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I. Introduction
Overview

This report presents the results of a scoping process conducted during 2009 to recommend a work plan for the 2010 update of the 2007 California Regional Progress Report (Progress Report). The 2007 Progress Report is California’s inaugural statewide region-based quality of life indicators report. It provided the baseline for measuring regional progress towards a strong economy, social equity and a healthy environment (the Three E’s) across a range of integrated indicators, within the framework of the California Regional Blueprint Planning Program’s goals. The work plan was prepared for the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) by the U.C. Davis, Information Center for the Environment (ICE). 
The Regional Blueprint efforts are led by federally and state-designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and rural Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs). The Regional Blueprints are helping to guide decisions on regional and local land use, transportation, housing needs, infrastructure, resource protection and other issues in ways that lead to a more efficient and effective transportation system and land use pattern, a sustainable economy, environmental quality and healthy communities. They also are a foundation for addressing emerging planning issues, as the 18 MPOs (which cover more than 97% of the State’s population) are tasked with new statutory requirements to plan for and achieve targeted reductions in regional transportation and land use-related greenhouse gas emissions.
The 2007 Progress Report was created as a collaborative resource for regional, state and local decision-makers, illustrating the diversity of the regions to better inform their policy discussions in making important long-term planning and infrastructure investment decisions. It was developed by partners working on Blueprint implementation, including Caltrans, the California Association of Councils of Governments (CALCOG) and its member agencies (the MPOs), the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), and the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). It was guided by a Project Advisory Team of the partners (see http://calblueprint.dot.ca.gov/index_files/CA_Regional_Progress_Report_2007.pdf). 
The scoping process for the 2010 Progress Report was guided by an expanded Project Advisory Team that added to the 2007 team new state agency partners and Blueprint stakeholders from such areas as health, housing, environment, business, and local government (see Appendix A for participants). Building on the recommendations from the 2007 Progress Report, the Project Planning Team (Caltrans staff and UCD ICE consultants) gathered information from many sources, including meetings, consultations, research, and an on-line survey. Several policy, legislative, program, and funding initiatives have unfolded during the year that will shape the planning context and funding possibilities for the 2010 Progress Report, and these informed and were closely watched during the scoping process. The Project Team is coordinating with the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) to align the Report with state sustainability goals and assist the SGC in its mission to support sustainable communities.  See Appendix B for detail on the study process methodology.
Value and Utilization of the 2010 Progress Report
The Scoping process built on the recommendations of the 2007 Progress Report to identify benefits that can result from updating the Progress Report. Additional benefits can be derived from the collaborative planning process involved in preparing the report update, as well as from follow-up actions upon the report’s publication. The 2010 Progress Report provides the opportunity to:

	Assess progress toward Regional Blueprint goals – “You can’t manage what you can’t measure” – and understand factors affecting outcomes. Caltrans, working with state interagency partners and Blueprint stakeholders, has awarded twenty million dollars in federal regional transportation planning funds to support Regional Blueprint planning and implementation efforts since 2005. The Progress Report can provide information on the funds’ impacts.

	Incorporate important issues that the regional planning agencies must address – including statutory requirements under SB 375 (Steinberg, 2008) for the 18 MPOs to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)*. Other planning issues that could be incorporated in the update include those related to climate change; growth patterns and demographic change; sustainable water and energy supply; natural resources protection; infrastructure; goods movement in a global economy; and fostering regional green economies and jobs. 

	Align with the mission and work of the Strategic Growth Council** - SGC goals include improving air and water quality; protecting natural resource and agricultural lands; promoting public health; increasing the availability of affordable housing; improving infrastructure systems; and revitalizing urban and community centers. The Progress Report can identify and measure progress on shared sustainability goals, and support the Council’s mandate to “provide, fund and distribute data and information to local governments and regional agencies that will assist in developing and planning sustainable communities.” (www.sgc.ca.gov) 

	Coordinate with new state and regional efforts to develop better methodologies and data for an integrated and consistent set of sustainability measures - to deal with the complexity of planning issues, and set baselines for new data. Not all new data will be available for the 2010 Report, but the process can clarify additional data needs for important issues.

	Provide a meaningful information and decision-making tool - so state, regional and local policy-makers and partners are informed and empowered to take collaborative action on priorities of statewide significance, and support all regions to succeed on issues best addressed at the regional level.


* The SCS is an integrated transportation and land use plan developed through a public process. Its purpose is to achieve reductions in greenhouse gas emissions associated with cars and light trucks, in line with regional targets that will be set by the Air Resources Board in September 2010. The SCS will be a new element in the Regional Transportation Plans, which will be updated to include the SCS between 2010 and 2012.
**The SGC was created by SB 732 (Steinberg, 2008) to coordinate State agency activities and allocate Proposition 84 planning grants and incentive funds to meet the state’s sustainable development and AB 32 (Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006) goals.

II. Summary Recommendations

This section summarizes recommendations for the 2010 Progress Report related to both the overall planning process and potential sustainability indicators and measures, given budget parameters. Detailed findings and recommendations for specific indicators and measures are included in Section III. 
Project Scope and Budget 
The 2007 Progress Report contained 27 indicators across 13 inter-related issue areas (measures) within the framework of the Regional Blueprint Program planning goals (see p. 13 for the full list). In discussing the scope for the 2010 Progress Report, most Project Advisory Team members recommended a full update of the 2007 Progress Report. A full update would entail retaining most of the current indicators and measures, but also conducting significant improvements and revisions for many of them, and adding selected new indicators to reflect important new policy issues as noted in Section I. Another option the team discussed was a more streamlined update with a smaller set of indicators. This second option would focus on the key information priorities of decision makers, most specifically aligned to the sustainability goals of the Strategic Growth Council. 
For the 2007 Progress Report, the regional planning agencies provided approximately two-thirds of the report’s $330,000 funding. Caltrans has committed $130,000 for the 2010 report, about forty percent of the 2007 budget. As a result of State funding constraints and other financial demands on the regions, there are currently no additional resources available for the update. The smaller budget necessitates moving forward with an update focusing on a smaller set of integrated indicators. 
The current budget will allow for data collection and analysis of fifteen indicators, with a graphic designed PDF report and data files. It will include revision of some existing indicators and development of some new indicators; and a process of consultation with and engagement of the Project Advisory Team, regional planning agencies and state and other partners. It will provide for limited ability to prototype new methodologies or indicators, and for very limited dissemination, engagement and follow up. The Project Planning Team will work with the partners to seek additional funding. Additional indicators could be added with supplemental funding, but their determination would need to be made by April 2010 to ensure a coherent conceptual framework and adequate time to select and integrate the additional indicators. 
Sustainability Indicators Recommendations
As part of the 2010 Scoping Process, on behalf of the Strategic Growth Council (SGC), the Project Planning Team worked with the Project Advisory Team to review the conceptual framework for the Progress Report to ensure that it aligns with the work of the SGC; to provide a definition of sustainability; and to recommend a set of indicators that could be used by the SGC and state, local and regional partners as a sustainability planning resource and a possible sustainability index. 

The 2007 Progress Report was built on the foundation of regional quality of life indicator projects throughout the State, and on a national and international “community of practice.” Most quality of life indicator projects have a conceptual framework that is rooted in the Three E’s – a sustainable environment, equity, economy – whether explicitly or implicitly. The conceptual framework for the Progress Report is based on the Regional Blueprint Planning Program goals, which are in turn based on the Three E’s. Project Advisory Team members affirmed that the Progress Report does have a sustainability framework, which can be refined and expanded to meet new needs or improve measures of well-being and quality of life, while maintaining a baseline of consistent indicators to measure changes over times.
There are many definitions of sustainability but the basic principles and concepts are consistent: to balance the Three E’s so that together they lead to an improved quality of life for today and for future generations. The words of the 1987 Brundtland Report from the World Commission on Environment and Development (“Our Common Future”) are often referenced: “Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” Sustainability indicators reflect that the indicators of social, economic, and environmental progress - or lack thereof - are interdependent. 
Criteria for Selecting Indicators
Table 1 on the following page contains a list of potential indicators that are cross-cutting and could comprise a sustainability index. They were selected based on:
· Review of state agencies’ programs, goals and measures for State Sustainability Priorities;

· The California Department of Conservation’s Emerald Cities Pilot Project and its “Matrix on Sustainability Elements and State/Regional/Local Programs”. The Matrix includes the Strategic Growth Council, AB 32 Climate Action Team, Regional Blueprint Planning Program, Institute for Local Government, Caltrans’ Smart Mobility Framework, and California Sustainable Communities, Emerald Cities Pilot Project. See DOC’s website for the matrix: http://www.conservation.ca.gov/index/Documents/State%20Sustainability%20Elements%20Matrix.pdf. 
· Consultation with state agency partners, including the Strategic Growth Council members; 
· Progress Report survey recommendations; and,

· Research on potential suggested indicators and sustainability principles.

The Project Planning Team will work with the Project Advisory Team and the Strategic Growth Council to determine the final selection of indicators. The report’s thirteen existing measures will be adapted to align new integrated state sustainability goals with cross-cutting regional goals. Table 3 contains potential revised and new indicators and data sources from the Survey. Revisions of existing indicators and inclusion of new indicators will depend on the overall balance needed for the report; availability of data; technical and capacity issues, including costs to revise or develop new indicators; and timing of new data collection and methodology efforts. The focus will be on measures and indicators that have the best alignment at the regional scale.
	Table 1 – Potential Regional Measures and Indicators for the 2010 Progress Report

	Potential Measure (Issue Area)
	State Sustainability Objectives
	Potential Indicators for Regions

	Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GGE)
	Meet the goals of the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32)
	·  Baseline (to be established) for reduction of per capita CO2 emissions

· Efficient neighborhood emissions - per acre/household for auto use

	Air Quality
	Improve Air Quality
	· Ozone Levels
· Particulate Matter Levels

	Energy Use
	Improve Energy Efficiency and Conservation
	· Uses of Renewable energy sources

·  Residential energy use

· Fuel consumption

	Water Use and Quality
	Improve Water Conservation, Quality and Reuse
	· Reduced Impaired Rivers

· Water usage, conservation

	Health
	Improve Environmental Health
	· Determinants of health linked to outcomes

· Asthma episodes/treatment

	Transportation
	Reduce Automobile Use, Increase Choices, Promote Mobility for Goods and People
	· Per capita Vehicle Miles Traveled, relative to AB 32 target, or vs. density

· Overall access to transit, access for low income and minority households

· Cost of congestion on productivity

· Network optimization

	Economy 
	Enhance Economic Competitiveness
	· Green jobs, green businesses, regional industry clusters

· Job growth compared to job quality (wages)

· Access to transportation

	Natural Resources, Productive Farmland, Open Space
	Minimize Impacts, Protect Important Lands While Promoting Vibrant Economy
	· Conversion of agricultural lands to urban/built up uses

· Store/offset carbon emissions

· Urban green infrastructure – parks per capita, bike trails, tree canopy

	Housing
	Meet Adequate Supply of Housing (at least 20 years), Increase Efficient Development, Access to Transit 
	· Affordability Index: income share spent on housing & transportation

· Defaults, foreclosures; homeless

· Supply/demand, income levels

	Land Use
	Efficient Land Use for reduced GGE
	· Density measures, i.e., infill & new housing on smaller lots

· Jobs/housing Balance 

· Reductions in GGE from greater density


Resources for Considering Indicators

There are also new resources that can help the State and the regions with sustainability principles and data sources. These include the three Federal agency (Housing and Urban Development, US Department of Transportation, and US Environmental Protection Agency - HUD/USDOT/USEPA) Partnership for Sustainable Communities, which has developed a set of Livability Principles. The Partnership is also in the process of developing sustainability performance measures, and the Project Planning Team will follow Federal developments and coordinate the Progress Report work to the extent possible. 
In addition, the WELL Network convened the Fort Baker Leadership Summit Series in early 2009 with California public and private sector leaders. Their report, “Re-Imagining California, A Sustainable Future for the Golden State,” was prepared as a resource to support the creation of a Sustainability Agenda for California and to partner in its implementation. Their analysis of integrated indicators of sustainability will inform the Project Team (www.wellnetwork.org). 
Data and Methodology Issues
Data and analytic methodology limitations often make it difficult to measure the issues that are most important to policymakers and communities, and to attain consistency of measurement across the regions. There is an opportunity to address some of these constraints through new policy, funding and data collection efforts. These include the recent allocation of Proposition 84 funds by the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) to expedite the development by MPOs of regional transportation and land use data gathering and models, towards compliance with SB 375 and to promote SGC objectives; and to support the Caltrans California Household Travel Survey. 
The 2010 Progress Report process should also coordinate with the following data efforts:
· The Data Subcommittee of the Strategic Growth Council, which conducted a Data Needs Survey in October 2009 on local, regional, and data and information needs. This includes the Geospatial Information Officer (GIO) of the California Office of the State Chief Information Officer. Consider use of some mapping or visuals.

· The Caltrans Office of Community Planning, Smart Mobility Framework project, which is developing planning tools for smart growth concepts for transportation for urban, suburban and rural areas. The project includes smart mobility performance measures which are referenced in Table 1 (under transportation) (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/smf.html). Look at “D” Principles to reduce VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled) – density (dwellings, jobs per acres), diversity (mix of housing, jobs, retail); design (connectivity, walkability); destinations (regional accessibility to jobs, etc.); distance to transit; development scale (population, jobs); demographics (household size, income); demand management (pricing, incentives).

· The California Transportation Plan 2035 and the California Interregional Blueprint on goals and data for inter-related planning challenges (http://www.californiatransportationplan2035.org/docs.php). 
· Next Ten, Green Innovation Index and Many Shades of Green: Diversity and Distribution of California’s Green Jobs (www.nextten.org). 
· The Vision California process, which will develop alternative growth scenarios for the state as a whole, and eventually recommend a preferred state growth scenario along with data and measurement standards.

· The Federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities, which is in the process of developing sustainability performance measures based on their livability principles and agency objectives (http://www.epa.gov/dced/partnership/index.html). 
· Projects such as the National Transportation Policy Project, which may result in performance metrics such as access to labor and jobs, petroleum consumption, carbon emissions; and the National Cooperative Highways Research Program’s (NCHRP) study on Sustainability Performance Measures for transportation agencies (http://144.171.11.40/cmsfeed/TRBNetProjectDisplay.asp?ProjectID=2500). 

It is likely that some high priority data sets will not be generated in time for the 2010 Progress Report, will require additional funding and data collection to complete, or are not available with consistency across the regions. Open areas of consideration include the unknown costs to fill data gaps identified in the 2007 Report, especially for rural areas; establish consistent baselines of potential new indicators like targets for greenhouse gas emissions reductions; and costs of better methodologies for some existing indicators targeted for improvement, like infill data and vehicle miles traveled, and to coordinate with new data and modeling efforts.
Project Advisory Team Recommendations

· Consider the use of selected indices - composite indicators. Simple indices (2 indicators) are easy and useful; indices with more indicators are harder to develop for a statewide context. Tables 1 and 3 reference potential composite indicators by area of measure/issue. 
· The report should maintain consistency of indicators, such that if new indicators are added or revised, trend data should be added to match the baseline from the 2007 Report indicators. 
Project Timeline
The project will start in February 2010. The report will be ready by the end of July 2010 for dissemination in the late summer/early fall. The goal of the Project Advisory Team is that the Report helps inform new policy leaders about critical issues related to the state of the regions and the overall progress of the State on important sustainability issues, especially as related to Regional Blueprint Planning activities and outcomes.

The preparation of the 2010 Progress Report will take place in a very fluid environment. Many relevant policy initiatives and data efforts are still evolving, and there remain great uncertainties related to the economic downturn, the budget crisis, and the magnitude of the challenges facing the State – all of which are affecting the state’s long-term regional planning and investment decisions.

Overall Report Process 
The Progress Report will yield greater value if it is an ongoing effort used to support planning and policy making regarding the Regional Blueprint process and overall state and regional sustainability efforts. It should be used to facilitate policy discussions about the state of the regions, how to address challenges, and to ensure that all regions are making progress toward state and regional goals and outcomes. This will require that the Project have a sustainable base of operational support and focus. 
Recommendations

· Work with the Strategic Growth Council and other partners to institutionalize the Progress Report as an iterative and integrated planning and policy resource and decision-making tool for shaping sustainable growth patterns, reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and guiding infrastructure investments.

· Create a Progress Report website which includes all the background information for the indicators, including county level data, links to other indicator reports, links to state agency and other data collection and policy initiatives and special features reports, and other resources, and create a focal point for reporting on the project’s activities and outcomes.
· Update the Progress Report every two to three years. In the interim years, special features reports and analyses can be prepared on particular issues that merit additional consideration; to prototype new indicators and methodologies, including developing composite indicators; and to highlight innovations in the regions that could be replicated. This process will help maintain the visibility of the planning effort and help focus policy makers and the public on issues related to progress measures.
III. Summary of Other Findings and General Recommendations for Indicators

This section presents a summary of the key on-line survey results and feedback from the June 17th meeting with Advisory Team members; follow up consultations with many state partners, CALCOG and members; and other research that together lead to general recommendations for proposed indicators and measures – both revised and new. These recommendations informed the summary recommendations in Section II above, and are captured in Table 3 below (pg 13).
Survey Results
The May on-line survey queried respondents about overall satisfaction with the 2007 Progress Report; what current measures and indicators should be retained, revised or dropped; and what potential indicators and issues should be included in the 2010 Progress Report. The 2007 Progress Report contained 27 indicators across thirteen inter-related issue areas (measures) (see p. 13 of the Report for the full list). They were selected to illustrate progress or challenges towards achieving overall quality of life improvements (outcomes) within and across the regions, along the dimensions of People (equity), Place (environment) and Prosperity (economy). The majority were place-based due to the focus of the Blueprints. The analysis focused on underlying patterns or overall direction across these multiple measures and indicators, rather than individual system performance measures. Highlights are in Table 2.

	Table 2 – Highlights of Progress Report On-Line Survey

	Survey Topic
	Results
	General Comments

	Overall Satisfaction with 2007 Report
	68% positive, 25% neutral
	Report is a good start, improvement is needed/possible, especially to fill data gaps (rural regions) and develop better data for important issues

	Retention of 2007 Report Indicators and Measures – retain, refine, or remove for 2010 Report

	Majority said almost all indicators should be retained as a baseline; many require revision. Table 3 of Appendix B, Survey Findings, shows detail for each indicator. Specific recommendations made to improve individual indicators.
	Priority areas for revision: efficient development (including infill & ratio of jobs to housing or households), movement of people and goods (including vehicle miles traveled), natural resources protections (land and water), housing affordability and burden. Efficient Development is a lynchpin indicator. 

	Potential New Indicators for 2010 Report
	Highest rankings (in order): water efficiency/conservation, infill development, greenhouse gas emissions targets tracking. Combining high and medium priority: use of renewable energy, access to public health
	Specific indicators and data sources were provided. Infill development is a particular challenge. Several new housing indicators are recommended to track long term impacts of market and financial conditions on Blueprints and overall economy.


Survey and Project Advisory Team Feedback
The following are additional comments from the survey and June 17th Advisory Team meeting:
Framework and Use of Progress Report
· The report has different audiences and uses, i.e., what regions need and what state agencies need, and may need to be geared to these different levels.

· Indicators should be correlated with the actual needs of decision makers, rather than availability of data to drive selection of indicators. What information do they most need – what questions are they trying to address? 
· Identify six to eight core measures so the Report is more manageable as a decision-making resource. Simplify to obtain traction and visibility.

· Align and coordinate with state sustainability and measurements efforts such as the Strategic Growth Council and the Smart Mobility Framework. 
· Most agreed that the Report’s conceptual framework is a sustainability framework and can be expanded in light of new state goals and initiatives. Provide a better match between Three E goals and measurements to define and track state and regional sustainability goals and outcomes.
· Include a dynamic set of indicators on more recent priority policy areas and emerging issues of importance, and a core set to compare trends over time. Core measures could be tied to indices (composite indicators), including a “Sustainability Index.”
· A set of integrated indicators that can help point toward an evolving condition would be more useful than a specific outcome; patterns among indicators are important to inform judgments. Integrated indicators will encourage systemic planning and help plan for the future.
Policy and Data Issues and Needs

· Infill development is critical for long-term sustainability and essential to AB 32 and SB 375, to meet statewide goals for more compact land use in some areas and reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). If there is not adequate funding for transit or affordable housing, infill will be difficult to achieve. 

· Infill is difficult to quantify and track due to lack of land use and infill data or consistent standards; an inventory and update by region is a high priority.

· Obtaining better VMT data is costly but necessary to identify progress toward multiple state and regional goals.

· A consistent baseline needs to be put in place for regional greenhouse gas emissions inventories, base year and targets.
Other Questions and Issues

· How can we meet California’s housing needs while meeting carbon reduction goals?

· How will the Report address the impact of the severe economic downturn on the indicators? The indicators need to be framed in the longer-term context and seek underlying patterns and emerging trends.

· What are short and long-term Regional Blueprint goals? Define outcomes to see if improvements are occurring. Different regions have different priorities. Assess trend lines for long-term implications; determine how data informs how to achieve these goals. What are the impacts of State policies on different regions? 
· How can we compare the findings of the 2010 Progress Report to the baseline report if indicators are modified?
	Table 3 – Potential Revised and New 2010 Progress Report Indicators and Data Sources, by Area of Measure

	Measure Area
	Indicator
	Suggested Revisions/Additions/Potential Data Sources

	Efficient Development
	Revise: Infill Development (new building permits, multi- vs. single family)
Revise: Jobs/Housing Balance
	· Can track both infill and new housing on smaller lots, and attached units. Infill is an issue of scale. Need updated baseline and inventory of infill sites, by region. Some regions have models for parcel level tracking; others do not have capacity and/or resources. SACOG has cooperative GIS program with cities, counties to build & maintain parcel level data. SCAG has parcel-based system (CALOTS) for infill development potential around transit stations. Consider location efficiency measure.
· Consider access of housing units and/or jobs to transit within ¼ mile (15 minute service) or ½ mile (30 minute service).

· Coordinate with MPO Prop 84-funded land use and parcel-related modeling.
· Track changes in designated Blueprint “opportunity zones;” dwellings & jobs per acre.
· Consider Affordability Index - share of income spent on housing and transportation by location (center city, near or away from employment center) and household income, Center for Neighborhood Technology, TransForm. Also an equity/income-related indicator.

	Movement of People and Goods
	Revise: Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Revise: Daily Vehicle Hours of Delay

Add: Equity Measures
	· Need more standardized and better data.
· Consider VMT per capita relative to AB 32 target, VMT versus residential density.
· Coordinate with efforts of MPOs and Caltrans to integrate statewide travel model efforts and the Caltrans Household Travel Survey.
· Coordinate with California Interregional Blueprint and Smart Mobility Framework.
· Consider a trip generation measure for walk/bike, auto multi, auto single, and increase in walk/bike as percent of all trips.

· Hours of delay measures cost of congestion but there are better measures. Consider productivity rather than time lost.
· Consider transportation network optimization measures.

	Transportation Choice
	Revise for Infrastructure
	· Consider overall access to transit, and equity measures, for minority and low income households – work/school trips with 30 minutes, homes within ½ mile of transit.

· Transportation expenditures by mode; can also be quantified by development scenarios.

	Resource Use (Rename: Energy Use)
	Add: Renewable Energy, Vehicle Fuel Consumption
	· Add sources of renewable energy, vehicle fuel consumption. Coordinate with Ca. Energy Commission, CPUC, utilities

	Resource Use
	Add: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions (Link to Density)
	· MPOs will submit goals for regional targets to ARB spring 2010; ARB will set regional targets by fall 2010. Coordinate with ARB, CEC, Climate Action Plans.
· Consider per capita CO2 emissions. Consider Efficient Neighborhood Emissions (emissions per acre/per household from household auto use (Center for Neighborhood Technology, MPOs).

	Protected Lands (Expand Issue Area)
	Add: Urban Green Infrastructure
	· Parks per capita, miles of bike lanes and trails (measures of walkability, although may be better at neighborhood/city level), tree canopy (urban forest). Coordinate with Ca. Dept. of Forestry & Fire Prevention, USDA Forest Service (Davis), Center for Urban Forest Research

	Air and Water Quality
	Add: Water-related Usage
	· Add water usage, conservation and distribution across use areas. Coordinate with Ca. Natural Resources Agency (e.g., draft State Water Conservation Plan 20by2020 Report), water districts, federal agencies and other organizations.

	Air and Water Quality
	Add: Other Pollutants 
	· Add (or substitute for Ozone) Particulate Matter pollutants 

	Housing Affordability/Burden
	Consider replacing some current indicators (some data can be mapped)
	· Indicators need a better alignment with long-term goals, such as meeting 20 year housing needs of Blueprints; 2010 HCD data will look at aggregate needs of housing in regions and what actually gets built; infill housing is not always affordable. Look at demographic change.
· Look at over-production and how supply is fitting demand at regional level; needs by income levels. Look at homelessness. (HCD, Cal-Works, Continua of Care)
· Look at number of subprime loans, defaults, foreclosures; impact of state and federal housing policies and financial markets; impacts on building permits, overall on jobs/housing balance.
· Consider Affordability Index – affordability has many dimensions, including costs of transportation and housing (see SCAG Compass Blueprint for prototype); workforce housing scorecard. Resources: HCD, California Research Bureau, Ca. Assn. of Realtors, DataQuick, HUD Neighborhood Stabilization Program, Center for Housing Policy (Paycheck to Paycheck report).

	Income 
	Revise: Employment Change
	· Refine job growth to link with job quality (e.g., wage level). Consider accessibility (distance to jobs)

	Income
	Revise: Per Capita Income
	· Add: Household Income. Link with costs of living measures; consider indices like Urban Hardship (unemployment, dependency, education, income level, crowded housing, poverty 

	Innovation
	Add: Economic Development indicators
	· Add regional green jobs and industry clusters. Coordinate with Ca. Green Jobs Council, Ca. Economic Strategy Panel, Green Innovation Index.

· Link location of new business and job centers connected to housing and transportation

	Health
	Revise: Asthma and Obesity Indicators; Consider Adding: Determinants of Health, Access to Health, Number of Uninsured
	· For asthma, consider episodes/treatment in last 12 months; for obesity, look at the built environment. Look at determinants as opposed to outcomes – make linkages with other indicators: physical environment (e.g., built environment, air & water quality), socioeconomic (education, income), health behaviors (obesity), health care (access, quality). Population Health Institute, University of Wisconsin School is preparing County Health Indicators; could consider an aggregate measure of 1-2 determinants and 1-2 outcomes for health/well-being.
· Healthy Communities Institute tracks more than 100 health and quality of life indicators; Healthy People 2020 will set new national objectives and targets in 2010. CHIS data.

	Public Safety
	Consider Additions 
	· Public Safety is about more than crime. Ca. Dept. of Justice/Criminal Justice Statistics Center
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Appendix B. Scoping Process Methodology
The following are the activities conducted for the Progress Report Scoping Process:
Expanded the Project Advisory Team. All of the partners and most of the individuals from the 2007 Project Advisory Team, including Caltrans technical advisors, continued as advisors for the Scoping Process. Representatives from almost every state agency and several departments joined the Project Advisory Team. The Project Team recruited additional participants representing a cross-section of Blueprint stakeholders from the public, private, civic and philanthropic sectors. Advisors participated via e-mail, conference calls and in-person meetings. See Appendix B for the list of Team members.

Conducted Meetings and Consultations. The Project Team convened two meetings in Sacramento – one with state agency partners April 27th, 2009, and the second with Project Advisory members including agency partners June 17th, 2009. The April focused on how to align Progress Report goals with diverse state agency goals related to planning and sustainability; the Report’s conceptual framework; budget scenarios and possible funding sources; data and technical resources; new initiatives, and priority measures to include in the on-line survey. The June meeting was a review of on-line survey findings, discussion of priority measures and indicators, new data and methodologies, and budget scenarios.
The Project Team had several individual meetings or consultations during the course of the study process with agency partners, CALCOG members, several of the stakeholders, and legislative staff representatives. The meetings explored specific indicators, how to integrate with new and evolving policy and program initiatives, and possible funding, data and in-kind resources. The Project Team briefed the CALCOG Board of Directors in July, September and November, discussing options for level of effort related to budget availability and decision points.
Liaison with the Strategic Growth Council. The Project Team made a presentation to the Strategic Growth Council on May 26, 2009 on the 2007 Progress Report and the 2010 Scoping Process, and opportunities for integration with Strategic Growth Council objectives. There has been ongoing coordination with the Council staff partners.
Conducted On-line Survey. The Project Team developed and sent an on-line survey to 50 members of the Project Advisory Team in May 2009, to obtain their feedback on 2007 Progress Report measures and indicators, and identify priorities for potential policy issues and indicators, and data sources for the 2010 Progress Report. Survey results were discussed at the June 17th meeting. Survey findings and Advisory Team feedback and follow up are the basis for study recommendations.
Reviewed State Agency Sustainability Goals. Per request from state agency partners, the Project Team reviewed state agency goals related to the Blueprints and the mission of the Strategic Growth Council to identify cross-cutting themes and shared priorities, for developing a potential core set of indicators for the 2010 Progress Report.
Tracked Legislative, Program and Policy Initiatives. The Project Team conducted research on evolving legislative and policy initiatives related to their impact on Regional Blueprint Planning Efforts, possible funding sources, new data collection and methodology efforts, and new program guidelines for sustainable communities.
Conducted Research on Indicator Initiatives. The Project Team reviewed new indicator reports and performance measures related to quality of life, sustainability, greenhouse gas emissions, transportation, green innovation/economy and the environment to identify potential indicators or methodologies. Advisory Members were a key source of information, especially for development of local prototypes that could use replicated. An inventory of these resources will be available for preparation of the report.

Appendix C. Regional Blueprint Goals

The purpose of the Regional Blueprints program is to support regional collaborative decision-making and engagement in a regional blueprint planning process that will achieve performance outcomes to: 

Foster more efficient land use patterns that (a) support improved mobility and reduced dependency on single-occupant vehicle trips, (b) accommodate an adequate supply of housing for all incomes, (c) reduce impacts to valuable habitat, productive farmland, and air quality, (d) increase resource use efficiency, (e) promote a prosperous economy, and (f) result in safe, healthy and vibrant communities.

The Regional Blueprint Plan implements the following Program goals: 
1. Improve multimodal mobility through a combination of strategies and investments to accommodate growth in transportation demand, reduce congestion, and contribute to a strong economy;

2. Reduce dependency on auto trips and increase use of active forms of transportation by fostering a more efficient regional land use pattern that enables more walking, bicycling and transit use to meet State congestion reduction goals while supporting State health and obesity prevention goals;

3. Provide for an adequate supply of housing over at least the next 20-plus years by working with stakeholders to adopt land use plans and regulations that include new residential opportunities proximate to transit and other transportation facilities, jobs, health facilities, convenience retail uses, and support services;

4. Increase transportation choices by adopting plan(s) which increase housing affordability and choices, including a variety of housing types and densities with access to alternate forms of transportation;

5. Avoid and minimize impacts to natural resources, valuable habitats (including wildlife, riparian and wetlands), farmland and water and air quality;
6. Increase conservation and efficient use of resources including energy, water, and mineral resources such as aggregate;

7. Promote California’s economic competitiveness and quality of life through improving the region’s transportation infrastructure and strengthening regional economies; 

8. Reduce costs and time needed to deliver transportation and other infrastructure projects through informed early public and resource agency involvement;

9. Improve coordination and collaboration among all local and regional agencies through engagement in the blueprint process to inform planning decisions and infrastructure investments;

10. Reduce the region’s greenhouse gas emissions and its vulnerability to the effects of climate change including sea level rise and changes in temperature and precipitation. 
11. Secure local government and community support, including that of Tribal governments and under-represented groups, to articulate a comprehensive regional vision through use of modeling, visualization tools and enhanced public engagement activities; and 

12. Build awareness of and support for critical infrastructure such as transportation facilities, housing, energy, health care, schools, communication systems, emergency services, green infrastructure, waste facilities, and water facilities.















PAGE  

