barriers such as canals, rivers, freeways, etc.  

Awareness and Notifications  

A comprehensive community engagement plan was executed to inform 
and involve the public. Key stakeholders, including directors, planners, 
engineers, and transportation experts, were contacted for each meeting. 
Additionally, community members representing local businesses, transit 
advocates, environmentalists, and non-profits were invited via email to 
attend the scoping meetings. 

o On February 13th and 24th, 2025, the project team sent an email 
blast inviting important stakeholders and community members 
to attend a scoping meeting.  

o Personal email invitations to the scoping meetings were sent on 
February 18th, 2025.  

o Reminders were sent to the registered participants on February 
25th, 26th, and 27th, 2025. 

o The project team also shared an informative graphic (in English, 
Spanish, and Mandarin) across various social media groups in 
Sacramento on February 14th, 2025. The graphic was posted in the following groups: 

o Sacramento Rant & Raves 
o All About Sacramento! 
o Everything Sacramento and More 
o Latinos En Sacramento 
o Sacramento Afghan Community 
o Sacramento Burners Rideshare 
o Sacramento County Community Awareness 
o Sacramento Cyclists 
o Sacramento Desi's 

Graphic for meetings. 
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o Sacramento Events 
o Sacramento Neighborhood Watch 
o Sacramento Rants & Raves 
o Sacramento Streets 
o Sacramento/Elk Grove Small Business Referral Group 
o Sacramento Muslims 
o Sacramento, CA 
o Sacramento 
o Sacramento What's Going On! 
o Things to Do in Sacramento 
o Things to Do in Sacramento, CA! 
o What's Going on in Sacramento 
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