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1. Executive Summary 
1.1 Introduction 

This report provides the findings of Phase II of our study on reviewing and developing
transportation equity metrics. The Phase I project investigated transit equity metrics and provided 
recommendations on advancements in quantitative methods. This study builds on Phase I 
recommendations by investigating low-cost methods for comparing the equity between auto 
(roadway) and transit performance or investments, specifically for low resource transportation
agencies including small urban metropolitan transportation organizations (MPOs) and rural 
regional transportation planning agencies (RTPAs). 

1.2 Literature Review and Approach 

Our review of the literature found that analysis methods for transportation equity can be grouped 
into the following broad categories: 

• Access to transportation 

• Comparative access by auto and transit 

• Multimodal access to employment 

• Equity of modal investment based on mode use by transportation disadvantaged groups 

Our criteria for evaluating alternative equity analysis methods included the following: 

• Comparison of alternative modes 

• Ease of data acquisition 

• Ability to judge equity of investment in alternative modes: i.e., who pays and who benefits 

• Understandability 

• Ability of RTPAs to carry out the analysis, including access to relevant data and analysis 
under constraints of staff availability and staff analysis capabilities 

For purposes of this research, we decided on what we’ve called the San Joaquin County method 
for several reasons. It looks at investment versus use by mode for several socioeconomic groups,
including the following: 
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• Income: high vs. low income. For the purposes of this study, we defined low income as 
households that fall within the lowest income quartile; the vast majority of these 
households have incomes that are less than 200% of the poverty level. 

• Vehicle availability: zero-car households and other households. 

• Presence or absence of minors in the household. 

It is one of the least complex methods we reviewed, and it can make use of data available to most 
planning agencies. Hence, most agencies should have the capability of using this method. 

1.3 Review of Data 

We based our review of data on the assumption that primary data collection—i.e., special data 
collections, such as surveys primarily for the purposes of measuring equity—are beyond the reach 
of most regional transportation planning agencies. 

We looked in greatest detail at the Census Transportation Planning Product (CTPP), the 
American Community Survey (ACS), and the Census Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS). 
There are advantages and disadvantages to each of these in terms of data availability, ability to 
carry out breakdowns of mode use by socioeconomic category, and timeliness. Our final analysis 
was based on CTPP and PUMS data. In particular, we believe that the lack of geographic
specificity of PUMS data in rural areas may be partially compensated for by application of more 
advanced statistical methods. 

1.3.1 Expenditure data by mode 

Expenditure data by California MPOs/RTPAs were collected from online sources, typically, from 
the agency responsible for creating each region’s RTP. Within these documents, there were often 
summary tables that provided a breakdown of planned RTP expenditures by project or program
by mode of travel. In these cases, we collected these data and proceeded with our data analysis of 
cross-modal equity comparisons by combining them with the ACS/Census data described above. 
In a few cases (e.g., Sacramento), these modal expenditures’ breakdown data were not provided in 
the RTPs. For these, additional efforts were made to calculate expenditures by mode if a detailed 
project list with modal notations was included in the RTP, assuming the efforts required did not 
exceed the time and resource constraints of the study. 

1.4 Summary of Findings 

Our research found a relatively consistent pattern across all the metrics we employed: 
• Transit/non-motorized spending was: 
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o The most equitable in areas of the state with large urban centers (e.g., the 
San Francisco Bay Area, Southern California) compared to more rural areas. 

o Often the highest on a per person or per household basis compared to roadway/auto 
spending for the disadvantaged groups. 

• RTP spending on non-disadvantaged groups typically favored roadway auto travel in most 
areas of California. 

• 2016 CTPP vs. 2023 PUMS mode data : 

o Relatively consistent findings whether using CTPP or PUMS data. 

o Smaller sample sizes for variables obtained from PUMS, meaning smaller/rural 
regions did not produce reliable results. 

1.5 Further Research 

In the course of this project, we have identified a number of areas for further research. The most 
promising of these include: 

• Consistent spending allocation methods: it was necessary to compensate for inconsistent 
methods of allocating regional transportation expenditures by mode from some 
MPOs/RTPAs. Developing a more consistent allocation method would enable a more 
consistent evaluation of equity in transportation measures across the entire state. 

• Low data availability compensation methods: development of refined statistical measures 
to compensate for low data availability in smaller areas, especially for rural transportation 
planning agencies. 
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2. Literature Review 
This section presents a review of literature pertaining to multimodal equity measurement, 
primarily in regional transportation planning at metropolitan transportation
organizations (MPOs) and regional transportation planning agencies (RTPAs) in California. The 
purpose of this review is to identify and analyze existing research with respect to the comparison 
of investments made by MPOs/RTPAs (hereafter referred to as MPOs) in transit versus 
automobile planning, infrastructure, and operations, and, in doing so, to provide insights and 
methods for small to midsized MPOs that do not have access to the resources to enable them to 
use the complex and expensive travel demand models employed for these purposes by larger, high-
resource agencies. 

We begin with a summary from this project’s previous literature review published in our Phase I 
report,1 where we went into detail about how equity is defined in the field of transportation
planning and its implications for measurement, and then provide a summary of the key concepts 
and methods related specifically to cross-modal equity comparisons. 

2.1 Defining Equity and Implications for Measurement 

To state what may seem obvious, definitions of equity determine how it is measured; if they include 
complex components of equity they will likely also be difficult to measure. Equity is a multifaceted 
and complex subject, prone to the subjectivity and value judgments of policymakers, their analysts,
and the public since there is no universally accepted definition. Furthermore, there are often some 
aspects of equity that are not quantitatively measurable at all. Nevertheless, there are some agreed 
upon definitions and standards that can provide a starting place for those looking to understand 
equity in terms that are likely to be met with widespread acceptance. Indeed, many transportation-
related equity definitions build on equity and social justice concepts conceived by the federal 
government (as discussed below), giving some consistency between definitions. These definitions 
typically include aspects of income and racial disadvantage but frequently include other elements 
as well.3 

A good example is found in the definition used by Los Angeles Metro, the transit agency for 
Los Angeles County. For Metro, equity includes a general allusion to “one’s outcomes in life,” 
suggesting that most if not all social, economic, educational, and “social identities” need 
measurement. This implies a wide range of potential impacts, potentially requiring expensive 
measurement systems.4 As discussed in Ferrell et al. , many if not most of these definitional 
components and their measurement methods are beyond the resources of a typical, small or 
medium-sized MPO.5 
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2.1.1 Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act: the federal government’s functional definition of 
equity 

Federal regulatory and legal compliance necessitates that MPOs and other transportation-related 
agencies adhere to the definition of equity in Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.6 While it does 
not use the word “equity,” Title VI has driven much of the policies and procedures in the U.S. that 
determine each agency’s definitions and measurement of equity. In effect, Title VI mandates that 
at a minimum, income discrimination must be considered as a primary consideration in any equity 
definition and measurement system. The U.S. DOT has defined the specific requirements for 
transportation-related agencies to comply with Title VI, adding “race, color, or national origin” 
discrimination to income for all transportation-related agencies to consider.7 

Title VI, equity, and beyond 

To address a wider range of equity concerns and impacts, President Clinton’s 1994 Executive 
Order (EO) 12898 is often seen to play a complementary role to Title VI, and, in effect, adds to 
its functional the definition of equity by saying federally funded projects should not be “purchased 
through the disproportionate allocation of its adverse environmental and health burdens on the 
community’s minority.”8 While Title VI’s definition of equity concerned itself with the 
discriminatory effects of the allocation of benefits from a project, EO 12898 expands its mandate 
to require consideration (and, by implication, measurement) of a project’s social, economic, and 
environmental impacts as well.9 In doing so, it enhances the definition of equity to include social 
and economic impacts beyond Title VI’s basic framing of income (and race as added by the US 
DOT). 

The research and professional literature on Title VI (and its accompanying EOs and U.S. DOT 
regulations) generally identify two important ways implementation tends to fall short of its original 
intent. First, Title VI allows for local agencies (hereafter referred to as “locals” or “recipients”) to 
define and measure equity according to their own standards. This tends to cause confusion and 
allows locals to avoid actions that would reduce harm to underprivileged communities.10 And while 
these later administrative and executive orders served to broaden the definition of disadvantage to 
include income (in addition to race), there are groups and individuals equally worthy of 
consideration and protection such as senior, low-literacy, and disabled populations for whom it is
currently left up to local and state governments to decide whether they receive these protections.13 

Second, Title VI does not require locals to identify and address existing inequities, but only those 
resulting from federally funded policies and projects in the future. Therefore, it does not directly 
address past inequities, focusing only on preventing recipients from making things worse.14, 15, 16 
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2.2 Equity Measurement: Practical and Academic 

This section provides an overview of the state of the practice in transportation equity measurement, 
with particular emphasis on the methods used to meet Title VI and its associated requirements for 
public transportation and then covers how some agencies and academics have gone beyond the 
basic Title VI requirements. 

2.2.1 Transportation equity measurement: state of the practice summary 

Martens et al. identify three key components of equity that a measurement system should reflect, 
revised here to apply to transportation: 

1. The benefits and costs that are distributed by transportation are identified and counted. 

2. The populations and social groups that transportation distributes its benefits and costs to 
are identified, differentiated, and counted. 

3. The yardstick or distributive principle that determines whether a given transportation
service distribution is considered “morally proper” is identified and compared to the actual 
or forecasted distribution of transit if it is/will be an equitable distribution.17 

Based on this guidance, the challenge is to create a measurement system that adequately captures 
these three components in some respect and, importantly, the interrelationships between them.18 

Litman describes five approaches to measuring transportation equity, where analysts evaluate (1) 
the fair share of public resources, or the equity of resources spent between different groups (e.g., 
drivers versus non-drivers); (2) who bears the external costs of transportation such as congestion, 
safety, and pollution; (3) the inclusivity of transportation services, or the degree to which the system 
serves the diverse needs of disadvantaged populations; (4) the affordability of transportation services 
with respect to income; and (5) social justice, where socially disadvantaged groups are evaluated in 
terms of the previously mentioned approaches (1–4).19 

There are also a variety of options available for metrics measuring transportation supply, often 
specific to the modes of travel being considered. According to Karner, these commonly used 
measures of transit supply—such as average proximity to transit stops, service coverage, transit 
network coverage, and average transit vehicle headways—are easily combined with demographic 
data for the service area being analyzed to yield a useful transit equity metric.20 

Fair share of public resources 

Equitable resource distribution is a key issue in transportation policy and planning since the costs 
and benefits of these scarce resources are often distributed in ways that benefit some groups and 
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leave others out.21 As mentioned previously, judging what is fair and for whom is the heart of 
equity in resource allocation measurement. 

Transportation needs equity 

Identifying the need for transportation for neighborhoods, corridors, cities, or other geographical 
areas is a long-standing practice in transportation planning and operations. Therefore, in the case 
of service needs equity, one approach to measurement is to make these traditional metrics more 
sensitive to equity.23 

Communities that are underserved by transportation are often correlated with poverty, a lack of 
affordable housing, and discrimination-based indicators such as the concentration of low-income 
households in a particular neighborhood.24 Some commonly used measures seek to capture the 
equity implications of these aspects of transportation need: 

• Zero-vehicle households: percentage of households with no vehicle available 

• Poverty: percentage of households in poverty 

• Unemployment: percentage of working age population unemployed 

• Transit access: percentage of population within 0.5-mile of fixed-route transit stop/station 

• Highway access: percentage of population with 0.5-mile of a highway right-of-way access 
point (e.g., freeway on-ramp) 

• Disability status: percentage of civilian non-institutionalized population with disability 

• Housing cost burdened: percent of households spending >30 percent of income on 
housing25 

While these metrics have the advantage of being relatively easy to calculate, they are limited when 
it comes to capturing the nuance and complexity of how transportation, urban form, and equity 
affect each other, leading some to develop metrics capable of capturing these nuances. There have 
been a number of studies aimed at addressing these shortcomings. 

The Transit Equity Demand Index (TEDI) is one such measurement system, designed to identify 
locations in need of further transit investment by identifying high-demand areas based on 
population densities, vehicle availability, and poverty indicators.26 NACTO developed guidance 
on “Measures for Transit Streets as Public Space,” including a metric that calculates the percentage 
of system-wide bus stops with shelters and other amenities.27 Oregon Metro used five evaluation 
measures to assess its transportation investments strategy, including Access to Travel Options—
Systems Completeness and Connectivity, designed to capture access to active transportation 
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infrastructure and roadway connectivity, including transit stops.28 Fan and Li’s Transit Gap Index 
(TGI) measures transit supply by measuring physical location and time of day in relation to transit 
services available in a neighborhood as well as measures of transit need.29 

Mishra et al. used the Gini coefficient to determine which communities had the greatest
transportation needs. Their Inequity Index used household income, vehicle ownership,
employment density, and population density, while current and future (predicted) transit 
performance was measured with “connectivity indices” that used urban form and transit operational 
characteristics (e.g., transit stop, route, speed, frequency, operational capacity, fare, route origins,
and destination).30 

Carleton and Porter use both Lorenz/Gini methods and a needs gap analysis. Their findings
suggest shortcomings of needs gap analysis approaches. First, the aggregation of supply and 
demand metrics, geographic, and demographic groups into a single index score can hide bias and 
unknowingly lead to biased interpretations. Therefore, a needs gap analysis cannot provide
information on impacts to different population groups. Second, this bias can influence 
methodological and policy decision-making.31 However, compared to a needs gap analysis, the 
Lorenz/Gini methods are more accurate at measuring the potential impacts on different 
population groups, and Carleton and Porter suggest the best equity analyses incorporate both a 
needs gap and a Lorenz curve analysis.32 

Transportation service change equity 

Transit service changes—where a highway is built, a local street is widened to include a bike lane, 
when transit routes or service frequencies are changed, or when sidewalks are installed on a street 
that previously had none—are often motivated by the perception of a change in travel (often mode-
specific) needs, and their effects can be evaluated for their equity impacts. Therefore, transit, auto, 
bicycle, and walking travel service levels are calculated using well-established methods and are 
typically modified to address the equity impacts of service changes on disadvantaged and vulnerable 
populations. 

Since Title VI and the U.S. DOT requirements for transportation service change equity analysis 
gave the development of the definition, metrics, and impact thresholds for measuring and 
identifying discrimination to transportation agencies and other non-federal government actors,33 

transportation analysts tend to choose equity measurement techniques that give them the 
maximum flexibility to adjust their service levels to suit their policy goals and operational needs. 

One such choice is described by Karner and Golob who found that Census-based (service
area-based method) metrics are more likely to identify the discriminatory impacts of service cuts, 
while metrics based on onboard surveys (a ridership-based method) are better at revealing the 
discriminatory impacts of service improvements.34 
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Similarly, Marin Transit in the San Francisco Bay Area—serving largely transit-dependent 
ridership groups in a high-income, white, suburban county—uses their own onboard survey data, 
when possible, to calculate the following metrics to determine disparate (race-based) or 
disproportionate (income-based) equity impacts of service changes: 

• Change in transit revenue hours > 30 percent; 

• Change in route > 40 percent route’s path over a three-year period; or 

• New service on streets not previously used by any route.35 

The Port Authority, the transit agency for the Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania metropolitan area, 
explicitly recognizes the significant implications of measuring ridership versus service area 
population. According to their Title VI analysis guidelines:36 

…the Authority may elect to establish comparison populations based upon either 
ridership data or the population data of a service area. Justification for selection of 
a ridership data comparison or a service area population comparison must be 
documented.37 

Other transit agencies such as AC Transit in the San Francisco Bay Area use metrics that focus 
on measuring the effects of service changes on the minority and low-income people living, 
working, shopping, and recreating within their route service area, yielding a very different picture 
of potential discriminatory effects from a transit agency’s planned service changes than would those 
using surveys of people who are already riding their buses (i.e., on-board survey data).38 

2.2.2 Transportation equity metrics: advancing the practice 

There is an increasing demand for high-quality, low-cost, and easy-to-use transportation equity 
metrics and data sources;39 but while the standard industry metrics may serve the everyday
operational needs of system operators, few adequately capture the dynamic interactions between 
land use, transportation services availability, and the geographic distribution of economically or 
socially disadvantaged populations.41 As practitioners have often focused on improving their 
measurements of the equity effects of transportation on specific, disadvantaged population groups 
that previous techniques overlooked, academic researchers have focused on developing
comprehensive and complex transportation and land use accessibility measures meant to capture 
more of the complexity and making it understandable and actionable.42 

Measuring other traditionally underserved populations 

Caballero and Ng point out that there is an equity gap in the availability and performance of our 
transportation systems, caused in part by a lack of good performance metrics through which we 
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can gauge the equity of today’s transportation systems. To help fill this gap, they developed the
Community Attributed Index (CAI) to identify traditionally underserved populations in the 
Atlanta metropolitan region. The CAI combines census track-level data from 165 variables by 
using principal components analysis to statistically reduce those variables into five dimensions: 
economic opportunity, poverty status, educational attainment, housing and population mix, and 
family stability.44 

There are also measurable gender differences in travel behavior that have been identified by several
researchers. However, very few transportation agencies in the U.S. have developed metrics for this 
analysis.45 Nevertheless, Los Angeles Metro has taken this need seriously, establishing a Women 
and Girls Governing Council to guide efforts to measure the unique needs of females on their 
systems, undertaking a study to understand the travel needs and behaviors of women in Los 
Angeles County and designing a group of metrics to capture these needs.46 

The TransitCenter developed a variety of tools to help transit agencies and advocates move beyond 
Title VI by measuring transit equity impacts on single-mother households, essential workers, 
households below the poverty line, and households without cars. Their online tool features several 
metrics that combine these demographic data with accessibility to jobs, supermarkets, hospitals, 
and parks (among others) by transit calculated values.47 

Accessibility equity metrics 

There has been some dissatisfaction with the traditional, less equity-sensitive mobility, and supply-
based transportation performance metrics discussed above among practitioners and academics 
alike.48, 49 In response, researchers have developed sophisticated accessibility metrics that link data 
on “the opportunities across space”—i.e., the distribution of important travel destinations such as 
employment, education, and health care—to measures of travel (generally auto or transit) costs.50 

By combining two important aspects of spatial equity—urban form discrimination through spatial 
segregation—and transportation discrimination—under investments in modes that serve low-
income and other disadvantaged communities—accessibility metrics target the accessibility by 
mode of a variety of disadvantaged demographic groups, their particular needs (which destinations 
do they need to travel to), the specific costs they have to pay (both in travel time and fares), and 
their ability to pay those costs (i.e., income). In effect, accessibility metrics measure transportation 
equity in ways that the standard metrics described above miss.51 

These powerful, effective, and useful accessibility measures typically rely on expensive and data-
hungry regional travel demand models for key data inputs, presenting a barrier to use for resource-
challenged analysts and agencies. While some have sought to fill this gap as well by developing 
less complex and more user-friendly accessibility measurement methods,55 most still require
expensive and difficult-to-manipulate data inputs for analysis. 
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There are generally two types of accessibility metrics that typically rely on data from travel demand 
models: cumulative opportunity, sometimes called “isochronic,” measures (see Figure 2.1), 
calculated by adding all the destinations (either in terms of the number of establishments, building 
square footage, or number of employees) within a mode-specific, pre-determined travel time of a 
given origin point (e.g., 30-minutes),58 and gravity-based measures63 where it is assumed that large 
destinations will be more attractive to potential travelers, but the further they are from a trip’s
origin (in terms of either travel time, cost, or distance), the less attractive they are. The relative 
attraction of residential neighborhoods to all employment districts within a metropolitan area are 
typically calculated and summed to produce a single number representing each residential 
neighborhood to employment in the region. While research comparing these metrics has found 
that their performance characteristics are similar,69 there is nonetheless perhaps a slight advantage 
to the isochronic method since it is somewhat easier to obtain data for and calculate. 

Other models rely on spatial or temporal coverage to calculate accessibility. The Transit 
Opportunity Index (TOI) developed by Mamun et al. expands on these existing metrics by
including trip coverage into its accessibility model (e.g., transit per capita service frequency),
allowing planners to better understand origin-destination and pair-wise connectivity.70 

Ryerson et al. advanced a new framework for travel demand model-based accessibility equity 
measures that modified traditional accessibility measures with social and spatial constraints (social, 
demographic, and economic variables) to better reflect the equity barriers disadvantaged 
community members experience in their trip-making.71 

Figure 2.1 Example Transit Commute Shed From Bayview-Hunters Point In San Francisco 
Using An Isochronic Accessibility Metric 72 
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2.3 Multimodal/Cross-modal Comparison Methods 

There are many mode-specific equity measurement systems that have been developed over the 
years and have proven useful in practical and research applications but are not easily modified or 
altered for cross-modal comparisons.73 The search for multimodal performance measurement 
methods has been long and varied. Metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) looking to 
analyze the benefits, costs, and equity impacts of their regional transportation plan (RTP) scenarios
in particular, increasingly require modal comparison methods for purposes of creating regional 
transportation plans (RTPs) that budget resources to the multimodal needs and complexities of 
their jurisdictions, as they grow larger and more urbanized.75 The literature we review here 
explicitly or indirectly but meaningfully address the question of how to best compare and contrast 
the equity performance of multiple modes of transportation, a subject to which we turn in earnest 
in Section 4. Therefore, our presentation of the following sources is limited to a brief description 
of each source and method. 

Murray and Davis developed an access to transit services (stops/stations) equity method that 
measures both neighborhood transit need (by income levels and other demographic information) 
and transit availability (distance to transit stops/stations). Access and need rankings are then 
compared to the access and income standards selected to identify the areas with the highest need 
and lowest access to transit.76 

Levine et al. measured and compared transit and auto accessibility using a travel demand model-
based method for work and non-work trip purposes by both auto and transit for equity analysis 
and comparison across metropolitan areas in the U.S. and assessed the influences of both mobility 
(speeds) and proximity of origins and destinations on accessibility.77 

Grengs et al. compared transit and auto accessibility within and between 25 U.S. metropolitan 
areas, evaluating transportation and land use equity for transit-dependent, low-income, and racial 
minority populations.78 

Golub and Martens evaluated accessibility in the San Francisco Bay Area, comparing auto and 
transit access to jobs to define a rate of multimodal “access poverty” for the region using a simple
ratio metric of transit-to-auto accessibility and a significance criterion that said that any ratio value 
less than or equal to 0.33 indicated a neighborhood that was access poor.79 

Griffin and Sener used easily acquired data by mode from the EPA’s Smart Locations dataset to 
evaluate transit accessibility in the U.S. metropolitan areas.80 While only done for transit, this study 
showed the ease with which cross-modal accessibility comparisons can be done, but without the 
ability to easily forecast future conditions since the EPA dataset only gives accessibility values and 
does not provide the means to change inputs and calculate these values.81 
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Karner developed a transit accessibility equity model measuring local access to bus/rail stops for 
disadvantaged neighborhoods, as well as regional access to jobs and services. Required data inputs 
include relatively easy-to-obtain U.S. Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household 
Dynamics (LEHD) dataset, transit route, and schedule information in the General Transit Feed 
Specification (GTFS) format, but require moderately labor- and resource-intensive work to 
measure the spatial relationships between zones using a geographic information system (GIS) 
program.82 

Gartsman et al. developed a framework to measure the competitiveness between auto and transit 
modes, called Competitive Access, using two metrics for trip coverage and regional access provided 
by transit. Trip coverage is measured as the proportion of the region’s trips by low-income and 
other disadvantaged residents that have a competitive transit option, while Regional Access is 
measured as the proportion of a region’s disadvantaged community residents that can reach their 
local and regional destinations by transit. This method requires regional O-D dataset (travel
surveys), location-based services data (gathered from smartphone apps), or cell phone triangulation 
to identify all possible trips that ha’pen in the region to calculate the competitiveness measure.83 

Guo et al. developed a framework of multimodal equity comparison methods covering three 
dimensions of transportation outcomes measurement (accessibility, environmental impact, and 
safety) with three measurement components (population measurement, cost/benefit analysis, and 
equity assessment).84 

Martens et al. used accessibility data calculated by the University of Minnesota’s Accessibility 
Observatory to compare accessibility disparities and insufficiencies for disadvantaged population 
groups as compared to other groups in 49 of the 50 largest U.S. metropolitan areas.85 

Sharifiasl et al. developed a multimodal accessibility model that provided cross-modal comparisons 
of equity for employment professional (blue collar versus white collar), race, and income groups.86 

Karner et al. investigated a number of multimodal accessibility model comparison methods that 
evaluated accessibility inequalities between population groups, where some socioeconomic groups 
systematically have lower access to opportunities than others. And accessibility poverty, where 
specific populations are identified that suffer from accessibility levels that fall below some pre-
determined standard.87 

Maharjan et al. developed and tested the Modal Access Gap (MAG) method to compare transit 
and auto access to employment opportunities in 45 U.S. metropolitan areas. Their findings
indicate that in all metro areas they studied, transit accessibility to employment is lower than access 
offered by autos. This finding suggests there is a modal access gap in the U.S. that 
disproportionately affects elderly, disabled, and low-income households. While the MAG method 
uses readily available data sources (LEHD employment data) and calculation tools (R-based open-
source Rapid Realistic Routing on Real-world and Reimagined networks software), processing 
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time and expertise requirements are also at a relatively high level, making this method out-of-reach 
for many low-resource transportation agencies.88 

Ji et al. developed a multimodal comparison accessibility equity measurement tool to optimize
transportation mode interactions providing access to regional transportation hubs (airports, railway 
stations, long-distance bus stations, subway stations, and bus stops).89 

2.3.1 Transportation investments equity analysis 

A few sources found in this review investigated the potential for and use of relatively simple, 
inexpensive equity measurement methods. The need is born from a recognition that with limited 
resources and multiple modes offering different benefits, costs, and performance characteristics, 
comparisons between modes can be exceedingly difficult for large, well-resourced transportation 
agencies, and near-impossible for smaller, lower-resourced ones.90 

Karner gave an overview of MPO/RTPA equity methods used in evaluating primarily RTPs in 
rural and small urban metro areas in California’s San Joaquin Valley. The resources, expertise, and 
time required to use these methods ranged from Fresno and Kern Counties, where a travel demand 
model supplies critical analytic outputs (e.g., current and future travel times), to San Joaquin
County, where they analyzed RTP investment equity using a relatively simple but powerful
method based on using the Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) mode choice 
journey to work data.91 

Martens and Golub evaluated RTP equity for the 10 largest MPOs in the U.S. by identifying and 
evaluating the equity-related methods used in each plan. This analysis found that 7 of the 10 largest 
MPOs in the U.S. used accessibility metrics or other travel demand model outputs, while others 
used more simple methods that do not explicitly or directly measure cross-modal equity. For 
example, they found that Atlanta used only one metric that could be seen as having some equity
implications: a Jobs-Housing Ratio measure. While notable for its simplicity, it is lacking in terms 
of a set of standards to judge the findings by and seems unconnected to actual transportation 
investment outcomes.92 

The paucity of literature found in our review offering effective tools for low-resource transportation 
agencies to measure cross-modal transportation equity reflects the lack of attention to their needs; 
in effect, this lack of attention is both a product of inequities (in terms of a lack of resources) and 
a cause, since low-resource agencies are unable to properly measure the modal fairness of their 
plans and budget allocations. These literature review findings suggest a need for cross-modal 
comparison methods that are applicable and accessible to small metropolitan, micropolitan, and 
rural MPO/RTPA areas. This need serves as the motivation for our study, and these sources cited 
here provide us with the building blocks (the methods) to develop a more effective set of tools for 
low-resource transportation agencies. 
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2.4 Summary and Conclusions 

For the purposes of this study, we focused on evaluating methods from the literature that are 
capable of cross-modal/multimodal performance comparisons, with particular attention to those 
methods developed and applied to multimodal equity analysis. Our primary conclusions from this 
review are: 

• While there are many metrics developed for everyday use for planning and engineering 
practitioners, these are for the most part mode specific and are not easily made compatible 
with each other for cross-modal comparisons. 

• Where there are multimodal equity comparison methods available and in use, they are 
typically expensive, data intensive, and difficult to operate (e.g., accessibility/travel demand 
models) for all but a few analysts with the training and support systems within our larger
and well-resourced transportation agencies. 

• Since there are few multimodal equity comparison methods available that can be used by 
low-resource transportation agencies, particularly those in rural and small urban areas, there 
is a clear need for the development of these easy-to-use and effective methods. 

• Developing these methods will need to focus on designing a common basis for modal 
comparisons using widely available and inexpensive data sources. We address this issue in 
Section 3. 
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3. Regional Planning Data Sources for Analyzing
Transportation Modal Equity 

3.1 Introduction 

This section discusses the basis for our analysis of transportation modal equity at a regional
planning level. Analyses of transportation modal equity require at a minimum: 

• Population socioeconomic data, particularly on groups where equity is of greatest concern 
(e.g., race, income, family structure) 

• Mode use by socioeconomic group 

• Expenditure data by mode, in sufficient detail to be able to identify potential inequities by 
socioeconomic group 

Our assessment of data sources is based on the following: 
• Information provided: The data source should provide data that are relevant to the analysis 

of equity. These include race, income, vehicle availability, household structure (especially 
presence of minors in the household), travel mode use, and regional planning agency 
expenditures by mode.93 

• Timeliness: The data should be available in a timely manner, ideally no more than a year
or two from the present. 

• Availability: The data should be readily available. 

• Staff time and skills required: Some data sources require extensive staff time and skills to 
properly analyze, while others require minimal effort. 

Section 3.2 discusses the current structure of regional planning organizations in California. Section 
3.3 discusses data sources for travel modes and socioeconomic groups. Section 3.3.3 briefly
discusses data sources for transportation expenditures by mode and socioeconomic group. 

3.2 California Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organizations and Regional 
Transportation Planning Agencies 

Regional transportation planning in California is done by Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) and Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs), which are 
established by state law. MPOs carry out regional transportation planning in urbanized areas with 
populations over 50,000, while RTPAs carry out transportation planning for rural areas and 
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counties. The following section discusses in more detail the issues in obtaining data for equity 
analysis from individual MPOs and RTPAs. 

California currently has 18 MPOs and 21 rural RTPAs; there are also 5 RTPAs within MPOs, 
although the parent MPOs are responsible for coordinating transportation planning for RTPAs 
with their boundaries. 

Our analysis looked at the following groups of MPOs and RTPAs: 

• Big Four MPOs: This group includes the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC), the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), and the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG). These are multi-county MPOs with populations 
exceeding one million. 

• Other MPOs: These are, apart from the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
(AMBAG), one-county MPOs. 

• RTPAs: These are one-county agencies in mostly rural counties. 

In general, all but the smaller MPOs and rural RTPAs tend to have fairly large technical staff and
tend to have readily available data sources for equity analysis. 

Rural RTPAs face particular issues with regard to data availability and planning analysis capability. 

• Readily available data sources such as the American Community Survey (ACS) often have 
inadequate sample sizes for rural areas. For example, estimates of the percentage of work 
trips by transit in small counties often have margins of error that are of the same order of 
magnitude as the estimates themselves. 

• Rural planning agencies usually have very few staff and other resources available for data 
collection and analysis. A study by Caltrans found that most rural county transportation 
planning agencies have less than one full-time equivalent staff position available for data 
collection, and many have none.94 
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3.3 Data by Travel Mode and Socioeconomic Group 

Table 3.1 lists the socioeconomic and travel behavior data sources that were considered for this 
research: 

• U.S. Census – American Community Survey (ACS) 

• U.S. Census – Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) 

• U.S. Census – Census Transportation Planning Products (CTPP) 

• Household travel survey data 

• On-board surveys 

3.3.1 U.S. Census – American Community Survey 

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a continuing survey of the U.S. population. Data are 
released at one-year intervals. Tabulations are available for one-year and five-year groupings of the 
data. Relevant tabulations for this study include work travel mode by characteristics such as race 
and income.95 

ACS one-year tabulations are not available for counties with populations under 65,000; 17 of 
California’s 58 counties fall within this category. We considered using five-year tabulations, 
despite the fact that they span the time of the pandemic. But we found that many of these 
tabulations did not provide the socioeconomic breakdowns that were needed for our analyses.96 

In particular, modal tabulations on household characteristics such as income and vehicle ownership 
were not suitable for the analysis in this research for two reasons: 

• There is no breakdown of transit use by transit mode. 

• Nonmotorized modes are not included. 
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Table 3.1 Data sources for socioeconomics and mode use. 

Data source Data type Advantages Disadvantages Skill level 
required 

ACS tabulations Population socioeconomic 
characteristics 

Journey to work mode by 
socioeconomic category 

Easy to specify data 
Downloadable in 

Socioeconomic categories in 
tabulations may not match desired 
breakdowns for analysis 

Margins of error are relatively high for 
low-population areas 

Basic 

PUMS Population socioeconomic 
characteristics 

Detailed socioeconomic 
data on journey to work 

Can provide tabulations not 
available in ACS, such 
as user-defined 
socioeconomic 
categories 

Not possible to separate data for 
individual RTPAs in low-population 
areas 

Missing data are imputed; hence, 
margin of error can be 
underestimated 

Moderate to 
high, 
depending on 
data source 

Census Transportation 
Planning Products 

Mode to work by 
socioeconomic category 

Easy to locate 
Convenient tabulations 

Data provided only every four years; 
can be out of date. Most recent is 
2021, 

Basic 

Household travel surveys Detailed data on household 
socioeconomics, travel 
for work and nonwork 
trips 

Provides mode use data for 
non-work trips that are 
missing from other data 
sources 

Extremely expensive 
Low response rates can bias results 
Not usually available for small areas 
Usually done a minimum of every 10 

years; hence, data can be out of date 
Data access may be difficult 

Very high 

Transit on-board surveys Data on rider 
socioeconomic 
characteristics, use of 
transit by trip purpose, 
travel patterns 

Data on transit for non-work 
trips 

Expensive 
Low response rates can bias results 
Data access may be difficult 

Moderate 
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3.3.2 U.S. Census – Public Use Microdata Sample 

Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) data consist of individual records from the ACS. PUMS 
data can be downloaded for individual states or for the entire U.S. PUMS data consist of two types: 

• Housing: Data on households including family structure, number of vehicles, presence of 
children, and income. 

• Persons: Data on individual persons in the sample including race, sex, age, earnings, 
employment status, place of work, and travel mode to work. 

PUMS data are grouped geographically into Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs) with 
populations of 100,000 or more. Populations and PUMS sample sizes are shown for larger MPOs 
and RTPAs in Table 3.2, while Table 3.3 shows PUMAs that cover multiple RTPAs. 

PUMS data offer some significant advantages over available ACS tabulations. 
• The user does not have to rely on breakdowns of data such as income into predefined 

categories. For example, in this research we defined the low-income category as consisting 
of persons in households in the lowest income quartile. The detailed nature of the PUMS 
data allowed us to cross-check this against income poverty levels; we found that the vast 
majority of households in the lowest income quartile have incomes that are less than 200% 
of the poverty level (based on household size), which provided another check on the validity 
of this definition. 

• Detailed mode breakdowns in the PUMS data allowed us to tabulate use of bike and rail 
modes by household variables such as income, presence of children, and vehicle availability. 
These types of tabulations are not available from ACS. 

• The data include detailed information on households and persons that may be useful for 
future analyses of mode use based on user characteristics. These include availability of 
broadband internet connections, computers in the household, wage earnings, occupation 
category of workers, and industry of workers. 

There are, however, some significant disadvantages in working with PUMS data. 

• As noted above, PUMS data are geographically grouped into areas (PUMAs) with a 
minimum population of 100,000. While large metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles or 
the Bay Area contain many PUMAs, there are some RTPAs whose population is so small 
that they fall within the same PUMA as other RTPAs (see Table 3.3). For the purposes of 
our analysis, we assumed that the tabulations for these rural PUMAs could be applied 
across the board to RTPAs within those PUMAs. Given more time and resources, we 
believe that these tabulations could be further refined for individual RTPAs within each 
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rural PUMA using a combination of marginal tabulations from ACS or CTPP and 
advanced statistical imputation procedures. 

• PUMS data for large states such as California require significant computer processing 
capability. The five-year PUMS household file for California is nearly 0.5 GB in size, while 
the person file is over 1.1 GB. Hence, a computer with adequate memory (at least 16 GB) 
and an adequate data processing and analysis program is required to use these data.99 

• Using PUMS data can require a large amount of staff time, as well as a certain amount of 
data processing and statistical skill, which may not be available to smaller agencies. 

There are, however, available resources that can at least partially make up for the last two. The 
IPUMS website provides data and analysis tools that can be used to generate data tabulations from 
PUMS data.100 

3.3.3 Household travel surveys 

Household travel surveys include detailed data on travel by individual households and persons. The 
advantage is that they provide data on transit use for nonwork trips, which are not available from 
Census data. The National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) maintains a database of 
household travel surveys, which includes a sample of over 23,000 California households from 
2016–2017.101 We did not consider these data to be relevant to our study given the age of the data 
and the effects of the pandemic since the survey was carried out. 

We believe that there are serious issues that affect the usefulness of household travel surveys for 
transportation analysis, and we expect that these issues will become even more serious in the future. 

• Household travel surveys are extremely expensive to carry out; an adequate sample size that 
would allow for analysis of travel behavior by mode would be on the order of 7,000 
households at a minimum, for which a typical cost would be on the order $1 million or 
more. This means that household travel surveys are out of reach for all but the largest 
MPOs. Even for these MPOs, the high cost means that surveys can be done only about 
every 10 years or so, but the data are likely to be out of date after about five years. 

• Response rates for these surveys have been declining over time. The Bay Area travel survey 
in 1981 achieved a 70% response rate.102 Today, response rates of 15% and lower are typical. 
High response rates result in uncorrectable biases in the data because response rates are 
typically correlated with travel behavior, especially trip frequency. Declining response rates 
can be attributed to a number of causes, such as omnipresent telemarketing, the almost 
universal use of voice mail, and a growing culture of texting rather than telephoning.
Internet-based surveys have been used, but it is difficult to control for the quality of the 
sample, especially response rates. 
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Table 3.2 MPO and RTPA populations and PUMS sample sizes for RTPAs with one or more PUMAs. 

Population No. of PUMS 5-yr samples 
(2023) PUMAs Big 4 MPOs Household Person Commuters 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 7,627,215 62 155,540 374,515 183,665 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) 2,581,651 20 50,562 122,206 54,029 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 3,297,860 22 64,166 150,483 72,565 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 18,575,408 130 341,144 880,382 405,077 
Other MPOs 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 764,659 5 15,994 37,660 16,596 
Butte County Association of Governments (BCAG) 205,860 1 4,898 10,727 4,301 
Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) 1,012,424 7 16,573 43,159 16,942 
Kings County Association of Governments (KCAG) 152,405 1 3,823 7,687 2,466 
Kern Council of Governments (KCOG) 903,372 6 15,200 38,154 14,025 
Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) 285,600 2 4,530 12,384 4,607 
Madera County Transportation Commission (MCTC) 158,457 1 2,817 6,839 2,230 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) 442,614 3 9,551 21,968 9,728 
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) 784,528 5 12,782 34,128 13,933 
San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) 280,251 2 6,758 13,579 5,697 
Shasta Regional Transportation Agency (SRTA) 178,958 1 4,520 10,002 3,762 
Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) 545,704 4 8,759 23,848 9,590 
Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) 474,792 3 7,326 20,563 7,704 
Non-MPO RTPAs 
Humboldt County Association of Governments (HCAOG) 134,388 1 3,413 7,242 2,879 
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Table 3.3 RTPA populations and PUMS sample sizes for PUMAs containing multiple RTPAs. 

Population (2023) PUMS 5-yr samples 
County PUMA total Household Person Commuters 

PUMA 0300 188,143 5,193 9,952 3,453 
Alpine LTC 1,165 
Amador CTC 40,122 
Calaveras COG 44,605 
Inyo LTC 18,731 
Mariposa LTC 16,860 
Mono LTC 13,273 
Tuolumne CTC 53,387 
PUMA 1100 130,491 2,800 6,465 2,343 
Colusa CTC 21,905 
Glenn CTC 28,039 
Tehama CTC 64,677 
Trinity CTC 15,870 
PUMA 01500 124,976 5,215 9,705 2,926 
Del Norte LTC 26,382 
Lassen CTC 28,232 
Modoc CTC 8,446 
Plumas CTC 18,955 
Siskiyou CLTC 42,961 
PUMA 03300 155,762 3,124 6,772 2,514 
Lake CCAPC 66,446 
Mendocino COG 89,316 
PUMA -5700 103,552 2,330 5,009 1,976 
Nevada CTC 100,400 
Sierra LTC 3,152 

Note: 
CTC County Transportation Commission 
CLTC County Local Transportation Commission 
COG Council of Governments 
LTC Local Transportation Commission 
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The Census Transportation Planning Products (CTPP) program is currently funded by state 
highway departments under the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO). CTPP provides tabulations for journey to work data for a number of 
socioeconomic characteristics of commuters.103 CTPP data are typically released at 
four-to-five-year intervals. At the time of our research the most recent CTPP data were for 2016; 
since then, data for 2021 have been released. 

We used CTPP data for some of the analyses as Karner did in his research using the San Joaquin 
method,104 but the COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant changes in travel behavior105 that 
may render these data obsolete for many RTP project lists we used. Nevertheless, we decided we 
would use these data in a side-by-side comparison with PUMS data due to the lack of other 
available and affordable data sources for resource-challenged agencies. 

3.3.5 On-board transit surveys 

Many transit agencies periodically conduct on-board passenger surveys to get information on rider 
travel patterns, trip purposes, and socioeconomics. These data are typically available only on an 
agency-by-agency basis. 

These surveys can be expensive if done properly, which involves obtaining adequate coverage of 
the rider population and minimizing nonresponse bias. Hence, as in the case of household travel 
surveys, on-board surveys with a sufficient sample size are typically out of the financial reach of 
smaller agencies. 

3.4 Expenditure Data by Mode and Socioeconomic Group 

We developed expenditure data by mode and socioeconomic group from regional planning budgets 
available from MPOs and RTPAs. In developing these data, we found some significant
discrepancies in the way some of these agencies categorized their expenditures, especially between 
how projects were categorized and the descriptions of the projects themselves. 

We were able to correct for these discrepancies in applying our analysis method, as described in 
the next section. But we believe further investigation of these discrepancies, and how to correct for 
them, merits further research beyond the scope of this study. 

3.5 Summary and Conclusions 

For purposes of our analysis, we concluded the following on data sources: 

• There is no single good source of data on mode use by socioeconomic group.

• The vast majority of available data on mode use by socioeconomic group are for work trips.
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• We therefore concluded that work trip data would be used as a surrogate for mode use by
socioeconomic group, since work trips account for the majority of non-auto use by
transportation-disadvantaged groups. 

• We identified discrepancies in some agencies’ categorization of expenditures by mode. Our 
analysis required that we account for these discrepancies, which we were able to do based 
on individual project descriptions. 

We have also concluded that: 

• Only PUMS data can provide the necessary detail for breakdown of mode use by
socioeconomic category. 

• We decided on the five-year 2019–2023 PUMS data set, despite the potential confounding 
effects due to the pandemic in 2020–2021. In making the tradeoff between sample size and 
avoidance of confounding effects, we believe that the gain in accuracy from the five-year 
sample should take precedence. 

• Although we were able to correct for discrepancies in expenditure categories for purposes 
of our analyses, we believe that further investigation, and possible recommendations for 
uniform reporting of transportation expenditures by mode, would be useful for purposes of 
future policy analysis. 
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4. Regional Transportation Plan Modal Equity Analysis
Methods Development 

Based on potential methods we identified in the literature review (Section 2) for evaluating and 
comparing the equity of travel modes as well as the assessment of potential data sources in Section 
3, we gathered and evaluated a total of 37 (primarily) academic research literature sources in search 
of a multimodal equity comparison measurement system that could be used by resource-challenged 
transportation agencies—i.e., small urban MPOs and rural RTPAs. Of these, the team identified 
a total of 24 sources that offer a method or set of methods for measuring multimodal equity. This 
section describes our evaluation of these sources and methods, followed by the application of them 
to a collection of California regional transportation plan project lists and the findings that result. 

4.1 Preliminary Methods Evaluation Criteria 

This study evaluated the methods found in the literature search using the following criteria as 
determined through the process of literature review, discussions among the research team 
members, and discussions with the Study Advisory Group members: 

• Measures and Compares Auto and Transit Equity: For any method extant in the literature 
to be useful for this study, it needs to be already or plausibly capable of measuring and 
comparing auto and transit equity. We rated the methods we identified in the literature as: 

o Yes – It measures and compares both methods. 

o Maybe – It already measures one and it is conceivable it could be further developed 
to measure the other mode with minimal or moderate effort. 

o No – Not possible to measure both with the method without significant efforts. 

• Ease of Data Acquisition (Availability) and Application to Methods: Since our target
audience and users for the methods developed in this study are low(er)-resource agencies
and community organizations, the methods should require data that is readily and 
inexpensively (if not freely) available. We rated the methods we identified in the literature 
as: 

o Easy – Where the data necessary for modal comparison is inexpensive (or free) and 
requires little effort to acquire and format for analysis. In cases where we judged
that the efforts required were very low, we applied a rating of “Very Easy.” 

o Moderate – Methods where data collection and processing is likely to be involved 
but not overwhelming. 
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o Difficult – Methods that are cost, time, and/or effort prohibitive for data collection 
and processing. In cases where we felt the efforts required were very high, we 
applied a rating of “Very Difficult.” 

• Investment- vs. Outcome-oriented Methods: We rated each method we found in the 
literature search as either an investment- or an outcome-oriented method based on the 
qualitative judgements of the research team. 

o Investment-oriented methods use the actual or budgeted (for future years) monies 
allocated to auto versus transit infrastructure, operations, or supporting services 
(e.g., marketing, planning, governance) as inputs and produce investment-oriented 
outputs/findings. 

o Outcomes-oriented methods apply operational and/or performance inputs to 
produce outcomes in terms of amount, quality, and/or user perception of transit 
and auto services. 

• Methods Complexity: The complexity (and by implication, difficulty) of using the methods 
in practice, particularly for low-resource agencies as determined by the qualitative
judgements of the research team. We rated these qualitatively from “Low” to “High.” 

• Ability to Forecast Future Conditions: The ability of low-resource agencies to use the 
methods for forecasting future conditions and compare them to past and current 
conditions. We rated the methods qualitatively as “Yes,” “No,” or “Maybe.” 

• Flexible Geographic Scale of Analysis: The ability to apply the methods to a variety of 
geographical scales, from neighborhood up to the regional level. We rated the methods 
qualitatively as “Yes,” “No,” or “Maybe.” 

While these criteria served an important role in our preliminary analysis, they did not address a 
few issues that could not be done within the scope and budget of our study. These will require 
further research and development in the future: 

• Modal Proportionality in Urban and Rural Settings: The methods and significance
standards for modal comparison reviewed here do not generally account for the potential 
differences between the modal equity needs of rural versus urban settings. Implicit in many 
of the methods reviewed here is the assumption that a lack of modal services or investments 
available to one population as compared to another within the same area of study indicates 
the first group is suffering from a modal inequity. However, if the first population is in a 
predominantly rural setting and lacks transit services in comparison to the second group 
which is in an urban setting, the question must be asked whether this difference is truly an 
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inequity, since major high-capacity transit does not typically serve rural areas well enough 
to justify these investments. 

• Investment-to-Usage Ratios and Latent Demand: Building on our comments on modal 
proportionality, it is similarly the case that methods that compare modal investments (e.g., 
RTP or TIP project lists) and usage patterns (e.g., mode share calculations) can be 
problematic since, for example, low transit mode share may be either due to a history of 
underinvestment in transit services or a predominantly low density land use pattern that is 
not easily or effectively served by transit. In this case, proposed transit investments may be 
adequate for the task, and funds are better spent on other modes for equity purposes. 
However, where new investments can effectively yield increased transit use, equity may 
require very high investments proportional to the current transit mode share, and if 
underinvestment continues there, decision-makers risk reinforcing existing inequities. In 
other words, current mode use may not reflect unmet (i.e., latent) demand for that mode. 

4.2 Preliminary Evaluation Findings 

We identified and assessed the methods that were collected during our literature review in terms 
of the evaluation criteria described above. 

4.2.1 Measures and compares auto and transit equity 

The first and highest priority for the research team was to determine whether each method can
compare auto and transit equity measurements. Those methods that we assigned a ranking of
“Yes” are shown below: 

• Modal Access Gap (MAG) (Maharjan et al. 2024): Calculates Modal Access Gap (MAG) 
as the ratio of difference between accessibility by auto and transit (AccessibilityAuto – 
AccessibilityTransit) / (AA + AT). Employment by Census Block Groups from LEHD, 
and network routing done by R-based open-source Rapid Realistic Routing on Real-world 
and Reimagined networks (r5r) software module package. 

• Competitive Access (Gartsman et al. 2020): Measures the comparative level of access 
offered by auto and transit modes. Uses two measures to represent trip coverage and 
regional access provided by transit. Trip coverage is measured as the proportion of the 
region’s trips by low-income and POC residents that have a competitive transit option, 
while Regional Access is measured as the proportion of a region’s environmental justice 
(EJ) community residents that can reach their local and regional destinations by transit. 
Requires regional origin-destination (O-D) dataset (travel surveys, location-based services 
data (gathered from smartphone apps), or cell phone triangulation to identify all possible 
trips that happen in the region to calculate competitiveness measure). Competitiveness is 
determined by using user-defined standards. For example, comparable transit travel times 
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can be up to 1.25 x as long as auto travel times, while sufficiently competitive transit travel 
times range from 1.5 x to 2.0 x as long as by auto. 

• San Joaquin County Method (Karner 2016): Overview of MPO RTP equity methods used 
in evaluating primarily rural and small urban metro areas in San Joaquin Valley, California. 
Uses EJ Community definition of 60% people of color or 20% low income. Methods used 
involve an analysis of RTP investment equity based on observed mode shares from the 
Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) and MPO/RTPA transportation 
expenditure plans taken from a regional transportation plan (RTP) or a regional
transportation improvement plan (RTIP) document. 

• Access Poverty Method (Golub & Martens 2014): Compares auto to transit accessibility 
by calculating each, then taking them as a ratio (Transit / Auto), then using a ratio of 0.33 
or less as a threshold for identifying transit-neglected neighborhoods. 

• Network Design Problem Method (Camporeale et al. 2016): Optimization of multimodal 
(car and transit) network design according to benefit/costs among users using both fuzzy 
and rigid goals and constraints. 

• Blue-collar vs. White-collar Job Accessibility Method (Sharifiasl et al. 2023): Measures 
blue-collar and white-collar job accessibilities for auto and transit for population groups by 
income and race. 

4.2.2 Preliminary methods evaluation and screening 

Table 4.1 shows the methods found in the literature review that we judged capable of comparing 
auto and transit equity. 
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Table 4.1 Methods capable of measuring and comparing auto and transit equity. 
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The green highlighted rows in Table 4.1—San Joaquin County (SJC), Competitive Access, and 
MAG—present what our analysis shows to be the strongest candidates for investigation of their 
potential for further research and development. We selected these three based on the relative ease 
of obtaining data and methods with “low” or “medium” complexity, while at the very least, they 
have the potential for forecasting future conditions and geographical flexibility. 

4.2.3 Final selection – San Joaquin County (SJC) method 

Based on the information gathered as presented in Table 4.1, we ultimately selected the SJC 
method for further analysis and evaluation for two reasons: 

1. Data availability: The SJC method was the easiest and least expensive method to obtain 
the necessary data of all the methods shown in Table 4.1. All other methods shown were 
ranked as “difficult,” suggesting they would pose serious challenges to low-resource agency 
users. 

2. Method complexity: The SJC method was the simplest of all the methods we reviewed, 
making it the most appropriate one for use by resource- and expertise-challenged users. 

4.3 SJC Method Equity Measurement Findings Using CTPP Mode Data 

We began our application of the SJC method recreating the same low-income and mode of travel 
equity assessment as was presented in Karner (2016). We followed with the application of the 
same low-income and mode of travel analysis for the 17 most recent California RTPs/TIPs we 
found. Once complete, we further modified and expanded the SJC method’s capabilities by 
substituting income-by-mode data from the 2016 CTPP with three other equity-related data 
variables: race/ethnicity, household vehicles, and number of children per household, all 
cross-tabulated with commute mode travel information for the workers of each household as 
provided by the 2016 CTPP. Finally, we investigated the potential for using Public Use Microdata 
Sample (PUMS) census data from 2023 to recreate these same equity variables but using more 
recent census data; we present these PUMS-generated data findings for each RTP/TIP from 
California as well. 

4.3.1 SJC method (low-income) re-creation for San Joaquin County – 2011 RTP expenditures 

Our first step was to re-create the calculations for San Joaquin County presented in Karner (2016) 
(see Table 4.2). In doing so, we were able to verify those calculations and more precisely understand 
how they were done and their implications for equity. 
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Table 4.2 Re-creation of investment equity analysis from San Joaquin COG’s 2011 RTP 
supplemented with 2000 CTPP data. 
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4.3.2 Application of SJC method using CTPP for mode of travel data to MPOs/RTPAs in
California 

With the time and resource constraints of our study, we were able to collect the most recent 
RTP/TIP expenditures by mode data for 5 MPOs/RTPAs in California dating from before the 
COVID-19 pandemic and 12 from after. We used the following analysis steps to calculate 
low-income and mode equity for each of these project lists: 

1. Acquire and enter RTP investments by mode: Many RTPs in California provide
breakdowns of their planned investments by mode. If these summary data are not provided,
alternatively sum the investments by mode from the full RTP project list or from the
regional transportation improvement plan (TIP). Sometimes, RTP/TIP project list
expenditures are given in current dollar as well as inflation-adjusted dollar values for the
year of the project’s planned implementation. We recommend using the year of expenditure
values. Enter these data into the appropriate rows by mode in the column labeled Total
RTP Investments (Million $).

2. Calculate and enter % of workers using each mode by income: Acquire Census
Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) data for worker household income by mode
(B103202) for each county in the RTP’s region from the closest year to the RTP’s
publication date as possible. In our California cases, all RTP years were between 2013 and
2025, so the most appropriate CTPP data year for these calculations was 2016 (5-year).
Sum the total number of households in each income group for income categories
representing Low-Income and All Other Households by mode, calculate the percentage of
each category using each mode, and enter these percentages into the appropriate rows and
columns under Share of Workers Using Mode for Journey to Work (%).
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3. Calculate and enter the share of investments by mode and income: Multiply the Total 
RTP Investments (Million $) values by the appropriate Share of Workers Using Mode for 
Journey to Work (%) values and enter them into the appropriate rows and columns under 
Share of Investments (Million $). 

4. Acquire and calculate per household expenditures by mode: Acquire Census/American 
Community Survey (ACS) data household income categories desired—in our cases, we 
calculated all households 150% and under the federal poverty level and the number of 
households above 150%—for the year closest to the RTP’s publication date as possible.
Sum the number of households in each income category and multiply these values by the 
Share of Investments (Million $) values by mode. Enter these values under Per Household 
Expenditures ($). These are the values used to compare and evaluate modal income equity 
in the study area. 

The SJC method also called for using the most recent available (2016) CTPP (worker household 
income levels by mode) and either 2023 ACS or 2020 Census data (household income levels) for 
all cases. Analysts preparing cases for one or a handful of MPOs/RTPAs will likely find it more 
appropriate and economical to seek out and acquire the Census and ACS data available that is 
closest to their RTP’s publication year. 

4.3.3 Equity analysis findings interpretation – low-income and mode (CTPP) equity 

While the calculation of these Per Household Expenditure ($) values by mode is relatively simple 
and straight-forward, we recognize that their interpretation and assignment of an understanding
of income and modal equity can be difficult, largely due to understandable differences in the values 
and needs of the communities an RTP seeks to serve. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 present a simple format 
for summarizing and comparing the equity analysis assessments we made based on the Per 
Household Expenditures ($) values we calculated for each RTP project list; these are necessarily
reflective of our own values and professional judgements, and as such may not fit the needs of all 
communities. Therefore, we encourage each analyst to develop their own means of interpretation 
that best reflects the values and concerns of the communities they serve. 

Table 4.3 presents our equity assessment judgements for all MPOs/RTPAs we found with RTPs 
dated before the pandemic that we were able to readily acquire for this study, while Table 4.4 
shows our same assessments for those RTPs dated during (2020) and after the pandemic. These 
tables show the final Per Household (HH) Expenditures ($) we calculated for each RTP and 
provide our judgments for how well these MPOs/RTPAs are performing in terms of the amount 
of money per household they dedicate to low-income and all other household groups, allowing a 
direct comparison of these expenditures for transit and non-motorized modes compared to those 
they made for roadway travel modes (i.e., primarily private automobiles). A “+” sign in this column 
indicates that MPO/RTPA plans to spend an equivalent or greater amount of resources on a per
household basis on transit or non-motorized modes than on roadways (autos). 
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In contrast, those income groups in this column where we assigned a “-” sign indicate that a RTP’s 
spending priorities give more money to roadway maintenance and new construction, thereby 
increasing the disadvantages experienced by vulnerable members of our communities. These 
expenditures are further differentiated by what income groups these expenditures are likely to 
benefit—low- or higher-income households as determined by the federal poverty level. 

Finally, the last column [All Modes Income Equity (+) or Disadvantaged (-)] compares the sum 
of per household expenditures for all modes for low-income households to the same sum for all 
other income households. As with the previous column, an RTP that has dedicated equal or more 
resources on a per household basis to low-income households than higher ones receive a “+” sign 
indicating their spending plan prioritizes income and modal equity, while a “-” sign indicates their 
modal spending priorities appear to benefit higher income households more. 

Table 4.3 Investment analysis findings summary for all California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2019 and before – low-income and modal (CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.3 shows that, according to our analysis, MTC’s 2013 RTP would appear to have a highly 
equitable spending plan when viewed in terms of mode and income. In both columns, MTC 
received a “+” sign for every comparison suggesting that their priorities are weighted in favor of 
low-income-serving transit and non-motorized services. 
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Two smaller regions, Nevada and Stanislaus Counties, scored well on per household spending for 
transit and non-motorized (NM) modes for low-income groups, but did not spend as equitably on 
transit/NM as they did for roadways and auto mobility when it came to projects benefiting all 
other households. Nevertheless, their overall pattern of spending on all modes tends to benefit 
low-income households compared to all others in their counties. 

While Tehama County scored well in terms of total spending for low-income households, this 
spending largely benefits roadway/auto modes of travel as the expense of transit/NM modes for 
both income groups. 

Finally, we found that Kings County’s spending patterns largely benefited higher income auto-
dependent households. 
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Table 4.4 Investment analysis findings summary for all California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2020 and after – low-income and mode (CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.4 suggests that while SCAG and Fresno County have prioritized spending on transit/NM 
modes that benefit low-income households, their per household spending prioritizes auto mobility 
for their higher income households. 

Per household spending for all modes for SACOG as well as Del Norte, Glenn, San Benito, 
Shasta, and Siskiyou Counties are all weighted in favor of low-income households, but looking at 
modal spending for each income group, these regions tend to invest more in their road networks 
than their transit/NM systems. 

Finally, Calaveras, Mariposa, and Plumas Counties all appeared to have modal spending patterns 
that benefit higher income, auto-oriented households in their communities at the expense of more 
transit-dependent, economically disadvantaged ones. 

4.3.4 Modified SJC method applied to MPOs/RTPAs in California – race/ethnicity and mode
equity 

Our project also sought to build on the SJC method (Karner 2019) by developing and testing other 
measures of RTP modal investment equity using other measures of social and economic 
disadvantage. CTPP provides several other metrics cross-tabulated with their Means of 
Transportation to Work variable, including race/ethnicity.109 Since Census data provides race and 
ethnicity data as separate variables, but as analysts frequently need a single variable to jointly 
capture these overlapping categories, the CTPP provides a white/non-white and 
Hispanic/non-Hispanic combined variable as well, cross-tabulated with the mode of travel to work 
data (B102201). 

We used the following analysis steps (abbreviated here where analysis steps differ from those 
described above for low-income modal equity analysis) to calculate race/ethnicity (white/non-
white) and modal equity for each of the RTPs in our study: 

1. Acquire and enter RTP investments by mode: Already done as described for low-income 
analysis above. 

2. Calculate and enter % of workers using each mode by race/ethnicity: Acquire CTPP data 
for worker race/ethnicity by mode (B102201) for each county in the RTP’s region from 
the closest year to the RTP’s publication date as possible. Sum the total number of 
households in each race/ethnicity category representing white and non-white workers by 
mode, calculate the percentage of each category using each mode, and enter these 
percentages into the appropriate rows and columns under Share of Workers Using Mode 
for Journey to Work (%). 

3. Calculate and enter the share of investments by mode and race/ethnicity: Multiply the 
Total RTP Investments (Million $) values by the appropriate Share of Workers Using 
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Mode for Journey to Work (%) values and enter them into the appropriate rows and 
columns under Share of Investments (Million $). 

4. Acquire and calculate per worker expenditures by mode: Acquire Census/American 
Community Survey (ACS) data person race/ethnicity categories desired—in our cases, we 
calculated all workers categorized as white and non-white—for the year closest to the 
RTP’s publication date as possible. Sum the number of households in each race/ethnicity
category and multiply these values by the Share of Investments (Million $) values by mode. 
Enter these values under Per Household Expenditures ($). These are the values used to 
compare and evaluate modal racial equity in the study area. 

Equity analysis findings interpretation – race/ethnicity and mode (CTPP) equity 

Tables 4.5 and 4.6 summarize our modal and racial equity assessments based on the Per Household 
Expenditures ($) values we calculated for each RTP project list. The same analysis caveats we 
mentioned earlier for our low-income and mode equity analysis apply here as well; we encourage
each analyst to develop their own means of interpretation that best reflects the values and concerns 
of the communities they serve. 

Table 4.5 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2019 and before – race/ethnicity (white/non-white) and mode (CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.5 shows that, according to our analysis, MTC’s 2013 RTP appears to have one of the most 
equitable spending plans in our analysis when viewed in terms of mode and race. In the transit/NM 
equity column, MTC received a “+” sign for each comparison of within-group equity, suggesting 
their priorities are weighted in favor of transit/NM spending for both white and non-white groups. 
However, across all modes, total per worker spending favored white workers. 

All other regions shown Table 4.5 (Kings, Nevada, Stanislaus, and Tehama Counties) appear to 
have racially inequitable (disadvantaged) spending plans. 
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Table 4.6 Investment equity analysis summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs dated 
2020 and after – race/ethnicity (white/non-white) and mode (CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.6 shows the analysis findings for RTPs published in 2020 and after and indicates that only 
SCAG has prioritized spending on transit/NM modes that benefit non-white workers. Overall, 
total SCAG’s RTP per-capita spending on all modes of travel favors non-white residents as well. 

Per-capita spending by for all modes added together was tilted in favor of non-white workers in 
San Luis Obispo County as well, while modal per-capita spending for both whites and non-whites
favored the automobile. 

4.3.5 Modified SJC method applied to MPOs/RTPAs in California – transit dependent and 
mode (CTPP) equity 

CTPP also provides the number of Vehicles Available per household cross-tabulated with their 
Means of Transportation to Work variable (B103206). 

We used the following analysis steps (abbreviated here as well) to calculate transit-dependent 
(zero-car households/1+ car households) and modal equity for each of the RTPs in our study: 

1. Acquire and enter RTP investments by mode: Already done as described for low-income 
analysis above. 

2. Calculate and enter % of workers using each mode by transit-dependency: Acquire CTPP
data for household vehicles available by mode (B103206) for each county in the RTP’s 
region for the closest year to the RTP’s publication date as possible. Sum the total number 
of households in each household vehicles available (zero-car households/1+ car households) 
category representing the transit-dependency of workers by mode, calculate the percentage 
of each category using each mode, and enter these percentages into the appropriate rows 
and columns under Share of Workers Using Mode for Journey to Work (%). 

3. Calculate and enter the share of investments by mode and transit-dependency: Multiply
the Total RTP Investments (Million $) values by the appropriate Share of Workers Using 
Mode for Journey to Work (%) values and enter them into the appropriate rows and 
columns under Share of Investments (Million $). 

4. Acquire and calculate per worker expenditures by mode: Acquire Census/American 
Community Survey (ACS) data household categories desired—in our cases, we calculated 
all workers categorized as 0-Car Worker Households or >0-Car Worker Households—for 
the year closest to the RTP’s publication date as possible. Sum the number of households 
with/without children category and multiply these values by the Share of Investments 
(Million $) values by mode. Enter these values under Per Household Expenditures ($). 
These are the values used to compare and evaluate modal racial equity in the study area. 
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Equity analysis findings interpretation – transit-dependency and mode (CTPP) equity 

Tables 4.7 and 4.8 summarize our modal and transit-dependency equity assessments based on the 
Per Household Expenditures ($) values we calculated for each RTP project list. The same analysis 
caveats we mentioned earlier in discussing previous equity analyses apply here as well; we encourage 
each analyst to develop their own means of interpretation that best reflects the values and concerns 
of the communities they serve. 

Table 4.7 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2019 and before – transit dependent (household car ownership) and mode (CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.7 shows that, according to our analysis, MTC’s 2013 RTP has one of the most equitable 
spending plans when viewed in terms of mode and transit-dependency. In both columns, MTC 
received a “+” sign for each comparison of within-group equity, suggesting their priorities are 
weighted in favor of transit/NM spending for both transit-dependent (0-Car HH workers) and 
the other worker/household (0-Car HH workers) groups. Furthermore, across all modes, total per 
household spending favored transit-dependents. 

Stanislaus County’s RTP scores as equitable (“+”) for transit-dependent households when 
comparing per household spending on transit/NM modes versus the auto (Roadway), as well as 
for spending for all modes together for transit-dependent households compared to households 
with one or more car, but scores as transit/NM-disadvantaged (“-”) for all other households. 
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Two (Kings and Nevada counties) of the three remaining regions shown in Table 4.7 appear to 
favor transit/NM per household spending compared to spending for roads but have inequitable 
modal plans when it comes to per household spending on transit/NM compared to roads for 
households with >0 vehicles and in terms of overall modal spending when comparing 0-Car to >0-
Car households. 

Finally, we found that Tehama County’s RTP favored the automobile and households with one 
or more vehicles across all three measures. 
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Table 4.8 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2020 and after – transit dependent (household car ownership) and mode (CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.8 shows the analysis findings for the 12 RTPs published in 2020 and after, five of them 
(SACOG, SCAG, Fresno, San Benito, and San Luis Obispo) appear to have prioritized spending 
on transit/NM modes that benefit transit-dependent households but less on transit/NM for 
households with >0 cars, and spend more per -household on all modes together for 
transit-dependents. 

One RTP, Del Norte County, spends more per household on transit/NM modes benefiting
transit-dependents, while spending more for automobiles and more for all modes together to the 
benefit of those who own one -or -more vehicles. 

Finally, six of the remaining RTPs in Table 4.8 received “-” signs across all three measures, 
suggesting that they spend more on a per -household basis on automobility than for other modes 
for all groups (i.e., transit-dependents, and those with access to a vehicle). 

4.3.6 Modified SJC method applied to MPOs/RTPAs in California – households with children 
and mode (CTPP) equity 

CTPP also provides the number of households with children cross-tabulated with their Means of 
Transportation to Work variable (B103200). 

We used the following analysis steps (abbreviated here as well) to calculate households with 
children and modal equity for each of the RTPs in our study: 

1. Acquire and enter RTP investments by mode: Already done as described for low-income 
analysis above. 

2. Calculate and enter % of workers using each mode by transit-dependency: Acquire CTPP 
data for Presence of Children by Means of Transportation (i.e., mode) (B103200) for each 
county in the RTP’s region for the closest year to the RTP’s publication date as possible.
Sum the total number of households in each Presence of Children by Means of 
Transportation (no children/>1 child) category, calculate the percentage of each category 
using each mode, and enter these percentages into the appropriate rows and columns under 
Share of Workers Using Mode for Journey to Work (%) in the analysis table. 

3. Calculate and enter the share of investments by mode and transit-dependency: Multiply
the Total RTP Investments (Million $) values by the appropriate Share of Workers Using 
Mode for Journey to Work (%) values and enter them into the appropriate rows and 
columns under Share of Investments (Million $). 

4. Acquire and calculate per household expenditures by mode: Acquire Census/American 
Community Survey (ACS) data household categories desired—in our cases, we calculated 
all workers categorized as households with no children or >1-Car Worker Households— 
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for the year closest to the RTP’s publication date as possible. Sum the number of 
households in each presence of children in HH category and multiply these values by the 
Share of Investments (Million $) values by mode. Enter these values under Per Household 
Expenditures ($). These are the values used to compare and evaluate modal racial equity in 
the study area. 

Equity analysis findings interpretation – households with children and mode (CTPP) equity 

Tables 4.9 and 4.10 summarize our modal and households with children equity assessments based 
on the Per Household Expenditures ($) values we calculated for each RTP project list. The same 
analysis caveats we mentioned in previous equity analyses apply here as well; we encourage each 
analyst to develop their own means of interpretation that best reflects the values and concerns of 
the communities they serve. 

Table 4.9 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2019 and before – households with children and mode (CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.10 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with 
RTPs dated 2020 and after – households with children and mode (CTPP) equity. 
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Tables 4.9 and 4.10 show that for all but three RTPs we studied (MTC, Kings, and Mariposa), 
transit/NM per household spending is always disadvantaged compared to spending on 
automobility, but total modal spending per household benefits households with children more 
than households without them. 

Of those three RTPs that showed different priorities, MTC is the only one that appears to 
prioritize transit/NM over automobility spending for both household groups. However, in total, 
MTC’s modal per household spending patterns favor households without children. The two 
remaining RTPs—Kings and Mariposa Counties—favor automobility and households without 
children in all cases. 

4.4 Application of SJC Method Using PUMS for Mode of Travel Data to 
MPOs/RTPAs in California 

We continued our application of the SJC method recreating the same variables used in the Karner 
(2016) method reported above, but here, we investigated the potential for using Public Use 
Microdata Sample (PUMS) census data from 2023 to recreate these same equity variables; we 
present these PUMS-generated data findings for each RTP/TIP from California as well. 

4.4.1 Modified SJC method applied to MPOs/RTPAs in California – low-income and mode 
(PUMS vs. CTPP) equity 

Table 4.11 presents our equity assessment judgements for all MPOs/RTPAs we found with RTPs 
dated before the pandemic using PUMS data (and CTPP data results are shown in parentheses 
for comparison), while Table 4.12 shows our same assessments for those RTPs dated during (2020) 
and after the pandemic. As with the previous summary tables, these tables show the final, Per 
Household (HH) Expenditures ($) we calculated for each RTP using PUMS mode of commute 
data and provide our judgments for how well these MPOs/RTPAs are performing in terms of the 
amount of money per household they dedicate to low-income and all other household groups. 
However, these summary tables also include our same judgements from the CTPP mode data 
calculations shown for ease of comparison, with a “(+)” sign representing equitable results and a 
“(-)” sign representing disadvantaged results. 
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Table 4.11 Investment analysis findings summary for all California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2019 and before using PUMS data – low-income and modal (PUMS vs. CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.11 shows that, according to our analysis, MTC’s 2013 and Tehama County’s 2018 RTPs
have the same equity findings, whether using 2023 PUMS or 2016 CTPP mode data. Each of the 
other three regions—Kings, Nevada, and Stanislaus Counties—each have small differences in their 
signs compared to CTPP equity findings. However, the Kings, Nevada, and Tehama County 
PUMS data findings were all calculated using nine or fewer cases for transit mode of travel to work 
data, a number we deemed too low to be used for reliable findings in this study. 
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Table 4.12 Investment analysis findings summary for all California MPOs/RTPAs with RTPs 
dated 2020 and after using PUMS data – low-income and mode (PUMS vs. CTPP) equity. 
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The findings shown in Table 4.12 indicate that the substitution of PUMS mode data for CTPP 
data in post-pandemic RTPs results in only one difference compared to CTPP equity analysis 
findings for low-income and mode analysis—Calaveras County’s per household investments in 
low-income households are higher than those benefiting all other households. However, 
Calaveras, as well as Del Norte, Glenn, Mariposa, and Siskiyou Counties all suffer from an 
unreliably low number of transit mode cases (less than 10). 

4.4.2 Modified SJC method applied to MPOs/RTPAs in California – race and mode (PUMS 
vs. CTPP) equity 

Tables 4.13 and 4.14 show that, according to our analysis, only Kings County’s 2018 RTP has the 
same race/ethnicity and mode equity findings as those produced using CTPP data. Two of the 
other four regions—MTC and Stanislaus County—have differences in their signs compared to 
CTPP equity findings, with both showing equity benefits to non-white persons from RTP 
spending when using PUMS compared to CTPP. Kings, Nevada, and Tehama County PUMS 
data findings were all deemed unreliable using PUMS data due to insufficient transit mode sample 
sizes. 

Table 4.13 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with 
RTPs dated 2019 and before using PUMS data – race/ethnicity (white/non-white) and mode 

(PUMS vs. CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.13 shows that, according to our analysis, only Kings County’s 2018 RTP has the same 
race/ethnicity and mode equity findings as those produced using CTPP data. Two of the other 
four regions—MTC and Stanislaus County—have differences in their signs compared to CTPP 
equity findings, with both showing equity benefits to non-white persons from RTP spending when 
using PUMS compared to CTPP. Kings, Nevada, and Tehama County PUMS data findings were 
all deemed unreliable using PUMS data due to insufficient transit mode sample sizes. 
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Table 4.14 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with 
RTPs dated after 2020 and after using PUMS data – race/ethnicity and mode (PUMS vs. 

CTPP) equity. 
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Table 4.14 shows that the substitution of PUMS mode data for CTPP data in post-pandemic 
RTPs results in only one difference compared to CTPP equity analysis findings for race and mode 
analysis for MPOs/RTPAs with more than 9 PUMS transit cases—SACOG’s per household 
investments in non-white households are higher than those benefiting all other households. 
However, Calaveras County, as well as Del Norte, Glenn, Mariposa, and Siskiyou Counties, all 
suffer from an unreliably low number of transit mode cases (less than 10). 

4.4.3 Modified SJC method applied to MPOs/RTPAs in California – transit dependent and
mode (PUMS vs. CTPP) equity 

Tables 4.15 and 4.16 summarize our modal and transit-dependency equity assessments based on 
the Per Household Expenditures ($) values we calculated for each RTP project list. The same 
analysis caveats we mentioned earlier in discussing previous equity analyses apply here as well; we 
encourage each analyst to develop their own means of interpretation that best reflects the values 
and concerns of the communities they serve. 

Table 4.15 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with 
RTPs dated 2019 and before using PUMS data – transit dependent (HH vehicles) and mode 

(CTPP & PUMS) equity. 
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Table 4.15 shows that, according to our analysis, only Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP PUMS 
analysis yielded a different equity finding compared to CTPP-based findings for transit dependent 
households, with transit-dependent households changing from an equitable rating to a 
disadvantaged one when compared to spending for households with one or more vehicles. 
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Table 4.16 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with 
RTPs dated 2020 and after using PUMS data – transit dependent and mode (CTPP & PUMS) 

equity. 
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Table 4.16 shows that the substitution of PUMS mode data for CTPP data in post-pandemic 
RTPs results in only one difference compared to CTPP equity analysis findings for transit 
dependent analysis for MPOs/RTPAs with more than 9 PUMS transit cases—Fresno County’s 
per household investments for transit dependent households are lower than those benefiting all 
other households. However, Calaveras County, as well as Del Norte, Glenn, Mariposa, and 
Siskiyou Counties, all suffer from an unreliably low number of transit mode cases (less than 10). 

4.4.4 Modified SJC method applied to MPOs/RTPAs in California – households with children 
and mode (PUMS vs. CTPP) equity 

Tables 4.17 and 4.18 summarize our mode (PUMS vs. CTPP) and households with children 
equity assessments based on the Per Household Expenditures ($) values we calculated for each 
RTP project list. The same analysis caveats we mentioned in previous equity analyses apply here 
as well; we encourage each analyst to develop their own means of interpretation that best reflects 
the values and concerns of the communities they serve. 

Table 4.17 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with 
RTPs dated 2019 and before using PUMS data – households with children and mode equity. 
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Table 4.18 Investment equity analysis findings summary for California MPOs/RTPAs with 
RTPs dated 2020 and after using PUMS data – households with children and mode equity. 
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These tables show identical households with children and mode equity ratings for PUMS and 
CTPP, with the exception of MTC, where spending per household for all modes was higher for 
households with children than for those without when using PUMS mode data, while households 
with children were at a disadvantage when using the CTPP data. 

4.5 Summary and Conclusions 

Our research found a relatively consistent pattern across all the metrics we employed to test equity 
investments spending (income, race/ethnicity, transit-dependency, and households with children), 
wherein transit and non-motorized spending was the most equitable in areas of the state with large 
urban centers (e.g., San Francisco Bay Area, Southern California) compared to more rural areas. 
Furthermore, transit/non-auto mode spending was most often highest on a per person or per
household basis compared to roadway/auto spending for the disadvantaged groups identified in 
each of these metrics, while spending for non-disadvantaged groups (i.e., all other 
households/persons/workers) typically favored roadway auto travel in most areas of the state. 

These findings were relatively consistent whether using CTPP or PUMS data. Unfortunately, due 
to the smaller sample sizes for variables obtained from PUMS, most smaller population regions 
we studied in California had few transit mode cases (between 10 and 50), necessitating a warning 
to use these data and analyses with caution, or too few to be used reliably at all (0 to 9 cases). 
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5. Summary and Conclusions 
5.1 Literature Review and Approach 

Our review of the literature found that analysis methods for transportation equity can be grouped 
into the following broad categories: 

• Access to transit 

• Comparative access by auto and transit 

• Multimodal access to employment 

• Equity of modal investment based on mode use by transportation disadvantaged groups 

Our criteria for evaluating alternative equity analysis methods included the following: 
• Comparison of alternative modes 

• Ease of data acquisition 

• Ability to judge equity of investment in alternative modes, i.e., who pays and who benefits 

• Understandability 

• Ability of low-resource regional transportation planning agencies to carry out the analysis, 
including access to relevant data and ability to carry out the analysis under constraints of 
staff availability and staff analysis capabilities 

For purposes of this research, we decided on the San Joaquin County method for several reasons. 
It looks at investment versus use by mode for several socioeconomic groups, including the 
following: 

• Income: high vs. low income. For the purposes of this study, we defined low income as 
households that fall within the lowest income quartile; the vast majority of these 
households have incomes that are less than 200% of the poverty level. 

• Vehicle availability: zero-car households and other households. 

• Presence or absence of minors in the household. 

It is one of the least complex methods we reviewed, and it can make use of data that are available 
to most planning agencies. Hence, most agencies should have the capability of using this method. 
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5.2 Review of the Data 

We based our review of data on the assumption that primary data collection—i.e., special data 
collections such as surveys primarily for the purposes of measuring equity—are beyond the reach 
of most regional transportation planning agencies. 

Mode use by socioeconomic group is, in general, available only for work trips. Mode use for other 
trip purposes can only be obtained from special-purpose surveys such as household travel surveys. 
As noted in Section 2, these types of surveys are generally too expensive to undertake for all but 
the largest planning agencies, and they are becoming less useful because of increasing biases due 
to decreasing nonresponse rates. 

We looked in greatest detail at the Census Transportation Planning Product (CTPP), the 
American Community Survey (ACS), and the Census Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS). 
There are advantages and disadvantages to each of these in terms of data availability, ability to 
carry out breakdowns of mode use by socioeconomic category, and timeliness. Our final analyses 
were based on CTPP and PUMS data. In particular, we believe that the lack of geographic
specificity of PUMS data in rural areas may be partially compensated for by application of advanced 
statistical methods. 

Expenditure data for California MPOs/RTPAs were collected from online sources, typically, from 
the agency responsible for creating each region’s RTP. Within these documents, there were often 
summary tables that provided a breakdown of planned RTP expenditures by project or program
by mode of travel. In a few cases (e.g., Sacramento), these modal expenditures breakdown data 
were not provided in the RTPs. For these, additional efforts were made to calculate expenditures 
by mode if a detailed project list with modal notations was included in the RTP. 

5.3 Summary of Findings 

Our research found a relatively consistent pattern across all the metrics we employed: 

• Transit/non-motorized spending was: 

o The most equitable in areas of the state with large urban centers (e.g., San Francisco 
Bay Area, Southern California) compared to more rural areas. 

o Often the highest on a per person or per household basis compared to roadway/auto 
spending for the disadvantaged groups. 

• Non-disadvantaged group RTP spending typically favored roadway auto travel in most 
areas of the state. 
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• 2016 CTPP vs. 2023 PUMS mode data: 

o Relatively consistent findings whether using CTPP or PUMS data. 

o Smaller sample sizes for variables obtained from PUMS, meaning smaller/rural 
regions did not produce reliable results. 

5.4 Policy and Practice Recommendations 

This study makes several policy and practice recommendations to transportation agencies: 

• Carry out more explicit and routine analytic comparisons between the equity of 
transportation mode equity in terms of policy, planning, investments, performance, and 
service quality. 

• Develop and expand on existing methods (such as the San Joaquin method applied in this 
study) that can facilitate cross-modal comparisons of transportation equity. 

• Increase and enhance the data, training, and resources available to low-resource 
transportation agencies that would enable them to conduct routine and effective 
cross-modal equity comparisons at all levels of geographic scale and coverage. 

5.5 Further Research 

In the course of this project, we have identified a number of areas for further research. The most 
promising of these include: 

• It was necessary to compensate for inconsistent methods of allocating regional
transportation expenditures by mode. Developing a more consistent allocation method 
would enable a more consistent evaluation of equity in transportation measures across the 
entire state. 

• Evaluation of the errors, inconsistencies, and effectiveness of RTP and TIP project lists. 
In our investigations, project coding and categorization errors were found to generate
inconsistencies between RTP goals, objectives, and projects funded. 

• Development of refined statistical measures to compensate for low data availability in 
smaller areas, especially for rural transportation planning agencies. 

• Further development of standard methods for calculating and comparing equity in 
transportation financing and budgeting between modes that will more effectively capture 
the relative investments made in the past as well as, as done in this study, the future. This 
would require a relatively low-cost way of accounting for past investments by mode in 
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existing infrastructure and services—e.g., the net present value of all existing roadways in 
an MPO’s jurisdiction to account for past auto investments. 

• Develop a menu of policy and planning interventions based on the findings from applying 
the methods developed in this study to address inequities in modal investments. 

• Develop methods to identify the levels of investments by mode required to meet 
greenhouse gas emissions targets, while still providing for the continuation of necessary 
services and infrastructure. This would require breaking out allocations by capital and 
operations & management for each mode, as done in this study for automobiles/roadways. 
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6. Appendix A: CTPP-Based Investment Equity 
Analysis Results 

6.1 CTPP 2023 mode data – low-income and mode equity analysis 

Table 6.1 Investment equity analysis from Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s)
2014 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS

household income data. 
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Table 6.2 Investment equity analysis from Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
(SACOG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 

2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.3 Investment equity analysis from Southern California Association of Governments’ 
(SCAG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 

2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.4 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS

household income data. 
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Table 6.5 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.6 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household

income data. 
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Table 6.7 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.8 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2016 
CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.9 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.10 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.11 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.12 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2020 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS

household income data. 
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Table 6.13 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and

2023 ACS household income data. 
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Table 6.14 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS

household income data. 
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Table 6.15 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 
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vCr)-2E)C2-* !"#ABC'"E)* N..*"2+)P* !"#ABC'"E)* N..*"2+)P* !"#ABC'"E)* N..*"2+)P* 

u"L)*hR2)l"Pe SuB..B"C*o8L +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-8 9:; <=:> ?9:> 9 9 @@A <9 
4PRC-B2*S_RB.8 9:9 9:9 @99:9 9 9 9 9 
C"CAE"2"PBa)L b@:A c@:< >A:; = @< cd99> =<< 
_"RL#Re*ERBC2)CRC') >?c:< @A:9 Ab:9 @9b c?< c>db?9 <<d;b; 
_"RL#Re*)fgRC-B"C 9:9 @A:9 Ab:9 9 9 9 9 
N..*E"L)-*2"2R. >A?:; AA AA @@@ c;? c=d<A< <cd?=9 
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M*mRPCBCl*no<9d999ke)RP: 
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L*gg:*A<AAcd*4RM.)-*>:<A>:;d*+22g-jkk###:'":-B-sBe"I:'R:I-k-B2)-kL)TRI.2kTB.)-kTB.)R22R'+E)C2-k2PRC-g"P2R2B"Ct'"EEB--B"CkgRl)kb=>?<k-'.2'tb9b@tP2g:gLT 

Table 6.16 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

4"2R.*b4i* 

r+RPF*"p*#"PxFP-*I-BCl*E"LF* r+RPF*"p*BCTF-2EFC2-*p"P* 
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iFP*+"I-F+".L*BCTF-2EFC2-D* 

p"P*FRD+*E"LF*So8 
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4PRC-B2*STI-8 V:;<=>? V;>@ <;>@ AB; ?:Caa Va:C?< C:a=C 
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c"CAE"2"PBdFL ABa>< V<>A <V>B ?<= BAA A:;=C V:VAa 
b"RL#Re*ERBC2FCRCDF ??=>; ??>; ==>; ?B ?@; ;@a ;?@ 
b"RL#Re*FfgRC-B"C a:=?=>? ??>; ==>; Ba= a:a=? ?A:VV@ ?A:BVV 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. <:?;=>B AA AA ?:V<B ;:==B B<:Va@ V=:;=B 
R*h4ii*V@?A*+22g-jkk2PRC-g"P2R2B"C>"PlkD2ggkLR2R-F2-k 
M*mRPCBCl*noa@:@@@keFRP> 
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Table 6.17 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

4"2R.*a4i* 
p+RPF*"q*#"PyFP-*I-BCl*E"LF* p+RPF*"q*BCrF-2EFC2-*q"P* 
q"P*z"IPCFd*2"*#"PyR*S^8* FRD+*E"LF*StB..B"C*o8 

iFP*+"I-F+".L*BCrF-2EFC2-D* 

q"P*FRD+*E"LF*So8 
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t"LF*hR2Fl"Pd StB..B"C*o8L +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-8 9:;< =>;: ?9;@ A 99 9BC:9 AC: 
4PRC-B2*SaRB.8 <;< 9<<;< <;< < < < < 
b"CAE"2"PBcFL 9;< :>;= C9;> 9 < =<C 9A 
a"RL#Rd*ERBC2FCRCDF C:e;< 9?;? >=;C :A C<@ 9eB@Ce 9@B=C> 
a"RL#Rd*FfgRC-B"C <;< 9?;? >=;C < < < < 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. C>:;< AA AA ?9 C9A =9B<<= 9@B?>e 
R*h4ii*=<9:*+22g-jkk2PRC-g"P2R2B"C;"PlkD2ggkLR2R-F2-k 
M*mRPCBCl*noC<B<<<kdFRP; 
D*NDD"PLBCl*2"*2+F*=<=C*NhpB*"I2*"q*R*2"2R.*=@B:>>*+"I-F+".L-*.BrBCl*BC*4F+RER*h"IC2dB*CBC:<*FRPCFL*noC<B<<<; 
*g;*?:B*4RM.F*A;AB* 
+22g-jkk-2R2BD9;-uIRPF-gRDF;D"Ek-2R2BDkALL:Le@RA=?9MA:>RLF9Ce=qk2k:<C?qLF<L9L<DFA>:<D9?<Fek9:9@=>===@:=@kvBCR.wxF.wb"P2Fwa4iwr=A 
D"EgPF--FL;gLq 

Table 6.18 CTPP 2023 mode data – race/ethnicity and mode equity analysis 

Table 6.18 Investment equity analysis from Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s
(MTC’s) 2014 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 

Census race/ethnicity data. 
rCN+)*"n*B"+I)+-*4-'#l* rCN+)*"n*'#o)-(a)#(-*n"+* i)+*/)+-"#*'#o)-(a)#(-m*n"+* 

M"(NC*BMi* a"c)*n"+*s"4+#)d*("*B"+IN* )NeC*a"c)*2p'CC'"#*tR )NeC*a"c)*2tR 
T#o)-(a)#(-* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* 

hN()l"+d 2p'CC'"#*tRe B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-'(*2P4-R ST89888 WW;8 <=;8 SST9T== WS9S>W ?<9T>= ?S9@A8 
M+N#-'(*2BN'CR 8 ><;= =W;W 8 8 8 8 
!"#Aa"("+'b)c S@9?88 =@;? >8;T @9=>? @9A=T S9T@A <9>8? 
B"NcBNd*aN'#()#N#e) @=9888 >A;W =?;= >=9SW8 <@9T=8 S89TAS S=9<S? 
B"NcBNd*)f/N#-'"# S>9888 >A;W =?;= T9W=< W9<>A S9A<> ?9?T= 
gCC*a"c)-*("(NC <8T9?88;8 AA AA S@S9S88 SSA9S88 <T9<>T =?98WT 
N*hMii*?8SW*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N('"#;"+lke(//kcN(N-)(-k 
m*gee"+c'#l*("*(C)*?8?8*h)#-4-9*"4(*"n*N*("(NC*A9AW>9W=8*/)+-"#-*C'o'#l*'#*(C)*@Ae"4#(d*PNd*g+)N9*=9@T?98>S*B)+)*#"#ABC'(); 
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Table 6.19 Investment equity analysis from Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
(SACOG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 

Census race/ethnicity data. 

pCN+)*"n*B"+I)+-*4-'#l*a"c)* 
M"(NB*AMi* n"+*T"4+#)d*("*B"+IN*2rR* 
u#o)-(a)#(-* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* 

pCN+)*"n*'#o)-(a)#(-*n"+* i)+*/)+-"#*'#o)-(a)#(-m* 

)NeC*a"c)*2s'BB'"#*tR n"+*)NeC*a"c)*2tR 
!"#ABC'()* .C'()* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* 

s"c)*hN()l"+d 2s'BB'"#*tRe B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-'(*2P4-R ST889W; <=W= >8W9 <T;<= ;T?<< >T@@9 ;T@9= 
M+N#-'(*2AN'BR <TS8>W9 >CWC <;W> 9T?<; ;T8C8 9T@<? 9T<>S 
!"#Aa"("+'b)c 9T>S?W= >;W; <CW? 8T@=8 8T>8? =@= 8T8>; 
A"NcBNd*aN'#()#N#e) 88T@?=W; >;W? <CW; >T=;= CT9>@ ;TC8> <T@;; 
A"NcBNd*)f/N#-'"# 8CT??CW< >;W? <CW; ?T;9C ST><@ <T>?; ?TC99 
gBB*a"c)-*("(NB ><T;?SW9 AA AA 98T;<C 9>T@9; 8<TS<; 8ST;?< 
N*hMii*9@8C*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N('"#W"+lke(//kcN(N-)(-k 
m*gee"+c'#l*("*(C)*9@9@*h)#-4-T*"4(*"n*N*("(NB*9T<?=T<S@*/)+-"#-*B'o'#l*'#*(C)*CAe"4#(d*+)l'"#T*8T;;=TC=@*B)+)*#"#ABC'()W 
c*g//)#c'f*gT*C((/-jkkBBBW-Ne"lW"+lkC"a)k-C"B/4mB'-C)cc"e4a)#(k8?S9kC;=;=?>S<C8>??@@@@ 

Table 6.20 Investment equity analysis from Southern California Association of Governments’ 
(SCAG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 

Census race/ethnicity data. 

M"ENCGBMiG 
TCN+FG"oGB"+IF+-G4-D#lG 
a"cFGo"+Gs"4+#FdGE"GB"+ING 

TCN+FG"oGD#pF-EaF#E-Go"+G 
FNeCGa"cFG2tDCCD"#GuR 

iF+GLF+-"#GD#pF-EaF#E-mGo"+G 
FNeCGa"cFG2uR 

v#pF-EaF#E-G !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 
t"cFGhNEFl"+d 2tDCCD"#GuRe B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- LF+-"#- LF+-"#-
M+N#-DEG2P4-R STU9W;<T ==<> SS<? S@USAA SU=W; SUAT= >>9 
M+N#-DEG2BNDCR A<A W?<@ >;<W A A A A 
!"#Aa"E"+DbFc ;UW>=<T W?<; >;<= SU??; =W? S>> ST= 
B"NcBNdGaND#EF#N#eF @U?A=<W WW<A >@<A >USAW SUWA> ;>> ;9; 
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gCCGa"cF-GE"ENC >9UW>A<9 AA AA ;9U?@@<S 9U==W<= ;U;>S<@ SU?99<T 
NGhMiiG;ASWGCEEL-jkkE+N#-L"+ENED"#<"+lkeELLkcNEN-FE-k 
mGgee"+cD#lGE"GECFG;A;AGnFeF#DNCGhF#-4-UG"4EG"oGNGE"ENCGS=U=;@U>=;GLF+-"#-GCDpD#lGD#GECFGWAe"4#EdGThgrG+FlD"#UGS>U>>AUSA?GBF+FG#"#ABCDEF< 
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Table 6.21 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census 

race/ethnicity data. 

rCN+F*"o*B"+IF+-*4-D#l*>"@F* 
M"(N=*<Mi* o"+*s"4+#FC*("*B"+IN*2tR 
w#pF-(>F#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

rCN+F*"o*D#pF-(>F#(-*o"+* 
FNaC*>"@F*2uD==D"#*vR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

iF+*/F+-"#*D#pF-(>F#(-m*o"+* 
FNaC*>"@F*2vR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

u"@F*hN(Fl"+C 2uD==D"#*vRa B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST8 8T8 988T8 8 S 8 W; 
M+N#-D(*2<ND=R 8T8 8T8 988T8 8 8 8 8 
!"#A>"("+D?F@ 9T8 9AT; ;BTS 8 9 9A SW 
<"N@BNC*>ND#(F#N#aF 99ST; 9bTc ;STB S8 dA 9e;cc SeB;b 
<"N@BNC*Ff/N#-D"# AAAT9 9bTc ;STB W; SbW Weccd bedc8 
g==*>"@F-*("(N= cc;Td AA AA b; Ab9 beA8B 98eb98 
N*hMii*S89B*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#T"+lka(//k@N(N-F(-k 
m*gaa"+@D#l*("*(CF*S8S8*nFaF#DN=*hF#-4-e*"4(*"o*N*("(N=*cWeSdS*/F+-"#-*=DpD#l*D#*hN=NpF+N-*h"4#(Ce*98eBSc*BF+F*#"#ABCD(FT 
a*/T*99Se*MNm=F*SAe*C((/-jkkaN=Na"lT"+lkB/Aa"#(F#(k4/="N@-kS8S9k98kS8S9AhN=NpF+N-A<MiATD#N=989AT/@o 

Table 6.22 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

wCN+F*"o*B"+IF+-*4-D#l* 
M"(NA*@Mi* B"aF*o"+*x"4+#Fb*("*B"+IN* 
u#pF-(BF#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

wCN+F*"o*D#pF-(BF#(-*o"+* 
FNcC*B"aF*2tDAAD"#*vR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

iF+*/F+-"#*D#pF-(BF#(-m*o"+* 
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!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

t"aF*hN(Fl"+b 2tDAAD"#*vRc B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST89 SW8; <;8= 9 > S?= W?T 
M+N#-D(*2@NDAR T8T T8T STT8T T T T T 
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@"NaBNb*BND#(F#N#cF T8T 9<8T d98T T T T T 
@"NaBNb*Fe/N#-D"# 9==8S 9<8T d98T d; S>9 =f;<S SSfd>T 
gAA*B"aF-*("(NA 9d=8? AA AA d= 9TT =f=S< S9f?9T 
N*hMii*9TS=*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#8"+lkc(//kaN(N-F(-k 
m*gcc"+aD#l*("*(CF*9T9T*nFcF#DNA*hF#-4-f*"4(*"o*N*("(NA*9dfd;?*/F+-"#-*ADpD#l*D#*nFA*!"+(F*h"4#(bf*SSf;<S*BF+F*#"#ABCD(F8 
c*/8*d=f*MNmAF*W8Wf* 
C((/-jkk-(N(DcS8-q4N+F-/NcF8c"Bk-(N(DckWaa=a>;NW9dSmW=<NaFS?>9ok(k=T?doaFTaSaTcFW<=TcSdTF>kS=S;9<999;=9;krD#NAsnFAs!"+(Fs@Misp9A 
c"B/+F--Fa8/ao 
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Table 6.23 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity 

data. 

xCN+F*"o*B"+IF+-*4-D#l*C"bF* xCN+F*"o*D#pF-ECF#E-* 
M"EN_*AMi* o"+*y"4+#Fd*E"*B"+IN*2zR* 2uD__D"#*wR 
v#pF-ECF#E-e* !"#ABCDEF* .CDEF* !"#ABCDEF* .CDEF* 

iF+*/F+-"#*D#pF-ECF#E-m*o"+* 
FNeC*C"bF*2wR 
!"#ABCDEF* 

u"bF*hNEFl"+d 2uD__D"#*wR B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- .CDEF*/F+-"#-
M+N#-DE*2P4-R STU9W ;<=U S>=U ;?9 S>@ STS?W W@U 
M+N#-DE*2AND_R U ;9=; S>=9 U U U U 
!"#AC"E"+DaFb STU@9 W@=S <?=c WW; <>< cU> ST<>@ 
A"NbBNd*CND#EF#N#eF 9T<9; W?=S <@=c ST?SW ;S9 9TU?; 9Tc;W 
A"NbBNd*Ff/N#-D"# STW<U W?=S <@=c STUW9 ?W; ST@@S 9TUcU 
g__*C"bF-*E"EN_ WTU9?=W AA AA @TUc; STc9; ?T?W9 >TUcU 
N*hMii*9USW*CEE/-jkkE+N#-/"+ENED"#="+lkeE//kbNEN-FE-k 
m*gee"+bD#l*E"*ECF*9U9U*nFeF#DN_*hF#-4-T*"4E*"o*N*E"EN_*STUU;TW?@*/F+-"#-*_DpD#l*D#*T+F-#"*h"4#EdT*><WT>W?*BF+F*#"#ABCDEF= 
e*/=*>T*MNm_F*W=ST*CEE/-jkkBBB=/_N#o+F-#"=e"Ck/_N#o+F-#"k4/_"Nb-k9U99kU>khCN/EF+AWATD#N#eDN_Ar_FCF#EstingMrn=/bo 

Table 6.24 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

tCN+FG"oGB"+IF+-G4-D#lGA"CFG 
M"(N@G?MiG o"+Gu"4+#FbG("GB"+ING2sR 
x#pF-(AF#(-G !"#ABCD(FG .CD(FG 

tCN+FG"oGD#pF-(AF#(-Go"+G 
FNcCGA"CFG2vD@@D"#GwR 
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iF+G/F+-"#GD#pF-(AF#(-mGo"+G 
FNcCGA"CFG2wR 
!"#ABCD(FG .CD(FG 

v"CFGhN(Fl"+b 2vD@@D"#GwRc B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(G2P4-R ST8 9WT; S<T8 S = ;> S8 
M+N#-D(G2?ND@R =T= =T= S==T= = = = = 
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g@@GA"CF-G("(N@ WWT> AA AA >a >e Sd;a= >d=aa 
NGhMiiG>=SaGC((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#T"+lkc(//kCN(N-F(-k 
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Table 6.25 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2016 
CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

wCN+FG"oGB"+IF+-G4-D#lG_"aFG wCN+FG"oGD#pF-E_F#E-Go"+G iF+G/F+-"#GD#pF-E_F#E-mGo"+G 
M"EN@G?MiG o"+Gz"4+#FcGE"GB"+ING2xR FNdCG_"aFG2^D@@D"#G_R FNdCG_"aFG2_R 
s#pF-E_F#E-G !"#ABCDEFG KCDEFG !"#ABCDEFG KCDEFG !"#ABCDEFG 

^"aFGhNEFl"+c 2^D@@D"#G_Rd B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- KCDEFG/F+-"#-
M+N#-DEG2P4-R SSTU9 WTU; <SUW =; <9 T>T >TS 
M+N#-DEG2?ND@R AUA SAAUA AUA A A A A 
!"#A_"E"+DCFa <SUW b=UT >AU< SS SS SAA <b9 
?"NaBNcG_ND#EF#N#dF ;9SU= 9AU= ;=US <<A Sb< <eA;W ;eS=; 
?"NaBNcGFf/N#-D"# S=;U= 9AU= ;=US SST W9 SeA=S SeWSS 
g@@G_"aF-GE"EN@ 9=9US AA AA bb< <>b beATW >eW;S 
NGhMiiG<AS9GCEE/-jkkE+N#-/"+ENED"#U"+lkdE//kaNEN-FE-k 
mGgdd"+aD#lGE"GECFG<A<AGnFdF#DN@GhF#-4-eG"4EG"oGNGE"EN@GS><ebT9G/F+-"#-G@DpD#lGD#GTD#l-Gh"4#EceGSATeS<>GBF+FG#"#ABCDEFU 
dG//UGSSAWeGrstu?vGSSA<eGCEE/-jkkBBBUID#l-d"lU"+lkpF+EDdN@kwDEF-kxWPhb<Wgv;AA==;9AbW;;AP=nbA 
SbAWA=gn;PPrxWnk4/@"Na-kThgty<ASTy?Miwhwyr4@@yn"d4_F#EU/ao 

Table 6.26 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

vCN+)*?o*B?+I)+-*4-D#l*A?C)* vCN+)*?o*D#p)-(A)#(-*o?+* i)+*/)+-?#*D#p)-(A)#(-m* 
M?(N@*?Mi* o?+*w?4+#)c*(?*B?+IN*2xR )NdC*A?C)*2TD@@D?#*yR o?+*)NdC*A?C)*2yR 
t#p)-(A)#(-* !?#ABCD()* .CD()* !?#ABCD()* .CD()* !?#ABCD()* .CD()* 

T?C)*hN()l?+c 2TD@@D?#*yRd B?+I)+- B?+I)+- B?+I)+- B?+I)+- /)+-?#- /)+-?#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST8 8VTV 8VTV W W ;V< =S> 
M+N#-D(*2?ND@R VTV VTV =VVTV V V V V 
!?#AA?(?+DB)C =TV SVTS >aTb V = bV 8; 
??NCBNc*AND#()#N#d) 8bTa =>T; <ST> a ;< WeWV< Sebb= 
??NCBNc*)f/N#-D?# VTV =>T; <ST> V V V V 
g@@*A?C)-*(?(N@ >WT; AA AA =W 8= We><> Sea>= 
N*hMii*WV=>*C((/-jkk(+N#-/?+(N(D?#T?+lkd(//kCN(N-)(-k 
m*gdd?+CD#l*(?*(C)*WVWV*n)d)#DN@*h)#-4-e*?4(*?o*N*(?(N@*=be=S=*/)+-?#-*@DpD#l*D#*TN+D/?-N*h?4#(ce*;eWaS*B)+)*#?#ABCD()T 
d*/T*aWe*MNm@)*Wae*C((/-jkkBBBTAN+D/?-Nd?4#(cT?+lkn?d4A)#(h)#()+krD)Bka>>>8kTN+D/?-NA?MiA?)/?+(ABg//AVaA=aAWVWSsmDCtCu 
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Table 6.27 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

tCN+F*"o*B"+IF+-*4-D#l*_"aF* tCN+F*"o*D#pF-(_F#(-*o"+* 
M"(NA*@Mi* o"+*u"4+#Fb*("*B"+IN*2rR FNcC*_"aF*2vDAAD"#*wR 
x#pF-(_F#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

iF+*/F+-"#*D#pF-(_F#(-m* 

o"+*FNcC*_"aF*2wR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

v"aF*hN(Fl"+b 2vDAAD"#*wRc B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST89 TW89 ;<8= >> 9T SSW SW? 
M+N#-D(*2@NDAR W8W ??8? ==8; W W W W 
!"#A_"("+DCFa W8W T=89 ;?8= W W W W 
@"NaBNb*_ND#(F#N#cF dS8W >98; dS8? >? ;? =9S d;= 
@"NaBNb*Fe/N#-D"# W8W >98; dS8? W W W W 
fAA*_"aF-*("(NA >?;89 AA AA T? >>9 >g><S >g?;< 
N*hMii*TW>=*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#8"+lkc(//kaN(N-F(-k 
m*fcc"+aD#l*("*(CF*TWTW*nFcF#DNA*hF#-4-g*"4(*"o*N*("(NA*>WTgT9>*/F+-"#-*ADpD#l*D#*!FpNaN*h"4#(bg*><g9?>*BF+F*#"#ABCD(F8 
c*//8*>9<A>SWg*MNmAF-*S9AS;g*C((/-jkkBBB8#c(c8cN8l"pka"c4_F#(-k@MikTD#NArTW!FpNaNrTWh"rTW@MirTW>s>;s>d8/ao 

Table 6.28 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

xCN+F*?o*B?+IF+-*4-D#l*A?CF* 
M?(N?*>Mi* o?+*y?4+#Fb*(?*B?+IN*2zR 
t#pF-(AF#(-* !?#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

xCN+F*?o*D#pF-(AF#(-*o?+* 
FNcC*A?CF*2vD??D?#*wR 
!?#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

iF+*/F+-?#*D#pF-(AF#(-m* 

o?+*FNcC*A?CF*2wR 
!?#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

v?CF*hN(Fl?+b 2vD??D?#*wRc B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- /F+-?#- /F+-?#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R S T8V8 W8V8 T ; <T< =S= 
M+N#-D(*2>ND?R 8 8V8 @88V8 8 8 8 8 
!?#AA?(?+DBFC < @SVT a8VW 8 < <W @@W 
>?NCBNb*AND#(F#N#cF SS @=VS aWV@ @T a; S<@ Wd@Te 
>?NCBNb*Ff/N#-D?# 8 @=VS aWV@ 8 8 8 8 
g??*A?CF-*(?(N? @@8V= AA AA @a S< @d@aS WdW;W 
N*hMii*<8@W*C((/-jkk(+N#-/?+(N(D?#V?+lkc(//kCN(N-F(-k 
m*gcc?+CD#l*(?*(CF*<8<8*nFcF#DN?*hF#-4-d*?4(*?o*N*(?(N?*<adS@e*/F+-?#-*?DpD#l*D#*i?4AN-*h?4#(bd*@;d8<8*BF+F*#?#ABCD(FV 
c*//V*eeAead*MNm?F-*;V=A;Ved*C((/-jkkBBBV/?4AN-c?4#(bV4-kn?c4AF#(hF#(F+kTDFBk<;;e@k<8<8Ai?4AN-A>FlD?#N?AM+N#-/?+(N(D?#Ai?N#ArD#N?smDCtCu 
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Table 6.29 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2020 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census 

race/ethnicity data. 

TCN+FG"oGB"+IF+-G4-D#lGa"cFG TCN+FG"oGD#pF-EaF#E-Go"+G iF+GB"+IF+GD#pF-EaF#E-mG 
M"ENAG@MiG o"+Gw"4+#FdGE"GB"+ING2xR FNeCGa"cFG2yDAAD"#GzR o"+GFNeCGa"cFG2zR 
t#pF-EaF#E-G !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 

y"cFGhNEFl"+d 2yDAAD"#GzRe B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-DEG2P4-R STT U9W9 U9W9 T9; T9; S<=>> U<==? 
M+N#-DEG2@NDAR 9 UW> BCW= 9 9 9 9 
!"#Aa"E"+DbFc =S ;TWT =?WB S9 T= CCC ;=; 
@"NcBNdGaND#EF#N#eF =;S ;9WS =BW? ST? TCC C<B9U ><S?9 
@"NcBNdGFf/N#-D"# T<STC ;9WS =BW? >=T C?= T;<CUB SC<CSB 
gAAGa"cF-GE"ENA T<?S9W9 AA AA T<9>C >C; SC<T?U =><;?C 
NGhMiiGS9T;GCEE/-jkkE+N#-/"+ENED"#W"+lkeE//kcNEN-FE-k 
mGgee"+cD#lGE"GECFGS9S9GnFeF#DNAGhF#-4-<G"4EG"oGNGE"ENAG;C<S9BG/F+-"#-GADpD#lGD#GTN#GPF#DE"Gh"4#Ed<GCC<CSCGBF+FG#"#ABCDEFW 
eG//WGrA=9<Gstuv@rGsATWT<GCEE/-jkkE4AN+Fe"lW"+lkEeNlk/AN##D#lk+E/k+E/AS9SSkeCN/EF+AFAoD#N#eDNAAFAFaF#Ek 

Table 6.30 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 

Census race/ethnicity data. 

TCN+FG?oGB?+IF+-G4-D#lGa?cFG 
M?ENBGAMiG o?+Ga?4+#FdGE?GB?+INGOyR 
u#pF-EaF#E-G !?#ABCDEFG 

TCN+FG?oGD#pF-EaF#E-Go?+G 
FNeCGa?cFGOtDBBD?#GvR 
!?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 

iF+GLF+-?#GD#pF-EaF#E-mG 

o?+GFNeCGa?cFGOvR 
!?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 

t?cFGhNEFl?+d OtDBBD?#GvRe B?+IF+- .CDEFGB?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- LF+-?#- LF+-?#-
M+N#-DEGOP4-R ST898 W;9S <=9; <=> <<= <?=@< >?<<8 
M+N#-DEGOANDBR 898 C9> ST9= 8 8 8 8 
!?#Aa?E?+DbFc ;=<98 TC9< CT9C C@ ;;@ C@C CT= 
A?NcBNdGaND#EF#N#eF =>T98 >S9< @89C ><> W=; >?<<W T?;C@ 
A?NcBNdGFfLN#-D?# ;?8==98 >S9< @89C T>8 @C= T?>T> <?;=@ 
gBBGa?cF-GE?ENB T?8>W98 AA AA ;?;;; ;?S;< ;;?>>@ ;8?<T> 
NGhMiiG>8;CGCEEL-jkkE+N#-L?+ENED?#9?+lkeELLkcNEN-FE-k 
mGgee?+cD#lGE?GECFG>8>8GnFeF#DNBGhF#-4-?G?4EG?oGNGE?ENBG>=>?<><GLF+-?#-GBDpD#lGD#GTN#Gr4D-GsmD-L?Gh?4#Ed?GS=?SWCGBF+FG#?#ABCDEF9 
eGL9GCA>?GMNmBFGCA;?G 
CEEL-jkk-N#B4D-e?l9-CN+FL?D#E9e?ak-DEF-kTrshswMFNax?BcF+kTCN+Fcy>8n?e4aF#E-kx?+a-kgBBuEFa-9N-LfzDc^y>x-DEF-y>xTrshswMFNax?BcF+y> 
xTCN+Fcy>8n?e4aF#E-y>xTrshswy>8.Fm-DEFy>8xDBF-y>xi+?l+Na-y>xAFlD?#NBy>8iBN##D#ly>x>8>Ty>8AMiy>x>8>Ty>8AMiyWxxu!g 
ry>8nshTy>x88y>ny>8>8>Ty>8AMiy>8xD#NBy>8gc?LEFcy>_Lco`LN+F#E^y>x-DEF-y>xTrshswMFNax?BcF+y>xTCN+Fcy>8n?e4aF#E-y 
>xTrshswy>8.Fm-DEFy>8xDBF-y>xi+?l+Na-y>xAFlD?#NBy>8iBN##D#ly>x>8>Ty>8AMiy>x>8>Ty>8AMiyWxxu!gry>8nshT`L^E+4F`lN 
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Table 6.31 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census 

race/ethnicity data. 

M"(NB*AMi* 
TCN+)*"o*B"+I)+-*4-D#l*C"b)* TCN+)*"o*D#p)-(C)#(-*o"+* 
o"+*v"4+#)d*("*B"+IN*2wR* )NeC*C"b)*2sDBBD"#*uR 

i)+*/)+-"#*D#p)-(C)#(-e* 

o"+*)NeC*C"b)*2uR 
t#p)-(C)#(-* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* 

s"b)*hN()l"+d 2sDBBD"#*uR B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST8V8 8WV; <=V> <8 >W S?S=8 <>@ 
M+N#-D(*2ANDBR WVW SWWVW WVW W W W W 
!"#AC"("+Da)b cSV> ;SVT @>V@ ST 8= ;=S T<< 
A"NbBNd*CND#()#N#e) ;?8=TV8 S@V= >;VS 88@ ;?W8@ =?>c> S8?=<; 
A"NbBNd*)f/N#-D"# c?T8=VW S@V= >;VS S?ST@ <?;S; ;<?S;@ T>?W@S 
gBB*C"b)-*("(NB =?WT>V@ AA AA S?c<S @?T>> Tc?8>S <T?=c< 
N*hMii*;WSc*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#V"+lke(//kbN(N-)(-k 
m*gee"+bD#l*("*(C)*;W;W*n)e)#DNB*h)#-4-?*"4(*"o*N*("(NB*S>;?S<<*/)+-"#-*BDpD#l*D#*TCN-(N*h"4#(d?*8<?;cS*B)+)*#"#ABCD()V 
e*//V*@<ASS;?*MNmB)-?*C((/-jkk-+(NVeNVl"pkn"e4C)#(h)#()+krD)Bk=;S8k;W;;AA)lD"#NBAM+N#-/"+(N(D"#AiBN#AAT4-(ND#NmB)Ah"CC4#D(D)-AT(+N()ld 

Table 6.32 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

TCN+)*"o*B"+I)+-*4-D#l*?"A)* TCN+)*"o*D#p)-(?)#(-*o"+* i)+*/)+-"#*D#p)-(?)#(-m* 
M"(N=*<Mi* o"+*v"4+#)b*("*B"+IN*2wR )NcC*?"A)*2sD==D"#*rR o"+*)NcC*?"A)*2rR 
t#p)-(?)#(-* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* 

s"A)*hN()l"+b 2sD==D"#*rRc B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST8 9WTS ;WTS S S ;9 8 
M+N#-D(*2<ND=R STS >SSTS STS S S S S 
!"#A?"("+D@)A _>TC ;9T; 9;T8 C >a 9WC a;; 
<"NABNb*?ND#()#N#c) W9aT; >CT; C>T8 >Sa a9> Cd9>_ >ad;8; 
<"NABNb*)e/N#-D"# STS >CT; C>T8 S S S S 
f==*?"A)-*("(N= WC9T8 AA AA >>_ a8W gd;S9 >adC>a 
N*hMii*_S>9*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#T"+lkc(//kAN(N-)(-k 
m*fcc"+AD#l*("*(C)*_S_S*n)c)#DN=*h)#-4-d*"4(*"o*N*("(N=*aadS89*/)+-"#-*=DpD#l*D#*TD-IDb"4*h"4#(bd*>_dS>g*B)+)*#"#ABCD()T 
c*//T*C;ACad*MNm=)-*WT;AWT8d* 
C((/-jkkBBBTc"T-D-IDb"4TcNT4-k-D()-kA)oN4=(koD=)-koD=)N((NcC?)#(-k(+N#-/"+(N(D"#uc"??D--D"#k/Nl)k_gW9;k-c=(cu_S_>u+(/T/Ao 
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Table 6.33 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

TCN+F*"o*B"+IF+-*4-D#l*a"cF* TCN+F*"o*D#pF-(aF#(-*o"+* 
M"(NC*BMi* o"+*w"4+#Fd*("*B"+IN*2xR FNeC*a"cF*2tDCCD"#*vR 
u#pF-(aF#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

iF+*/F+-"#*D#pF-(aF#(-m*o"+* 
FNeC*a"cF*2vR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

t"cF*hN(Fl"+d 2tDCCD"#*vRe B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST8VW;< 8=;> ?@;? <TA=? <TSV? ATVW< >T<S> 
M+N#-D(*2BNDCR =;= V@;< S=;@ = = = = 
!"#Aa"("+DbFc >?A;V 8?;S ?8;W A?@ S@8 <T=<S <T?<V 
B"NcBNd*aND#(F#N#eF <<W;8 8A;? ?>;> >A 88 <W? S>> 
B"NcBNd*Ff/N#-D"# ATW<W;< 8A;? ?>;> ST=?= <TVV@ 8T@<S WT888 
gCC*a"cF-*("(NC VT<8W;? AA AA ATV8> AT?=S <=TWW@ <>TA>A 
N*hMii*S=<>*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#;"+lke(//kcN(N-F(-k 
m*gee"+cD#l*("*(CF*S=S=*nFeF#DNC*hF#-4-T*"4(*"o*N*("(NC*88STWVW*/F+-"#-*CDpD#l*D#*T(N#D-CN4-*h"4#(dT*A??T@V=*BF+F*#"#ABCD(F; 
e*C((/-jkkBBB;-(N#e"l;"+lkn"e4aF#(hF#(F+krDFBkA>Wkge(D"#AiCN#Ains 

Table 6.34 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

tCN+F*"o*B"+IF+-*4-D#l*A"CF* tCN+F*"o*D#pF-(AF#(-*o"+* iF+*/F+-"#*D#pF-(AF#(-m* 
M"(N@*?Mi* o"+*u"4+#Fc*("*B"+IN*2vR FNdC*A"CF*2wD@@D"#*xR o"+*FNdC*A"CF*2xR 
y#pF-(AF#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

w"CF*hN(Fl"+c 2wD@@D"#*xRd B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R ST89 W8; <=8> S SW >; >TW 
M+N#-D(*2?ND@R 989 989 S9989 9 9 9 9 
!"#AA"("+DBFC S89 >=8a TW8b 9 S S= ST 
?"NCBNc*AND#(F#N#dF >T<89 >98b T<8a SSS bWa =eW=> Teb>= 
?"NCBNc*Ff/N#-D"# 989 >98b T<8a 9 9 9 9 
g@@*A"CF-*("(N@ >aT89 AA AA SS> b;> =eW<W TeTSW 
N*hMii*b9ST*C((/-jkk(+N#-/"+(N(D"#8"+lkd(//kCN(N-F(-k 
m*gdd"+CD#l*("*(CF*b9b9*nFdF#DN@*hF#-4-e*"4(*"o*N*("(N@*TWeab<*/F+-"#-*@DpD#l*D#*MFCNAN*h"4#(ce*b=e=a<*BF+F*#"#ABCD(F8 
d*/8*;Te*MNm@F*W8We* 
C((/-jkk-(N(DdS8-q4N+F-/NdF8d"Ak-(N(DdkWCCTC<=NWb;SmWTaNCFS><bok(kT9>;oCF9CSC9dFWaT9dS;9F<kSTS=babbb=Tb=krD#N@snF@s!"+(Fs?MispbA 
d"A/+F--FC8/Co 
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CTPP 2023 mode data – transit dependent and mode equity analysis 

Table 6.35 Investment equity analysis from Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 
(MTC’s) 2014 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles

and 2020 Census worker household vehicles data. 

tjABHC)pC()B*HBIC4IM/mC tjABHC)pCM/THINCH/NICp)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/THINCH/NInC 
.)NAAC@.iC C)bHCp)BCv)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC HAejCC)bHC2rMAAM)/CuR p)BCHAejCC)bHC2uR 
s/THINCH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC 

r)bHC#ANHm)Bd 2rMAAM)/CuRe ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI DDC 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST>8>>>9> :;9S ;:9< =T8;<; S>S8:>> ST?8STS ?:8>:= 
.BA/IMNC2@AMAR >9> S:9> TT9> > > > > 
B)/"C)N)BMaHb S<8:>>9> :>9> ;c9; =8=;S S=8;:< Sc8<c; ?8T=> 
@)Ab(AdCCAM/NH/A/eH <=8>>>9> S9T <T9: S8cT> <:8>S; c8>T< >c8c>? 
@)Ab(AdCHfgA/IM)/ S?8>>>9> S9T <T9: :c< S=8;>S S8>S< ?8T=S 
hAACC)bHICN)NAA >>T8:>>9> "" "" ??8::> :?:8<T> :><8??c S>>8>S> 
AC#.iiC:>ScCjNNgIkllNBA/Ig)BNANM)/9)BmleNgglbANAIHNIl 
nChee)BbM/mCN)CNjHC:>:>CoHeH/MAAC#H/I4I8C)4NC)pCACN)NAAC:8;T?8=T:C()B*HBICM/CNjHC<"e)4/NdCPAdChBHA8C:c>8?><CAMTHbCM/C>"eABCj)4IHj)AbI9 
eCg9Ccc8C.AnAHCS;CA/bC2p)BCB)/"r)N)BMaHbRCg9C;?8CjNNgIkllCNe9eA9m)TlIMNHIlbHpA4ANlpMAHIl="s/THINCH/NI9gbp 

Table 6.36 Investment equity analysis from Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
(SACOG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household 

vehicles and 2020 Census worker household vehicles data. 

rjABHC)pC()BGHBIC4IM/mCa)cHC rjABHC)pCM/THINaH/NICp)BC iHBC()BGHBCM/THINaH/NInC 
.)NA@C?.iC p)BCu)4B/HdCN)C()BGACOvRC HAejCa)cHCOwM@@M)/CyR p)BCHAejCa)cHCOyR 
x/THINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

w)cHC#ANHm)Bd OwM@@M)/CyRe ()BGHBI ()BGHBI ()BGHBI ()BGHBI ()BGHBI ()BGHBI 
.BA/IMNCOP4IR ST889:; 8S:< =>:; 8T<S8 <T;98 ;9T><9 =T9S> 
.BA/IMNCO?AM@R ATS8B:9 =:8 S8:S B<< ATB;< =T<>8 >T8>8 
C)/"a)N)BMbHc 9TBS<:= 8;:> =<:> ;9A 9T8<; ATS9= 9TB>9 
?)Ac(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH 88T><=:; 8:> S=:B 8=8 8>T=S< ;T;>> 89T;BS 
?)Ac(AdCHfgA/IM)/ 8>T<<>:A 8:> S=:B 9<B 8>TA>; BTSS= 8=T<>> 
h@@Ca)cHICN)NA@ BAT;<S:9 "" "" ;T>B= B9T;;8 AATASS B<TS>= 
AC#.iiC9>8>CjNNgIkllNBA/Ig)BNANM)/:)BmleNgglcANAIHNIl 
nChee)BcM/mCN)CNjHC9>9>CoHeH/MA@C#H/I4ITC)4NC)pCACN)NA@CS;<T;><C()BGHBIC@MTM/mCM/CNjHCrh#stCBHmM)/TCABT=99C@MTHcCM/CAC>"eABCj)4IHj)@c: 
eChggH/cMfChTCjNNgIkll(((:IAe)m:)Bmlj)aHlIj)(g4n@MIjHcc)e4aH/Nl8<S9l>;=;=<BSA>8B<<>>>> 
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Table 6.37 Investment equity analysis from Southern California Association of Governments’ 
(SCAG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles 

and 2020 Census worker household vehicles data. 

rjABHCFpCEFBGHBIC4IMLmCCFbHC rjABHCFpCMLTHINCHLNICpFBC iHBCEFBGHBCMLTHINCHLNInC 
.FNA@C?.iC pFBC_F4BLHdCNFCEFBGAC2`RC HAejCCFbHC2tM@@MFLCuR pFBCHAejCCFbHC2uR 
vLTHINCHLNIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

tFbHC#ANHmFBd 2tM@@MFLCuRe EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI DDC EFBGHBI EFBGHBI 
.BALIMNC2P4IR STU9:;<T =><9 :9<S >U9=9 SSU>;= SSU:=: SU9>S 
.BALIMNC2?AM@R ><> SS<> A9<> > > > > 
BFL"CFNFBMaHb ;U:=A<T S:<= A=<c >=S ;U;>A SU>S> =AS 
?FAbEAdCCAMLNHLALeH >Uc>A<: S<: 9A<> c> >U:=T Sc> c99 
?FAbEAdCHfgALIMFL S:U=;S<; S<: 9A<> ;T: S:U>:T :>= ;UccS 
h@@CCFbHICNFNA@ =9U:=><9 "" "" TU:99<T ==U9=S<> S=U>;:<= TUAT;<c 
AC#.iiC;>S:CjNNgIkllNBALIgFBNANMFL<FBmleNgglbANAIHNIl 
nCheeFBbMLmCNFCNjHC;>;>CoHeHLMA@C#HLI4IUCF4NCFpCACNFNA@C:U;;;U>=TCEFBGHBIC@MTMLmCMLCNjHCr#hsCBHmMFLUC>;>UT>SC@MTHbCMLCAC>"eABCjF4IHjF@b< 
eCgg<C:"AUC.hPwxrC>yTCyCzvs^?xC;UCjNNgIkllIeAm<eA<mFTlIMNHIlCAMLlpM@HIlpM@H"ANNAejCHLNIl;="=>A;"pMLA@";>;T"pNMg"HfHe4NMTH" 

Table 6.38 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020

Census worker household vehicles data. 

sjABHCFpC(FB*HBIC4IM/mC=F?HC sjABHCFpCM/THIN=H/NICpFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/THIN=H/NInC 
.FNA;C:.iC pFBCtF4B/HaCNFC(FB*AC2uRC HAbjC=F?HC2vM;;MF/CxR pFBCHAbjC=F?HC2xR 
w/THIN=H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

vF?HC#ANHmFBa 2vM;;MF/CxRb (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST> >T> 8>>T> > S > 889 
.BA/IMNC2:AM;R >T> >T> 8>>T> > > > > 
<F/"=FNFBM>H? 8T> S9TS @ATB > 8 9@S CS 
:FA?(AaC=AM/NH/A/bH 88STB 8Tc dBTc S 888 CeSAB 9eAC9 
:FA?(AaCHfgA/IMF/ AAAT8 8Tc dBTc c ASB 8SecS8 8Be@c> 
h;;C=F?HICNFNA; CCBTd "" "" @ CCS 8@eCA8 SceScC 
AC#.iiCS>89CjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/TFBmlbNggl?ANAIHNIl 
nChbbFB?M/mCNFCNjHCS>S>CoHbH/MA;C#H/I4IeCF4NCFpCACNFNA;C8@eBd@C(FB*HBIC;MTM/mCM/C#A;THBAIC#F4/NaeCABdC;MTH?CM/C>"bABCjF4IHjF;?IT 
bCgTC88SeC.An;HCSAeCjNNgIkllbA;AbFmTFBml(g"bF/NH/Nl4g;FA?IlS>S8l8>lS>S8"#A;ATHBAI":.i"rM/A;8>8ATg?p 
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Table 6.39 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

xjABHCFpC(FB*HBIC4IM/mCaFcHC xjABHCFpCM/qHINaH/NICpFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/qHINaH/NInC 
.FNABCA.iC pFBCyF4B/HdCNFC(FB*AC2zRC HAejCaFcHC2rMBBMF/CtR pFBCHAejCaFcHC2tR 
s/qHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

rFcHC#ANHmFBd 2rMBBMF/CtRe (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR S> T89: ;>9< = ; SS>?8: ;@< 
.BA/IMNC2AAMBR > >9> S>>9> > > > > 
CF/"aFNFBMbHc > ;@9; T?9= > > > > 
AFAc(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH > S9@ 8<9T > > > > 
AFAc(AdCHfgA/IMF/ :TT S9@ 8<9T @ :T: T>S@8 :8>SS@ 
hBBCaFcHICNFNAB :=T9; "" "" SS :TT S=>=@S :8>@T: 
AC#.iiC:>STCjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/9FBmleNgglcANAIHNIl 
nCheeFBcM/mCNFCNjHC:>:>CoHeH/MABC#H/I4I>CF4NCFpCACNFNABCFpC8>T:SC(FB*HBICM/C.HjAaAC#F4/Nd>CT><CBMqHcCM/C>"eABCjF4IHjFBcI9 
eCg9C=T>C.AnBHC?9?>C 
jNNgIkllINANMeS9Iu4ABHIgAeH9eFalINANMel?ccTc8@A?:=Sn?T<AcHS;8:plNlT>;=pcH>cSc>eH?<T>eS=>H8lSTS@:<:::@T:@lvM/ABwoHBwCFBNHwA.iwq:" 
eFagBHIIHc9gcp 

Table 6.40 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census 

worker household vehicles data. 

vjABHCFpCEFB*HBIC4IM/mCaFcHC vjABHCFpCM/rHINaH/NICpFBC iHBCEFB*HBCM/rHINaH/NInC 
.FNAAC@.iC pFBCwF4B/HdCNFCEFB*AC2xRC HAejCaFcHC2yMAAMF/CzR pFBCHAejCaFcHC2zR 
^/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

yFcHC#ANHmFBd 2yMAAMF/CzRe EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST>U9 :;<; 9><S =>; 9S> S>T>?> UT>9U 
.BA/IMNC2@AMAR > S:<S _9<; > > > > 
CF/"aFNFBMbHc ST>=U S;<_ _><U U>9 _:? _T;?= UT>;: 
@FAcEAdCaAM/NH/A/eH UT:U_ U<: ;><> ?= UTU>= UT:U; >T9>: 
@FAcEAdCHfgA/IMF/ ST9:> U<: ;><> :_ ST?;U ST9:S ?T:U= 
hAACaFcHICNFNAA 9T>U?<9 "" "" >>> ?T:S; :>T9>S S>T>_U 
AC#.iiCU>S9CjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/<FBmleNgglcANAIHNIl 
nCheeFBcM/mCNFCNjHCU>U>CoHeH/MAAC#H/I4ITCF4NCFpCACNFNAAC:UUTS9:CEFB*HBICM/CTBHI/FC#F4/NdTCU:T>:>CAMrHcCM/C>"eABCjF4IHjFAcI< 
eCg<C>TC.AnAHC9<STCjNNgIkllEEE<gAA/pBHI/F<eFalgAA/pBHI/Fl4gAFAcIlU>UUl>>l#jAgNHB"9"TM/A/eMAA"sAHaH/Ntuioh.so<gcp 
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Table 6.41 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

ujABHCFpC(FBGHBIC4IM/mC=F?HC ujABHCFpCM/THIN=H/NICpFBC iHBC(FBGHBCM/THIN=H/NInC 
.FNA;C:.iC pFBCvF4B/HBCNFC(FBGAC2tRC HACjC=F?HC2wM;;MF/CyR pFBCHACjC=F?HC2yR 
x/THIN=H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

wF?HC#ANHmFBB 2wM;;MF/CyRC (FBGHBI (FBGHBI (FBGHBI (FBGHBI (FBGHBI (FBGHBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST8 >T> S>>T> > S > S89 
.BA/IMNC2:AM;R >T> >T> S>>T> > > > > 
<F/"=FNFBM>H? ST8 ST> @@T> > S 9S S8A 
:FA?(ABC=AM/NH/A/CH AaTb aT@ @cTS a AS 9d@9> Ad9>S 
:FA?(ABCHefA/IMF/ >T> aT@ @cTS > > > > 
g;;C=F?HICNFNA; AATa "" "" a A9 9d@hS Adbc> 
AC#.iiCa>SbCjNNfIkllNBA/IfFBNANMF/TFBmlCNffl?ANAIHNIl 
nCgCCFB?M/mCNFCNjHCa>a>CoHCH/MA;C#H/I4IdCF4NCFpCACNFNA;C@dcb8CfHBIF/IC;MTM/mCM/Cr;H//C#F4/NBdC8>bCC;MTH?CM/C>"CABCjF4IHjF;?IT 
CCffTCcA"cbdC.An;HICAT8"ATcdCjNNfIkll(((TCF4/NBFpm;H//T/HNlIMNHIl?HpA4;NlpM;HIlsM/A;ta>r;H//ta>:.ita>a>a>Tf?p 

Table 6.42 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2016 
CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household vehicles 

data. 

sjABHCFpCEFBGHBIC4IM/mC_FaHC sjABHCFpCM/THIN_H/NICpFBC iHBCEFBGHBCM/THIN_H/NInC 
KFNA@C?KiC pFBCtF4B/HdCNFCEFBGAC2uRC HAejC_FaHC2rM@@MF/CvR pFBCHAejC_FaHC2vR 
w/THIN_H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

rFaHC#ANHmFBd 2rM@@MF/CvRe EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI 
KBA/IMNC2P4IR SSTU9 S:US T9U; S9 S>: 9<>T= ><=>> 
KBA/IMNC2?AM@R >U> >U> S>>U> > > > > 
AF/"_FNFBMCHa >SUb S>Ub TbU: : S; S<>bT c9S 
?FAaEAdC_AM/NH/A/eH :9SU; SUT ;TU> b :== ><=;S T<9>T 
?FAaEAdCHfgA/IMF/ S;:U; SUT ;TU> c S;> S<:TT c<9>> 
h@@C_FaHICNFNA@ 9;9US "" "" >T 99T SS<Sc> S9<>S: 
AC#KiiC>>S9CjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/UFBmleNgglaANAIHNIl 
nCheeFBaM/mCNFCNjHC>>>>CoHeH/MA@C#H/I4I<CF4NCFpCACNFNA@Cc:<b:9CEFBGHBIC@MTM/mCM/CrABMgFIAC#F4/Nd<C><==9C@MTHaCM/C>"eABCjF4IHjF@aIU 
eCggUCSS"b<Cxwyz?^CSS"><CjNNgIkllEEEUGM/mIeFmUFBmlTHBNMeA@lsMNHIlubP#c>bh^:>";;:9"cb::"P;oc" 
Sc>b>;ho:PPxubol4g@FAaIl_#hy`>>ST`?Kis#s`x4@@̀ oFe4_H/NUgap 
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Table 6.43 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

wjABHC)pC()B*HBIC4IM/mCB)aHC wjABHC)pCM/THINBH/NICp)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/THINBH/NInC 
.)NA@C?.iC p)BCx)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC2yRC HAejCB)aHC2rM@@M)/CzR p)BCHAejCB)aHC2zR 
u/THINBH/NIC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC 

r)aHC#ANHm)Bd 2rM@@M)/CzRe ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI DDC ()B*HBI ()B*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST8 VSTS :;T< > S V=>V> >S> 
.BA/IMNC2?AM@R >T> >T> V>>T> > > > > 
A)/?B)N)BMCHa VT> <T: bcTc > V V<> VSV 
?)Aa(AdCBAM/NH/A/eH 8<Tb VTb b:TV V 8< c=S:: :=>>b 
?)Aa(AdCHfgA/IM)/ >T> VTb b:TV > > > > 
h@@CB)aHICN)NA@ ;cT> ?? ?? c ;V S=8<c :=;V> 
AC#.iiCc>V;CjNNgIkllNBA/Ig)BNANM)/T)BmleNgglaANAIHNIl 
nChee)BaM/mCN)CNjHCc>c>CoHeH/MA@C#H/I4I=C)4NC)pCACN)NA@C<=8V8C()B*HBIC@MTM/mCM/CrABMg)IAC#)4/Nd=C>;>C@MTHaCM/C>?eABCj)4IHj)@aIT 
eCgTCbc=C.An@HCcb=CjNNgIkll(((TBABMg)IAe)4/NdT)Bmlo)e4BH/N#H/NHBlsMH(lb;;;8lrABMg)IA??.i??Hg)BN?(hgg?>b?Vb?c>cStnMauav 

Table 6.44 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

ujABHCFpC(FB*HBIC4IM/mCCFbHC iHBC(FB*HBC ujABHCFpCM/THINCH/NICpFBC 
.FNAAC@.iC pFBCvF4B/HdCNFC(FB*AC2sRC HAejCCFbHC2wMAAMF/CyR M/THINCH/NInCpFBCHAejC 
x/THINCH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

wFbHC#ANHmFBd 2wMAAMF/CyRe (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST89 S89 :98; < S> =>S99 =>T<? 
.BA/IMNC2@AMAR >8> >8> =>>8> > > > > 
_F/"CFNFBMaHb >8> =c8= ?T8: > > > > 
@FAb(AdCCAM/NH/A/eH ?S8> >8? ::8T = ?9 <;S T>=>c 
@FAb(AdCHfgA/IMF/ >8> >8? ::8T > > > > 
hAACCFbHICNFNAA =<c89 "" "" < =<9 =>:>: <><99 
AC#.iiCT>=;CjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/8FBmleNgglbANAIHNIl 
nCheeFBbM/mCNFCNjHCT>T>CoHeH/MAAC#H/I4I>CF4NCFpCACNFNAAC9=>?c<C(FB*HBICAMTM/mCM/C_HTAbAC#F4/Nd>C=>?T9C(HBHC/F/"(jMNH8 
eCgg8C=9:"=S>>C.AnAHICS9"Sc>CjNNgIkll(((8/eNe8eA8mFTlbFe4CH/NIl@.ilrM/AAsT>_HTAbAsT>#FsT>@.isT>=t=ct=?8gbp 

M I N E T A  T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  I N S T I T U T E  85 

mailto:eCgg8C=9:"=S>>C.AnAHICS9"Sc>CjNNgIkll(((8/eNe8eA8mFTlbFe4CH/NIl@.ilrM/AAsT>_HTAbAsT>#FsT>@.isT>=t=ct=?8gbp
mailto:eCgTCbc=C.An@HCcb=CjNNgIkll(((TBABMg)IAe)4/NdT)Bmlo)e4BH/N#H/NHBlsMH(lb;;;8lrABMg)IA??.i??Hg)BN?(hgg?>b?Vb?c>cStnMauav


 

    

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

Table 6.45 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

wjABHCFpC(FB*HBIC4IM/mC?FAHC wjABHCFpCM/THIN?H/NICpFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/THIN?H/NInC 
.FNA=C<.iC pFBCxF4B/HbCNFC(FB*AC2yRC HAcjC?FAHC2zM==MF/C^R pFBCHAcjC?FAHC2^R 
u/THIN?H/NIC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC 

zFAHC#ANHmFBb 2zM==MF/C^Rc (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI DDC (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST8 >T> 8>>T> >T> ST8 > 8V8:; 
.BA/IMNC2<AM=R >T> >T> 8>>T> >T> >T> > > 
>F/??FNFBM@HA BT> B>T> ;>T> >TC 8Ta 8VBB> B>: 
<FAA(AbC?AM/NH/A/cH SSTB >TS SST8 >T; S;TC BVd;a 8BV:ed 
<FAA(AbCHfgA/IMF/ >T> >TS SST8 >T> >T> > > 
h==C?FAHICNFNA= 88>Te ?? ?? 8 8>S eV;>a 8CV88S 
AC#.iiCB>8aCjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/TFBmlcNgglAANAIHNIl 
nChccFBAM/mCNFCNjHCB>B>CoHcH/MA=C#H/I4IVCF4NCFpCACNFNA=C;V>ddC(FB*HBIC=MTM/mCM/Ci=4?AIC#F4/NbVCeB;C=MTHACM/C>?cABCjF4IHjF=AIT 
cCggTC::?:;VC.An=HICdTe?dT:VCjNNgIkll(((Tg=4?AIcF4/NbT4IloFc4?H/N#H/NHBlrMH(lBdd:8lB>B>?i=4?AI?<HmMF/A=?.BA/IgFBNANMF/?i=A/?sM/A=tnMAuAv 

Table 6.46 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2020 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020

Census worker household vehicles data. 

rjABHCFpCEFBGHBIC4IM/mCCFbHC rjABHCFpCM/THINCH/NICpFBC iHBCEFBGHBCM/THINCH/NInC 
.FNAAC@.iC pFBCxF4B/HcCNFCEFBGAC2yRC HAdjCCFbHC2zMAAMF/C^R pFBCHAdjCCFbHC2^R 
u/THINCH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC 

zFbHC#ANHmFBc 2zMAAMF/C^Rd EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI DDC 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STT SU9> :U9> U; TU< ==>?;; <>>U= 
.BA/IMNC2@AMAR > >9> T>>9> > > > > 
BF/"CFNFBMaHb ;S S9= =:9T T ;T T>:=< T>U=? 
@FAbEAcCCAM/NH/A/dH ;?S >9< ==9S ; ;U= U>?S? T<>S?> 
@FAbEAcCHefA/IMF/ T>STg >9< ==9S T> T>S>g T<><:< ?T>S:S 
hAACCFbHICNFNAA T><S>9> "" "" ?: T>:U; TSU>=;U <=>T<: 
AC#.iiCS>T?CjNNfIkllNBA/IfFBNANMF/9FBmldNfflbANAIHNIl 
nChddFBbM/mCNFCNjHCS>S>CoHdH/MAAC#H/I4I>CF4NCFpCACNFNAACS>>T<<CEFBGHBICAMTM/mCM/CrA/CPH/MNFC#F4/Nc>CU;>CAMTHbCM/CAC>"dABCjF4IHjFAb9 
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Table 6.47 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household 

vehicles and 2020 Census worker household vehicles data. 

TjABHCFpCEFBGHBIC4IMLmCBFaHC TjABHCFpCMLtHINBHLNICpFBC iHBCEFBGHBCMLtHINBHLNInC 
.FNA@C?.iC pFBCaF4BLHdCNFCEFBGACOwRC HAejCBFaHCObM@@MFLCcR pFBCHAejCBFaHCOcR 
xLtHINBHLNIC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABC 

bFaHC#ANHmFBd ObM@@MFLCcRe EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI DDC EFBGHBI DDC 
.BALIMNCOP4IR ST>8> 998S WW89 999 W9S ;<=T9S >=WTS 
.BALIMNCO?AM@R >8> >8> 9>>8> > > > > 
AFL?BFNFBMCHa 9Wb8> 9>8; WS8W 9S 9c< b=T>c 9=<W> 
?FAaEAdCBAMLNHLALeH W;T8> 98b SW8c 99 W9; ;=<<T >=>c> 
?FAaEAdCHfgALIMFL 9=>WW8> 98b SW8c 9< 9=>>T T=T>b 9>=;c> 
h@@CBFaHICNFNA@ T=>;<8> ?? ?? 9<< ;=W>> T<=<<; ;>=b<b 
AC#.iiC;>9cCjNNgIkllNBALIgFBNANMFL8FBmleNgglaANAIHNIl 
nCheeFBaMLmCNFCNjHC;>;>CoHeHLMA@C#HLI4I=CF4NCFpCACNFNA@C9>W=WS>CEFBGHBICMLCTALCr4MICsnMIgFC#F4LNd=Cb=TccC@MtHaCMLC>?eABCjF4IHjF@aI8 
eCg8Cc?;=C.An@HCc?9=C 
jNNgIkllIAL@4MIeFm8IjABHgFMLN8eFBlIMNHIlTrs#su.HABvF@aHBlTjABHaw;>oFe4BHLNIlvFBBIlh@@xNHBI8AIgfyMazw;vIMNHIw;vTrs#su.HABvF@aH 
Bw;vTjABHaw;>oFe4BHLNIw;vTrs#suw;>^HnIMNHw;>vM@HIw;viBFmBABIw;v?HmMFLA@w;>i@ALLMLmw;v;>;Tw;>?.iw;v;>;Tw;>?.i 
w<vvxAhrw;>os#Tw;v>>w;ow;>;>;Tw;>?.iw;>vMLA@w;>haFgNHaw;_gap`gABHLNzw;vIMNHIw;vTrs#su.HABvF@aHBw;vTjABHaw 
;>oFe4BHLNIw;vTrs#suw;>^HnIMNHw;>vM@HIw;viBFmBABIw;v?HmMFLA@w;>i@ALLMLmw;v;>;Tw;>?.iw;v;>;Tw;>?.iw<vvxAhrw; 
>os#T`gzNB4H`mAz9 

Table 6.48 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020

Census worker household vehicles data. 

TjABHC)pC()B*HBIC4IM/mC 
.)NABCA.iC a)cHCp)BCt)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC 
w/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

TjABHC)pCM/rHINaH/NICp)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/rHINaH/NInC 

HAejCa)cHC2uMBBM)/CvR p)BCHAejCa)cHC2vR 
>"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

u)cHC#ANHm)Bd 2uMBBM)/CvRe ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST8V8 S:V: :SVT ;< S>= <>?;: S>@;: 
.BA/IMNC2AAMBR >V> >V> S>>V> > > > > 
C)/"a)N)BMbHc @SV: S<VT :8V? = <; ;>S<S ?:S 
A)Ac(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH ;>8=TV8 SV< =:V< T: ;>8<@ :><@8 T@>@ST 
A)Ac(AdCHfgA/IM)/ @>T8=V> SV< =:V< =@ @>;<T ;S>:>? =T>;;: 
hBBCa)cHICN)NAB =>>T:V? "" "" S@: :>:?> T:>;<> ST;>;<> 
AC#.iiC;>S@CjNNgIkllNBA/Ig)BNANM)/V)BmleNgglcANAIHNIl 
nChee)BcM/mCN)CNjHC;>;>CoHeH/MABC#H/I4I>C)4NC)pCACN)NABC?S>8?TC()B*HBICM/CTjAINAC#)4/Nd>C8>8>>CBMrHcCM/C>"eABCj)4IHj)BcIV 
eCggVC?<"SS;>C.AnBHI>CjNNgIkllIBNAVeAVm)rlo)e4aH/N#H/NHBlsMH(l=;S8l;>;;"AHmM)/AB".BA/Ig)BNANM)/"iBA/""T4INAM/AnBH"#)aa4/MNMHI"TNBANHmd 
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Table 6.49 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

TjABHC)pC()B*HBIC4IM/mC@)_HC TjABHC)pCM/rHIN@H/NICp)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/rHIN@H/NInC 
.)NA>C=.iC p)BCs)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC2tRC HAejC@)_HC2uM>>M)/CwR p)BCHAejC@)_HC2wR 
v/rHIN@H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

u)_HC#ANHm)Bd 2uM>>M)/CwRe ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI DDC ()B*HBI ()B*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR >ST 8>S> 9>S> > : :8; <> 
.BA/IMNC2=AM>R >S> >S> :>>S> > > > > 
?)/"@)N)BMAH_ 8:S9 8<S: TCSa b :T ;cC:: a;: 
=)A_(AdC@AM/NH/A/eH bC;S< :S; a9SC 9 bbT Tc>>9 <:c8;< 
=)A_(AdCHfgA/IM)/ >S> :S; a9SC > > > > 
h>>C@)_HICN)NA> b9CST "" "" :< bT; ::cT;8 <8c8:; 
AC#.iiC8>:CCjNNgIkllNBA/Ig)BNANM)/S)BmleNggl_ANAIHNIl 
nChee)B_M/mCN)CNjHC8>8>CoHeH/MA>C#H/I4IcC)4NC)pCACN)NA>C:9ca>TC()B*HBICM/CTMI*Md)4C#)4/NdcC:c>a:CC>MrH_CM/C>"eABCj)4IHj)>_IS 
eCggSC9<"9;cC.An>HICbS<"bSTcC 
jNNgIkll(((Se)SIMI*Md)4SeAS4IlIMNHIl_HpA4>NlpM>HIlpM>HANNAej@H/NIlNBA/Ig)BNANM)/xe)@@MIIM)/lgAmHl8abC<lIe>Nex8>8:xBNgSg_p 

Table 6.50 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

TjABHCFpC(FB*HBIC4IM/mCaFcHC TjABHCFpCM/rHINaH/NICpFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/rHINaH/NInC 
.FNABCA.iC pFBCuF4B/HdCNFC(FB*AC2vRC HAejCaFcHC2wMBBMF/CxR pFBCHAejCaFcHC2xR 
y/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

wFcHC#ANHmFBd 2wMBBMF/CxRe (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI DDC (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST8V: SV;< VS;= >== <T:V= V8T>?> <<TS@< 
.BA/IMNC2AAMBR > >;> <>>;> > > > > 
CF/"aFNFBMbHc >@@ <S;S :V;: V= 8>8 :T@8: ?T?V= 
AFAc(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH <<= <;> =:;@ S <<V <=: >=: 
AFAc(AdCHfgA/IMF/ ?T:<: <;> =:;@ >> ?TV8= >T?=< SST@:: 
hBBCaFcHICNFNAB VT<8:;@ "" "" :@> >T?<= =>T>V: ?VT:>V 
AC#.iiCS><>CjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/;FBmleNgglcANAIHNIl 
nCheeFBcM/mCNFCNjHCS>S>CoHeH/MABC#H/I4ITCF4NCFpCACNFNABC<V>T@8VC(FB*HBICM/CTNA/MIBA4IC#F4/NdTC=T?S>CBMrHcCM/C>"eABCjF4IHjFBcI; 
eCjNNgIkll(((;INA/eFm;FBmloFe4aH/N#H/NHBlsMH(l?>:lheNMF/"iBA/"iot 
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Table 6.51 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker household vehicles and 2020 Census worker household 

vehicles data. 

xjABHCFpC(FB*HBIC4IM/mC>F@HC xjABHCFpCM/qHIN>H/NICpFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/qHIN>H/NInC 
.FNA<C;.iC pFBCyF4B/HbCNFC(FB*AC2zRC HAcjC>F@HC2uM<<MF/CwR pFBCHAcjC>F@HC2wR 
v/qHIN>H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

uF@HC#ANHmFBb 2uM<<MF/CwRc (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST8> >8> S>>8> > ST > T9: 
.BA/IMNC2;AM<R >8> >8> S>>8> > > > > 
=F/">FNFBM?H@ S8> A98B C>8A > S A>: a> 
;FA@(AbC>AM/NH/A/cH aT98> >8T 998: A aTC Sde>a Sed9>A 
;FA@(AbCHfgA/IMF/ >8> >8T 998: > > > > 
h<<C>F@HICNFNA< aBT8> "" "" A aBa SdC>C STdTAT 
AC#.iiCA>STCjNNgIkllNBA/IgFBNANMF/8FBmlcNggl@ANAIHNIl 
nChccFB@M/mCNFCNjHCA>A>CoHcH/MA<C#H/I4IdCF4NCFpCACNFNA<CA:deATC(FB*HBICM/C.HjA>AC#F4/NbdCSd:T>CC<MqH@CM/C>"cABCjF4IHjF<@I8 
cCg8CCTdC.An<HCe8edC 
jNNgIkllINANMcS8Ir4ABHIgAcH8cF>lINANMcle@@T@9:AeACSneTBA@HSa9AplNlT>aCp@H>@S@>cHeBT>cSC>H9lSTS:ABAAA:TA:lsM/A<toH<t=FBNHt;.itqA" 
cF>gBHIIH@8g@p 

CTPP 2023 mode data – household with children and mode equity analysis 

Table 6.52 Investment equity analysis from Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 
(MTC’s) 2014 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with 

children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

v.8#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/OpD v.8#BD"(D/OtBC4)BO4CD("#D mB#D."PCB."MND/OtBC4)BO4CTD 

)"NBD("#Dw"P#OBhD4"DH"#A8D B8i.D)"NBD9s/MM/"ODx; ("#DB8i.D)"NBD9x; 
!"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 

T"48MDeTmD !"#AB#CD (#")D**CD !"#AB#CD (#")D**CD 
/OtBC4)BO4CD (#")D**CDHI HI"P4D (#")D**CDHI HI"P4D **CDHI **RCDHISP4D 

s"NBDi84Bp"#h 9s/MM/"ODx;i -./MN#BO -./MN#BO -./MN#BO -./MN#BO -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#8OC/4D9WPC; <=>?>>>@> AB@< Ca@b Bc?cda <cd?dca a<?dBd C>?AA> 
T#8OC/4D9e8/M; >@> A=@C C<@c > > > > 
f"OI)"4"#/gBN <b?A>>@> Ac@d Cd@B B?acC <B?ddc a?B>B C?aca 
e"8NH8hD)8/O4BO8OiB bB?>>>@> c=@c d<@C cd?>cB aC?bdd BA?b<a Ab?Cb> 
e"8NH8hDBjk8OC/"O <a?>>>@> c=@c d<@C a?Ca> b?Aa> d?=B= B?CaB 
lMMD)"NBCD4"48M c>=?A>>@> II II =b?d=C A<=?a<c <>d?=<A <<A?Abb 
8D-TmmDA><dD.44kCnoo4#8OCk"#484/"O@"#poi4kkoN848CB4Co 
TDlii"#N/OpD4"D4.BDA>A>DrBiBO/8MD-BOCPC?D"P4D"(D8D4"48MDA?C=a?B=ADH"#AB#CD/OD4.BDbIi"PO4hDW8hDl#B8?D=cb?ddCD.8NDi./MN#BO@ 
iDk@Ddd?DT8TMBD<CD8OND9("#Df"OIs"4"#/gBN;Dk@DCa?D.44kCnoo)4i@i8@p"toC/4BCoNB(8PM4o(/MBCoBIuOtBC4)BO4C@kN( 
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Table 6.53 Investment equity analysis from Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ 
(SACOG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with 

children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

s.8#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/OpD s.8#BD"(D/OvBC4)BO4CD("#D mB#D."PCB."MND/OvBC4)BO4CTD 

)"NBD("#Du"P#OBhD4"DH"#A8D B8i.D)"NBD9w/MM/"ODx; ("#DB8i.D)"NBD9x; 
T"48MDdTmD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/OvBC4)BO4CD (#")DGGCDH, (#")DGGCDH, (#")DGGCD (#")DGGCD GGCDH, GGRCDH,SP4D 

w"NBDi84Bp"#h 9w/MM/"ODx;i -./MN#BO "P4D-./MN#BO H,-./MN#BO H,"P4D -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#8OC/4D9WPC; <=>>?@A ?B@C ab@C ?=Aa> B=ab> a=c>B >C=BAb 
T#8OC/4D9d8/M; e=<>b@? Ae@a Bb@A ?=>>? A=cC? B=<B> e=<<c 
f"O,)"4"#/gBN ?=b<a@c ?c@C a?@C B<< >=a<< ?=ACA ?=cAc 
d"8NH8hD)8/O4BO8OiB >>=Cac@A bC@? e<@c b=be< B=B>< >b=B<c >C=bb? 
d"8NH8hDBjk8OC/"O >B=aaB@e bC@? e<@c B=ae? >C=C?b ??=?ec >e=c>A 
lMMD)"NBCD4"48M be=Aa<@? ,, ,, >B=A<A ?c=<cB eb=CAe be=a?b 
8D-TmmD?C>BD.44kCnoo4#8OCk"#484/"O@"#poi4kkoN848CB4Co 
TDlii"#N/OpD4"D4.BD?C?CDrBiBO/8MD-BOCPC=D"P4D"(D8D4"48MD<Aa=ACaD."PCB."MNCD/OD4.BDB,i"PO4hDsl-StD#Bp/"O=DACA=Aa<D.8NDi./MN#BO@ 
iDlkkBON/jDl=D.44kCnooHHH@C8i"p@"#po.")BoC."HkPTM/C.BNN"iP)BO4o>a<?oBAcAcab<eB>baaCCCC 

Table 6.54 Investment equity analysis from Southern California Association of Governments’ 
(SCAG’s) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with 

children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

s.U#BD?EDH?#AB#CDPCLOpDF?NBD s.U#BD?EDLOvBC4FBO4CDE?#D mB#D.?PCB.?MNDLOvBC4FBO4CTD 

E?#Db?P#OBhD4?DH?#AUD9c;D BUi.DF?NBD9uLMML?ODw; E?#DBUi.DF?NBD9w; 
T?4UMDeTmD !?#AB#CDE#?FD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD 
LOvBC4FBO4CD GGCDHI E#?FDGGCDHI E#?FDGGCDHI E#?FDGGCD GGCDHI GGRCDHISP4D 

u?NBDiU4Bp?#h 9uLMML?ODw;i -.LMN#BO ?P4D-.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO HI?P4D -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO 
T#UOCL4D9WPC; <=>?@AB= C=Ba @aB@ =>@=a <b>Cbc A>dcA A>a@b 
T#UOCL4D9eULM; bBb AdB= dAB= b b b b 
f?OIF?4?#LgBN A>@CcB= CAB= @dB= c=@ <>dcA aA< aA= 
e?UNHUhDFULO4BOUOiB a>dbcB@ CcB< @<B? <>d?A A>?<@ ccA @?@ 
e?UNHUhDBjkUOCL?O <@>CA<BA CcB< @<B? @>A<C <b><bc C>b=d A>a<C 
lMMDF?NBCD4?4UM C?>@CbB? II II <a>=<@B< A=><<aBc d><a<Bc =>??aBd 
UD-TmmDAb<@D.44kCnoo4#UOCk?#4U4L?OB?#poi4kkoNU4UCB4Co 
TDlii?#NLOpD4?D4.BDAbAbDrBiBOLUMD-BOCPC>D?P4D?EDUD4?4UMD@>AAA>bC=D.?PCB.?MNCDLOD4.BD@Ii?PO4hDs-ltD#BpL?O>DA>bCA>=a@D.UNDi.LMN#BOB 
iDkkBD@Ic>DTlWxysDaz=DzD^_t`eyDA>D.44kCnooCiUpBiUBp?voCL4BCoFULOoELMBCoELMBIU44Ui.FBO4CoACICbcAIELOUMIAbA=IE4LkIBjBiP4LvBI 
CPFFU#hBkNEa<dA==@?<C= 
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Table 6.55 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020

Census households with children data. 

t.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oDF"NBD t.T#BD"(D/2rBC4FB24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2rBC4FB24CpD 

("#Du"P#2BfD4"DH"#ATD8vWD BT-.DF"NBD8w/MM/"2DxW ("#DBT-.DF"NBD8xW 
S"4TMDCSlD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2rBC4FB24CD (#"FD**CDH, **CDH,"P4D (#"FD**CD (#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

w"NBD-T4Bo"#f 8w/MM/"2DxW- -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D89PCW ;<= >?<= @><= A A ;=? B= 
S#T2C/4D8CT/MW =<= =<= A==<= = = = = 
a"2,F"4"#/bBN A<= cA<d de<d = A AAc cA 
C"TNHTfDFT/24B2T2-B AA;<e >=<e @B<; >d ?e Bgd?; dgc@@ 
C"TNHTfDBhiT2C/"2 >>><A >=<e @B<; A=> ;>= ;eg;eA A@gAdA 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM cce<B ,, ,, A>B >A= >egA?c ;Ag?ce 
TDkSllD;=A@D.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2<"#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BD;=;=DTB-B2/TMDkB2CPCgD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDA?geB?D."PCB."MNCD/2DkTMTrB#TCDk"P24fgD>g@>cD.TND-./MN#B2< 
-Di<DAA;gDSTpMBD;>gD.44iCmnn-TMT-"o<"#onHi,-"24B24nPiM"TNCn;=;AnA=n;=;A,kTMTrB#TC,CSl,s/2TMA=A><iN( 

Table 6.56 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with 

children data. 

x.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oDF"NBD x.T#BD"(D/2uBC4FB24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2uBC4FB24CpD 

("#Dy"P#2BfD4"DH"#ATD8zWD BT-.DF"NBD8v/MM/"2DwW ("#DBT-.DF"NBD8wW 
S"4TMDCSlD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD (#"FD**CD 
/2uBC4FB24CD **CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CD H,"P4D **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

v"NBD-T4Bo"#f 8v/MM/"2DwW- -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D89PCW ;<=> <=< ;<<=< < ;< < ;?@AB 
S#T2C/4D8CT/MW <=< <=< ;<<=< < < < < 
a"2,F"4"#/bBN <=< >c=d Be=; < < < < 
C"TNHTfDFT/24B2T2-B <=< cA=@ e;=e < < < < 
C"TNHTfDBghT2C/"2 >ee=; cA=@ e;=e ;<> ;e@ ce?BdB >c?die 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM >Be=c ,, ,, ;<> ;B@ ce?BdB >i?@@@ 
TDkSllD><;eD.44hCmnn4#T2Ch"#4T4/"2="#on-4hhnNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BD><><DqB-B2/TMDkB2CPC?D"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDd?e>;D."PCB."MNCD/2DqBMDa"#4BDk"P24f?D>?BBBD.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Dh=DBe?DSTpMBDi=i?D 
.44hCmnnC4T4/-;=CrPT#BChT-B=-"FnC4T4/-niNNeNd@Ti>B;pieATNB;cd>(n4ne<cB(NB<N;N<-BiAe<-;B<Bdn;e;@>A>>>@e>@ns/2TMtqBMta"#4BtCSltu>, 
-"Fh#BCCBN=hN( 
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Table 6.57 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020

Census households with children data. 

v.T#BD"EDH"#AB#CDPC/2oDF"NBD v.T#BD"ED/2yBC4FB24CDE"#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2yBC4FB24CpD 

E"#Dw"P#2BgD4"DH"#ATDUxWD BT-.DF"NBDUz/MM/"2D^W E"#DBT-.DF"NBDU^W 
S"4TMDbSlD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CDE#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2yBC4FB24CD E#"FD**CDH, **CDH,"P4D E#"FD**CD E#"FD**CDH, **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

z"NBD-T4Bo"#g Uz/MM/"2D^W- -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DU9PCW ;<=>?@= A_@? ?;@C Aa? ?A= A<;>C A<>>C 
S#T2C/4DUbT/MW =@= cc@> CC@_ = = = = 
d"2,F"4"#/eBN ;<=C;@? A>@> ?f@_ AAc f=f ><?Cc A<?;C 
b"TNHTgDFT/24B2T2-B ><A>_@= CA@c c?@c ;<=;> ;<A;? f<aaC ?<f>a 
b"TNHTgDBhiT2C/"2 ;<?A=@= CA@c c?@c f=a a>; c<caf C<f;; 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM ?<=>c@? ,, ,, ><Cc> A<cfC ;a<A?; ;_<>f_ 
TDkSllD>=;?D.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2@"#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BD>=>=DTB-B2/TMDkB2CPC<D"P4D"EDTD4"4TMDA>><;?AD."PCB."MNCD/2Dr#BC2"Dk"P24g<D;>?<?A=D.TND-./MN#B2@ 
-Di@Df<DSTpMBD?@;<D.44iCmnnHHH@iMT2E#BC2"@-"FniMT2E#BC2"nPiM"TNCn>=>>n=fnk.Ti4B#,?,r/2T2-/TM,sMBFB24tulTjSsT@iNE 

Table 6.58 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with 

children data. 

u.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oDF"NBD u.T#BD"(D/2wBC4FB24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2wBC4FB24CpD 

("#Dv"P#2BfD4"DH"#ATD8tWD BT-.DF"NBD8x/MM/"2DyW ("#DBT-.DF"NBD8yW 
S"4TMDbSlD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2wBC4FB24CD GGCDH, (#"FDGGCDH, (#"FDGGCD (#"FDGGCD GGCDH, GGRCDH,"P4D 

x"NBD-T4Bo"#f 8x/MM/"2DyW- -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D89PCW ;<= >?<; @A<B ; ; A;; Ca 
S#T2C/4D8bT/MW c<c @><? >@<= c c c c 
d"2,F"4"#/eBN ;<= @><? >@<= ; ; ;?A ;;; 
b"TNHTfDFT/24B2T2-B >A<a >c<c >c<c Aa Aa ?ga>? @g;>> 
b"TNHTfDBhiT2C/"2 c<c >c<c >c<c c c c c 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM >><A ,, ,, AC AC Cgc@c @g=>; 
TDkSllDAc;aD.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2<"#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BDAcAcDTB-B2/TMDkB2CPCgD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDBg?a=D."PCB."MNCD/2DrMB22Dk"P24fgD=g@=@D.TND-./MN#B2< 
-Dii<D?>,?agDSTpMBCD><=,><?gD.44iCmnnHHH<-"P24f"(oMB22<2B4nC/4BCnNB(TPM4n(/MBCns/2TMtAcrMB22tAcbSltAcAcAc<iN( 
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Table 6.59 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2016 
CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with 

children data. 

zKU#BD"EDH"#AB#CDPC/OpDF"NBD zKU#BD"ED/OyBC4FBO4CDE"#D mB#DH"#AB#D/OyBC4FBO4CTD 

E"#Db"P#OBhD4"DH"#AUD9^;D BUiKDF"NBD9`/MM/"ODa; E"#DBUiKDF"NBD9a; 
T"4UMDdTmD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CDE#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD GGRCDHI 
/OyBC4FBO4CD E#"FDGGCDHI GGCDHI"P4D E#"FDGGCD E#"FDGGCD GGCDHI SP4D 

`"NBDiU4Bp"#h 9`/MM/"ODa;i -K/MN#BO -K/MN#BO HI-K/MN#BO HI"P4D -K/MN#BO -K/MN#BO 
T#UOC/4D9WPC; <<=>? =>@ A<>= <_ <_A C<a abc=? 
T#UOC/4D9dU/M; _>_ _>_ <__>_ _ _ _ _ 
e"OIF"4"#/fBN @<>g a_>g CA>c A <c a?g C<A 
d"UNHUhDFU/O4BOUOiB c?<>A a=>= C<>@ <gg <=C Abcc? gba?g 
d"UNHUhDBjkUOC/"O <Ac>A a=>= C<>@ AC AA Cb__< ab___ 
lMMDF"NBCD4"4UM ?A?>< II II @=A>g a_?>a <Cbc<= <?bcg@ 
UD-TmmD@_<?DK44kCnoo4#UOCk"#4U4/"O>"#poi4kkoNU4UCB4Co 
TDlii"#N/OpD4"D4KBD@_@_DrBiBO/UMD-BOCPCbD"P4D"EDUD4"4UMDacbgc?DK"PCBK"MNCD/ODs/OpCD-"PO4hbD<=bA<@DKUNDiK/MN#BO> 
iDkk>D<<IgbDtuvwdxD<<I@bDK44kCnooHHH>A/OpCi"p>"#poyB#4/iUMoz/4BCo^gW-a@glxc_IAAc?IagccIWAraI 
<a_g_AlrcWWt^groPkM"UNCos-lv_@_<=_dTmz-z_tPMM_r"iPFBO4>kNE 

Table 6.60 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with 

children data. 

x.8#BD?(DH?#AB#CDPC/OpD)?NBD x.8#BD?(D/O^BC4)BO4CD(?#D mB#D.?PCB.?MND/O^BC4)BO4CTD 

(?#Dy?P#OBeD4?DH?#A8DVz;D B8f.D)?NBDVs/MM/?OD_; (?#DB8f.D)?NBDV_; 
T?48MDaTmD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD(#?)D !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD 
/O^BC4)BO4CD (#?)D**CDHI **CDHI?P4D (#?)D**CD (#?)D**CD **CDHI **RCDHISP4D 

s?NBDf84Bp?#e Vs/MM/?OD_;f -./MN#BO -./MN#BO HI-./MN#BO HI?P4D -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#8OC/4DVWPC; <=> ?<=< @A=B C < ?<> @A? 
T#8OC/4DVa8/M; C=C C=C ?CC=C C C C C 
b?OI)?4?#/cBN ?=C d>=C B>=C C ? B< d?< 
a?8NH8eD)8/O4BO8OfB >B=g <B=@ Ad=d dd <A Ah<i> ?ChddC 
a?8NH8eDBjk8OC/?O C=C <B=@ Ad=d C C C C 
lMMD)?NBCD4?48M Ad=i II II d< iC Ah>>< ??hdgi 
8D-TmmDdC?AD.44kCnoo4#8OCk?#484/?O=?#pof4kkoN848CB4Co 
TDlff?#N/OpD4?D4.BDdCdCDrBfBO/8MD-BOCPChD?P4D?(D8D4?48MDAhgBCD.?PCB.?MNCD/ODs8#/k?C8D-?PO4ehD<hii>D.8NDf./MN#BO= 
fDk=DgdhDT8TMBDdghD.44kCnooHHH=)8#/k?C8f?PO4e=?#por?fP)BO4-BO4B#ot/BHogAAA>os8#/k?C8IaTmIaBk?#4IHlkkICgI?gIdCd<uT/NvNw 
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Table 6.61 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with 

children data. 

v.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oDF"NBD v.T#BD"(D/2rBC4FB24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2rBC4FB24CpD 

("#Dw"P#2BgD4"DH"#ATD8tWD BT-.DF"NBD8x/MM/"2DyW ("#DBT-.DF"NBD8yW 
S"4TMDdSlD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2rBC4FB24CD **CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CD (#"FD**CDH, **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

x"NBD-T4Bo"#g 8x/MM/"2DyW- -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D89PCW ;<=> ?@=A @?=_ ?C >A aab ?cA<_ 
S#T2C/4D8dT/MW C=C C=C ?CC=C C C C C 
e"2,F"4"#/fBN C=C <;=b _>=> C C C C 
d"TNHTgDFT/24B2T2-B @;=C A<=b b_=> <@ ;_ <c@@? ?c__@ 
d"TNHTgDBhiT2C/"2 C=C A<=b b_=> C C C C 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM ?A_=> ,, ,, A_ ?CC Ac@__ Ac?C> 
TDkSllD<C?bD.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2="#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BD<C<CDTB-B2/TMDkB2CPCcD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMD>?c@_AD."PCB."MNCD/2DeBrTNTDk"P24gcDacb??D.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Dii=D?>a,?;CcDSTpMBCD;>,;_cD.44iCmnnHHH=2-4-=-T=o"rnN"-PFB24CndSlns/2TMt<CeBrTNTt<Ck"t<CdSlt<C?u?_u?@=iN( 

Table 6.62 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with

children data. 

w.T#BD?(DH?#AB#CDPC/2oDF?NBD w.T#BD?(D/2zBC4FB24CD(?#D lB#D.?PCB.?MND/2zBC4FB24CpD 

(?#Dx?P#2BfD4?DH?#ATD8yWD BT-.DF?NBD8^/MM/?2D_W (?#DBT-.DF?NBD8_W 
S?4TMDCSlD !?#AB#CD(#?FD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD 
/2zBC4FB24CD **CDHI (#?FD**CDHI (#?FD**CDHI (#?FD**CD **CDHI **RCDHI?P4D 

^?NBD-T4Bo?#f 8^/MM/?2D_W- -./MN#B2 ?P4D-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 HI?P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D8VPCW ; <=< ><<=< < ; < >?@AB 
S#T2C/4D8CT/MW < <=< ><<=< < < < < 
a?2IF?4?#/bBN c @;=> A<=; > > A@d >eB 
C?TNHTfDFT/24B2T2-B ;; BB=B ee=g BB ee >d?@<d ><?Ag; 
C?TNHTfDBhiT2C/?2 < BB=B ee=g < < < < 
jMMDF?NBCD4?4TM >><=B II II B@ ge >d?;Ae >c?>;@ 
TDkSllDc<>eD.44iCmnn4#T2Ci?#4T4/?2=?#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--?#N/2oD4?D4.BDc<c<DTB-B2/TMDkB2CPC?D?P4D?(DTD4?4TMDd?<AAD.?PCB.?MNCD/2DlMPFTCDk?P24f?D>?g;BD.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Dii=DggIgd?DSTpMBCDA=BIA=g?D.44iCmnnHHH=iMPFTC-?P24f=PCnT?-PFB24kB24B#nr/BHncAAg>nc<c<IlMPFTCICBo/?2TMIS#T2Ci?#4T4/?2IlMT2Is/2TMtp/NuNv 
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Table 6.63 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with

children data. 

s.U#BD"EDH"#AB#CDPC/OpDF"NBD s.U#BD"ED/OzBC4FBO4CDE"#D mB#D."PCB."MND/OzBC4FBO4CTD 

E"#Dx"P#OBhD4"DH"#AUD9y;D BUi.DF"NBD9^/MM/"OD_; E"#DBUi.DF"NBD9_; 
T"4UMDdTmD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CDE#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/OzBC4FBO4CD E#"FD**CDH, **CDH,"P4D E#"FD**CD E#"FD**CDH, **CDH, **RCDH,SP4D 

^"NBDiU4Bp"#h 9^/MM/"OD_;i -./MN#BO -./MN#BO H, "P4D-./MN#BO -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#UOC/4D9WPC; <==>< <?>@ A?>@ ?_ =?C ab<A= =_bca_ 
T#UOC/4D9dU/M; @>@ c<>e ?A>= @ @ @ @ 
f"O,F"4"#/gBN _<>_ <C>c A=>a e <_ =b@e= =beaA 
d"UNHUhDFU/O4BOUOiB _a=>e ca>C ?_>< =ae =e_ <@b=@a =ab_ae 
d"UNHUhDBjkUOC/"O =b<=c>? ca>C ?_>< ?aC aca aAbcae ?cbe<C 
lMMDF"NBCD4"4UM =bC<@>@ ,, ,, Aee =b@<= ecbe_A CabA<A 
UD-TmmD<@=aD.44kCnoo4#UOCk"#4U4/"O>"#poi4kkoNU4UCB4Co 
TDlii"#N/OpD4"D4.BD<@<@DrBiBO/UMD-BOCPCbD"P4D"EDUD4"4UMD<@b=CCD."PCB."MNCD/ODsUODWBO/4"D-"PO4hbDCbc<=D.UNDi./MN#BO> 
iDk>DAbDTUTMBDa>=bD.44kCnooHHH>kMUOE#BCO">i"FokMUOE#BCO"oPkM"UNCo<@<<o@Ao-.Uk4B#,a,t/OUOi/UM,uMBFBO4vwmrlTur>kNE 

Table 6.64 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with 

children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

r.T#BD?EDH?#AB#CDPCLOoDF?NBD r.T#BD?EDLOvBC4FBO4CDE?#D lB#D.?PCB.?MNDLOvBC4FBO4CpD 

E?#Dc?P#OBgD4?DH?#ATD8zWD BT-.DF?NBD8uLMML?ODwW E?#DBT-.DF?NBD8wW 
S?4TMDdSlD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CDE#?FD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD 
LOvBC4FBO4CD E#?FDGGCDHI GGCDHI?P4D E#?FDGGCDHI E#?FDGGCD GGCDHI GGRCDHI?P4D 

u?NBD-T4Bo?#g 8uLMML?ODwW- -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO HI?P4D -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO 
S#TOCL4D89PCW ;<=>= ?<>@ AB>@ ?C; ACC abc?@ ab@AB 
S#TOCL4D8dTLMW =>= ?<>C AB>; = = = = 
e?OIF?4?#LfBN Cac>= ?c>B A@>c c@ C<; CbAcA CbBA? 
d?TNHTgDFTLO4BOTO-B a?<>= <c>? B@>a ?aC @c? C=ba?a Bb@<c 
d?TNHTgDBhiTOCL?O Cb=aa>= <c>? B@>a <A? ACB Ccb<C@ abB<a 
jMMDF?NBCD4?4TM <b=?@>= II II ;CA ?bC=a <@b<CB ?@bc?= 
TDkSllD?=CBD.44iCmnn4#TOCi?#4T4L?O>?#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--?#NLOoD4?D4.BD?=?=DTB-BOLTMDkBOCPCbD?P4D?EDTD4?4TMDC=aba;AD.?PCB.?MNCDLODrTODsPLCDtpLCi?Dk?PO4gbD?@b;@BD.TND-.LMN#BO> 
-Di>DBI?bDSTpMBDBICbD 
.44iCmnnCTOMPLC-?o>C.T#Bi?LO4>-?FnCL4BCnrstktxSBTFy?MNB#nr.T#BNz?=T?-PFBO4Cny?#FCnjMM̂ 4BFC>TCih_LN`z?yCL4BCz?yrstktxSBTFy?MNB#z 
?yr.T#BNz?=T?-PFBO4Cz?yrstktxz?=!BpCL4Bz?=yLMBCz?yl#?o#TFCz?ydBoL?OTMz?=lMTOOLOoz?y?=?<z?=dSlz?y?=?<z?=dSlz@yy^ 
ejsz?=Ttkrz?y==z?Tz?=?=?<z?=dSlz?=yLOTMz?=jN?i4BNz?aiNEbiT#BO4`z?yCL4BCz?yrstktxSBTFy?MNB#z?yr.T#BNz?=T?-PF 
BO4Cz?yrstktxz?=!BpCL4Bz?=yLMBCz?yl#?o#TFCz?ydBoL?OTMz?=lMTOOLOoz?y?=?<z?=dSlz?y?=?<z?=dSlz@yy^ejsz?=Ttkrbi`4 
#PBboT`C 
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Table 6.65 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 

Census households with children data. 

r.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oD)"NBD r.T#BD"(D/2sBC4)B24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2sBC4)B24CpD 

("#Du"P#2BgD4"DH"#ATD8vWD BT-.D)"NBD8w/MM/"2DxW ("#DBT-.D)"NBD8xW 
S"4TMDdSlD !"#AB#CD(#")D !"#AB#CD(#")D !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2sBC4)B24CD **CDH, **CDH,"P4D (#")D**CD (#")D**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

w"NBD-T4Bo"#g 8w/MM/"2DxW- -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D8VPCW ;<=>= ;?>? ?;>< @A ;BC ;a<<A @aBbc 
S#T2C/4D8dT/MW B>B ;BB>B B>B B B B B 
e"2,)"4"#/fBN c;>? @A>C b=>; ;c =c ?=b ?b@ 
d"TNHTgD)T/24B2T2-B @a=C<>= <@>A cb>A ?BC ;ac?= =@a?cA <@aB@< 
d"TNHTgDBhiT2C/"2 ca<=C>B <@>A cb>A @aBcB =a@?C ;BCa;=c ?;aA<C 
jMMD)"NBCD4"4TM CaB<?>b ,, ,, @aC;; ca;@? ;A=a;C@ ;;caA;B 
TDkSllD@B;cD.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2>"#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BD@B@BDTB-B2/TMDkB2CPCaD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDb;a=b<D."PCB."MNCD/2Dr.TC4TDk"P24gaD;?a?b?D.TND-./MN#B2> 
-Dii>DbA,;;@aDSTpMBCaD.44iCmnnC#4T>-T>o"snT"-P)B24kB24B#nt/BHnC@;=n@B@@,dBo/"2TM,S#T2Ci"#4T4/"2,lMT2,,rPC4T/2TpMB,k"))P2/4/BC,r4#T4Bog 

Table 6.66 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with

children data. 

r.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oD)"NBD r.T#BD"(D/2vBC4)B24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2vBC4)B24CpD 

("#Dt"P#2BfD4"DH"#ATD8uWD BT-.D)"NBD8w/MM/"2DxW ("#DBT-.D)"NBD8xW 
S"4TMD_SlD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD(#")D !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2vBC4)B24CD (#")D**CDH, **CDH,"P4D (#")D**CDH, (#")D**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

w"NBD-T4Bo"#f 8w/MM/"2DxW - -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D89PCW ; <<=< >>=? @ @ A@ <; 
S#T2C/4D8_T/MW @ @=@ ;@@=@ @ @ @ @ 
C"2,)"4"#/aBN bb bb=c ??=; A ;? ;d;@e ;d;>? 
_"TNHTfD)T/24B2T2-B A>g <A=@ >A=@ ;ce <>? g<d?e; bAdg?; 
_"TNHTfDBhiT2C/"2 @ <A=@ >A=@ @ @ @ @ 
jMMD)"NBCD4"4TM Ae>=? ,, ,, b@< <eg ggdc<c b>d>>c 
TDkSllDb@;>D.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2="#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BDb@b@DTB-B2/TMDkB2CPCdD"P4D"(DTD4"4TM;edc@?D."PCB."MNCD/2Dr/CA/f"PDk"P24fdDgdA;>D.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Dii=De<,egdDSTpMBCDA=<,A=?dD.44iCmnnHHH=-"=C/CA/f"P=-T=PCnC/4BCnNB(TPM4n(/MBCn(/MBT44T-.)B24Cn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2s-"))/CC/"2niToBnbcA><nC-M4-sb@b;s#4i=iN( 
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Table 6.67 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with

children data. 

r.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oDF"NBD r.T#BD"(D/2wBC4FB24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2wBC4FB24CpD 

("#Du"P#2BgD4"DH"#ATD8vWD BT-.DF"NBD8x/MM/"2DyW ("#DBT-.DF"NBD8yW 
S"4TMDdSlD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2wBC4FB24CD **CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

x"NBD-T4Bo"#g 8x/MM/"2DyW - -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D8VPCW ;<=>?@A B=@C a=@C bCA A<a>> AB<BCb A=<c;A 
S#T2C/4D8dT/MW C@C B?@A aA@b C C C C 
e"2,F"4"#/fBN acB@> B?@; aA@? ;ca Bb? B<aBC B<a=b 
d"TNHTgDFT/24B2T2-B AA?@= c=@= =c@= =c a= >ba =bc 
d"TNHTgDBhiT2C/"2 B<?A?@A c=@= =c@= A<>Ba ;<C?; ;=<aB; Ab<A=C 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM ><A=?@c ,, ,, ;<bB> c<;;A cB<Ba> B?<?;B 
TDkSllD;CAaD.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2@"#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BD;C;CDTB-B2/TMDkB2CPC<D"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDA>a<c=>D."PCB."MNCD/2Dr4T2/CMTPCDk"P24g<Da><>BcD.TND-./MN#B2@ 
-D.44iCmnnHHH@C4T2-"o@"#onT"-PFB24kB24B#ns/BHnBa?nj-4/"2,lMT2,lTt 

Table 6.68 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by worker households with children and 2020 Census households with

children data. 

x.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2oDF"NBD x.T#BD"(D/2sBC4FB24CD("#D lB#D."PCB."MND/2sBC4FB24CpD 

("#Dy"P#2BfD4"DH"#ATD8zWD BT-.DF"NBD8r/MM/"2DtW ("#DBT-.DF"NBD8tW 
S"4TMDBSlD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2sBC4FB24CD (#"FD**CDH, **CDH,"P4D (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

r"NBD-T4Bo"#f 8r/MM/"2DtW- -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4D89PCW ;<=> ;>>=> >=> ;< > ;?@A< > 
S#T2C/4D8BT/MW >=> >=> ;>>=> > > > > 
C"2,F"4"#/aBN ;=> bc=d <;=c > ; eA bc 
B"TNHTfDFT/24B2T2-B b<@=> b@=> <;=> ;ee ddg ;A?Ag; ;b?A;> 
B"TNHTfDBhiT2C/"2 >=> b@=> <;=> > > > > 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM bc<=> ,, ,, ;<> dd< ;@?AAg ;b?Aec 
TDkSllDd>;<D.44iCmnn4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2="#on-4iinNT4TCB4Cn 
pDj--"#N/2oD4"D4.BDd>d>DqB-B2/TMDkB2CPC?D"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDde?gd<D."PCB."MNCD/2DSB.TFTDk"P24f?Dc?>@AD.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Di=DA<?DSTpMBDg=g?D 
.44iCmnnC4T4/-;=CuPT#BCiT-B=-"FnC4T4/-ngNN<N@eTgdA;pg<cTNB;b@d(n4n<>bA(NB>N;N>-Bgc<>-;A>B@n;<;edcddde<denv/2TMwqBMwC"#4BwBSlwsd, 
-"Fi#BCCBN=iN( 
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7. Appendix B: PUMS-Based Investment Equity
Analysis Results 

7.1 PUMS 2023 mode data – low-income and mode equity analysis 

Table 7.1 Investment equity analysis from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) 2014 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023

ACS household income data. 

k+RP)*"r*#"Pv)P-*I-BCm*E"L)* k+RP)*"r*BCs)-2E)C2-*r"P* h)P*+"I-)+".L*BCs)-2E)C2-'* 

4"2R.*b4h* r"P*w"IPC)e*2"*#"PvR*SxU* )R'+*E"L)*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*)R'+*E"L)*SoU 
uCs)-2E)C2-* !"#ABC'"E)* !"#ABC'"E)* N..*"2+)P* N..*"2+)P* !"#ABC'"E)* N..*"2+)P* 

TR2)m"Pe SjB..B"C*oUL +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U 9:;<;;;=; 9>=? :@=9 A@<9BC 9a><:aa 9@:<;AA aA<BAa 
4PRC-B2*SbRB.U ;=; C=? ?A=9 ; ; ; ; 
c"CAE"2"PBd)L 9?<@;;=; @;=9 >?=? A<:BA 9B<Aa> 9B<Aa; a<B9? 
b"RL#Re*ERBC2)CRC') ?a<;;;=; 9a=a :B=C 9A<a?A :;<B;> BA<>@B @A<>;C 
b"RL#Re*)fgRC-B"C 9B<;;;=; 9a=a :B=C @<9BA 9@<:a> :<B>A A<>:A 
N..*E"L)-*2"2R. A;:<@;;=; AA AA B9<CBB @BC<BaB @;B<C>9 >B<Ba9 
R*hijk*@;@A*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*noA;<;;;pe)RP= 
'*N''"PLBCm*2"*2+)*@;@A*NTk<*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*A<A?C<;:?*+"I-)+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*2+)*?A'"IC2e*TRe*NP)R<*@B9<9BA*)RPC)L*noA;<;;;= 
L*g=*CC<*4RM.)*9>*RCL*Sr"P*c"CAj"2"PBd)LU*g=*>B<*+22g-tppE2'='R=m"sp-B2)-pL)rRI.2prB.)-paAuCs)-2E)C2-=gLr 

Table 7.2 Investment equity analysis from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and

2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RP)G"rG#"Px)P-GI-BCmGE"L)G k+RP)G"rGBCs)-OE)CO-Gr"PG h)PG+"I-)+".LGBCs)-OE)CO-'G 

4"OR.Gb4hG r"PGy"IPC)eGO"G#"PxRGSzUG )R'+GE"L)GSjB..B"CGoU r"PG)R'+GE"L)GSoU 
wCs)-OE)CO-G !"#ABC'"E)G !"#ABC'"E)G N..G"O+)PG N..G"O+)PG !"#ABC'"E)G N..G"O+)PG 

TRO)m"Pe SjB..B"CGoUL +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-
4PRC-BOGSTI-U 9:;;<=> <?=; @9=9 ;:A>B @:<@B ;C:C9a B:AaA 
4PRC-BOGSbRB.U C:9;a=< ;@=a A<=B ;:?<A a:AAB A:@>? a:C99 
c"CAE"O"PBd)L <:a9@=A <?=; @9=9 C?; ;:99@ a:<C@ ;:A@9 
b"RL#ReGERBCO)CRC') ;;:?@A=> ;a=a AC=B ;:C9? 9:aAA ;>:C?@ A:9>? 
b"RL#ReG)fgRC-B"C ;B:@@B=C ;a=a AC=B <:a?A ;a:>BA <?:aCC ;>:C<> 
N..GE"L)-GO"OR. aC:>@9=< AA AA @:>B> >A:?;B B<:Caa >C:@@A 
RGhijkG<?<>GLROR 
MGlRPCBCmGno>?:???pe)RP= 
' GN''"PLBCmGO"GO+)G<?<>GNTk:G"IOG"rGRGO"OR.G;:;A?:<B9G+"I-)+".L-G.BsBCmGBCGO+)GBA'"ICOeGkNTtuGP)mB"C:G;;@:@>;G)RPC)LGno>?:???= 
LGNgg)CLBfGN:G+OOg-vpp###=-R'"m="Pmp+"E)p-+"#gIM.B-+)LL"'IE)COp;@9<pB>A>A@a9CB;a@@???? 
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Table 7.3 Investment equity analysis from the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 2025 RTIP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 

2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPFG?rG#?PzFP-GI-BCmGE?LFG k+RPFG?rGBCsF-2EFC2-Gr?PG hFPG+?I-F+?.LGBCsF-2EFC2-'G 

4?2R.Ga4hG r?PG^?IPCFeG2?G#?PzRGS_UG FR'+GE?LFGSjB..B?CGoU r?PGFR'+GE?LFGSoU 
uCsF-2EFC2-G !?#ABC'?EFG !?#ABC'?EFG N..G?2+FPG N..G?2+FPG !?#ABC'?EFG N..G?2+FPG 

TR2Fm?Pe SjB..B?CGoUL +?I-F+?.L-M +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L-M +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L-
4PRC-B2GSTI-U 9:;<=>?: @A?9 :<?< =;B<@ <;:=< =;C<> 9;>B> 
4PRC-B2GSaRB.U A?A 9=?: bB?: A A A A 
c?CAE?2?PBdFL >;=Bb?: >A?9 C<?< :>< >;9A< :=> >C> 
a?RL#ReGERBC2FCRC'F @;CAb?= 9@?@ b:?= =C= @;ABB C9b :9< 
a?RL#ReGFfgRC-B?C 9=;B>9?> 9@?@ b:?= >;B@B 9B;<Cb >;@b< 9;bAA 
N..GE?LF-G2?2R. B<;=BA?< AA AA <;<@> ><;=b< 9A;:=9 B;b>@ 
RGhijkG>A>BGLR2R 
MGlRPCBCmGnoBA;AAApeFRP? 
'GN''?PLBCmG2?G2+FG>A>BGNTk;G?I2G?rGRG2?2R.Gb;CA:;ACbG+?I-F+?.L-G.BsBCmGBCG2+FG=A'?IC2eGkTNtGPFmB?C;G<@9;@@>GFRPCFLGnoBA;AAA? 
LGgg?G=Ab;G4NT!lkG@v:GvGwutialG>;G+22g-xpp-'Rm?'R?m?sp-B2F-pERBCprB.F-prB.FAR22R'+EFC2-p>BABAb>ArBCR.A>A>:Ar2BgAFfF'I2BsFA 
-IEERPe?gLry9C>::=<9B: 

Table 7.4 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS

household income data. 

k+RPF*"r*#"PwFP-*I-BCm*E"LF* k+RPF*"r*BCsF-2EFC2-*r"P* hFP*+"I-F+".L*BCsF-2EFC2-'* 

4"2R.*a4h* r"P*x"IPCFd*2"*#"PwR*SyU* FR'+*E"LF*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*FR'+*E"LF*SoU 
vCsF-2EFC2-* !"#ABC'"EF* !"#ABC'"EF* N..*"2+FP* +"I-F+".L !"#ABC'"EF* N..*"2+FP* 

j"LF*TR2Fm"Pd SjB..B"C*oUL +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M - +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U 9:; <=:= >9:< ? ? @AB =C 
4PRC-B2*SaRB.U ;:; <=:= >9:< ; ; ; ; 
b"CAE"2"PBcFL ?:; 9;:? =C:C ; ? ?9= B; 
a"RL#Rd*ERBC2FCRC'F ??9:A ?@:@ AB:> ?> C= ?;e9>< >e;9; 
a"RL#Rd*FfgRC-B"C <<<:? ?@:@ AB:> @A 9AB <;e<9@ ?=e=AA 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. @@A:C AA AA >B <A@ @?e?CC 9<eC<= 
R*hijk*9;9<*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*no<;e;;;pdFRP: 
' *N''"PLBCm*2"*2+F*9;9<*NTke*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*?=e>?=*+"I-F+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*TR.sFPR-*T"IC2de*?eB==*FRPCFL*no<;e;;;: 
L*g:*??9e*4RM.F*9<e*+22g-tpp'R.R'"m:"Pmp#gA'"C2FC2pIg."RL-p9;9?p?;p9;9?ATR.RsFPR-Aa4hAuBCR.?;?<:gLr 
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Table 7.5 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPF*"r*#"PzFP-*I-BCm*E"LF* k+RPF*"r*BCsF-2EFC2-*r"P* hFP*+"I-F+".L*BCsF-2EFC2-D* 

4"2R.*B4h* r"P*^"IPCFc*2"*#"PzR*S_U* FRD+*E"LF*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*FRD+*E"LF*SoU 
uCsF-2EFC2-* !"#ABCD"EF* !"#ABCD"EF* N..*"2+FP* N..*"2+FP* !"#ABCD"EF* N..*"2+FP* 

j"LF*qR2Fm"Pc SjB..B"C*oUL +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U 9:;< =;> =:;< 9 = ><? 9@:A< 
4PRC-B2*SBRB.U :;: =;> =:;< : : : : 
C"CAE"2"PBaFL :;: <=;< b:;> : : : : 
B"RL#Rc*ERBC2FCRCDF :;: 9b;> ><;< : : : : 
B"RL#Rc*FdeRC-B"C <ff;9 9b;> ><;< Ab <9= g=@<:> <A@>9= 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. <bf;g AA AA A> <<> A:@:g< <?@>f9 
R*hijk*<:<g*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*nog:@:::pcFRP; 
D*NDD"PLBCm*2"*2+F*<:<g*Nqk@*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*9:@:<<*+"I-F+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*tF.*C"P2F*q"IC2c@*9@<9:*FRPCFL*nog:@:::; 
L*e;*bf@*4RM.F*?;?@* 
+22e-vpp-2R2BD9;-wIRPF-eRDF;D"Ep-2R2BDp?LLfL=AR?<b9M?f>RLF9g=<rp2pf:gbrLF:L9L:DF?>f:D9b:F=p9f9A<><<<Af<ApxBCR.ytF.yC"P2FyB4hys<A 
D"EePF--FL;eLr 

Table 7.6 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household

income data. 

k+RPF*"r*#"P^FPJ*IJBCm*E"LF* k+RPF*"r*BCsFJ2EFC2J*r"P* hFP*+"IJF+".L*BCsFJ2EFC2JD* 

4"2R.*_4h* r"P*_"IPCFe*2"*#"P^R*S`U* FRD+*E"LF*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*FRD+*E"LF*SoU 
zCsFJ2EFC2J* !"#ABCD"EF* BCD"EF* N..*"2+FP* N..*"2+FP* !"#ABCD"EF* N..*"2+FP* 

j"LF*qR2Fm"Pe SjB..B"C*oUL +"IJF+".LJM +"IJF+".LJ +"IJF+".LJM +"IJF+".LJ +"IJF+".LJ +"IJF+".LJ 
4PRCJB2*STIJU 9:;<=>; ?@>; A9>; =;? A<9 @:9?< 9:<9? 
4PRCJB2*S_RB.U ;>; ?@>; A9>; ; ; ; ; 
C"CAE"2"PBaFL 9:;A9>= bc>b =9>d b@@ =Ab =:;bb 9:c?? 
_"RL#Re*ERBC2FCRCDF <:b<c>; <A>d d?>b ?d? 9:d?b c:=@= ?:;=9 
_"RL#Re*FfgRCJB"C 9:=b;>; <A>d d?>b A;b 9:<<d =:;c@ b:?AA 
N..*E"LFJ*2"2R. =:;<?>= AA AA 9:@c< A:;AA <@:@d9 99:=d? 
R*hijk*<;<b*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*nob;:;;;peFRP> 
D*NDD"PLBCm*2"*2+F*<;<b*Nqk:*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*A9<:A@b*+"IJF+".LJ*.BsBCm*BC*kRC*t"RuIBC*q"IC2e:*==:9<c*FRPCFL*nob;:;;;> 
L*g>*d:*4RM.F*=>9:*+22gJvpp###>g.RCrPFJC">D"Epg.RCrPFJC"pIg."RLJp<;<<p;dpq+Rg2FPA=AwBCRCDBR.Al.FEFC2xihyN4ly>gLr 
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Table 7.7 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPFG"rG#"PyFP-GI-BCmGE"LFG k+RPFG"rGBCsF-2EFC2-Gr"PG hFPG+"I-F+".LGBCsF-2EFC2-'G 

4"2R.GB4hG r"PGz"IPCFdG2"G#"PyRGSwUG FR'+GE"LFGSjB..B"CGoU r"PGFR'+GE"LFGSoU 
xCsF-2EFC2-G !"#ABC'"EFG !"#ABC'"EFG N..G"2+FPG N..G"2+FPG !"#ABC'"EFG N..G"2+FPG 

j"LFGTR2Fm"Pd SjB..B"CGoUL +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2GSTI-U 9:; <=:; >?:> ?:@ ?:= <9= A; 
4PRC-B2GSBRB.U ?:? <=:; >?:> ?:? ?:? ? ? 
C"CAE"2"PBaFL 9:; ;b:; c@:> ?:b ?:A <c= >> 
B"RL#RdGERBC2FCRC'F b<:c <9:@ >A:c 99:; @9:; ceccA ;eA9@ 
B"RL#RdGFfgRC-B"C ?:? <9:@ >A:c ?:? ?:? ? ? 
N..GE"LF-G2"2R. bb:< AA AA 9< @; >e9b> ;e=>@ 
RGhijkG<?<;GLR2R 
MGlRPCBCmGno;?e???pdFRP: 
'GN''"PLBCmG2"G2+FG<?<;GNTkeG"I2G"rGRG2"2R.G9<eb;<G+"I-F+".L-G.BsBCmGBCGt.FCCGT"IC2deG9ec=9GFRPCFLGno;?e???: 
LGgg:G>bA>ceG4RM.F-Gb:;Ab:>eG+22g-upp###:'"IC2d"rm.FCC:CF2p-B2F-pLFrRI.2prB.F-pvBCR.w<?t.FCCw<?B4hw<?<?<?:gLr 

Table 7.8 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2023 
PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPFG"rG#"PuFP-GI-BCmGE"LFG k+RPFG"rGBCsF-2EFC2-Gr"PG hFPG+"I-F+"KLGBCsF-2EFC2-DG 

4"2RKGb4hG r"PGv"IPCFeG2"G#"PuRGSwUG FRD+GE"LFGSjBKKB"CGoU r"PGFRD+GE"LFGSoU 
yCsF-2EFC2-G !"#ABCD"EFG !"#ABCD"EFG NKKG"2+FPG NKKG"2+FPG !"#ABCD"EFG NKKG"2+FPG 

j"LFGTR2Fm"Pe SjBKKB"CGoUL +"I-F+"KL-M +"I-F+"KL- +"I-F+"KL-M +"I-F+"KL- +"I-F+"KL- +"I-F+"KL-
4PRC-B2GSTI-U 99:;< =>;? <@;< ?A A_ Ca@<? 9aC?= 
4PRC-B2GSbRBKU @ =>;? <@;< @ @ @ @ 
c"CAE"2"PBdFL __ _@;9 A>;> ? 9A ?A_ =A= 
b"RL#ReGERBC2FCRCDF =<9;> 9?;? :C;< C_ =9@ Ca<=_ <a<C= 
b"RL#ReGFfgRC-B"C 9>? 9?;? :C;< _: 9<< =a@9A =aC<? 
NKKGE"LF-G2"2RK <><;9 AA AA 9=9 C<C 9?a9:C 9_a9=_ 
RGhijkG_@_=GLR2R 
MGlRPCBCmGno=@a@@@peFRP; 
DGNDD"PLBCmG2"G2+FG_@_=GNTkaG"I2G"rGRG2"2RKGCCa:9>G+"I-F+"KL-GKBsBCmGBCGtBCm-GT"IC2eaG>a__CGFRPCFLGno=@a@@@; 
LGgg;G99AAaGxyziblG99A_aG+22g- p̂p###;uBCm-D"m;"PmpsFP2BDRKpkB2F-pwATT?_ANl=@A>>=<A?A==AT>_?A 
9?@A@>N_=TTxwA_pIgK"RL-ptTNz`_@9:`b4hkTk`xIKK̀ _"DIEFC2;gLr 
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Table 7.9 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2023
PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPF*"r*#"PyFP-*I-BCm*E"LF* k+RPF*"r*BCsF-2EFC2-*r"P* hFP*+"I-F+".L*BCsF-2EFC2-'* 

4"2R.*A4h* r"P*z"IPCFb*2"*#"PyR*SvU* FR'+*E"LF*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*FR'+*E"LF*SoU 
xCsF-2EFC2-* !"#ABC'"EF* BC'"EF* N..*"2+FP* N..*"2+FP* !"#ABC'"EF* N..*"2+FP* 

j"LF*TR2Fm"Pb SjB..B"C*oUL +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U 9:;< =;= >==;= = 9: = >?@@@ 
4PRC-B2*SARB.U =;= =;= >==;= = = = = 
_"CAE"2"PBCFL =;= :<;a a9;@ = = = = 
A"RL#Rb*ERBC2FCRC'F c9;= d;: d=;c c aa >?dc: >?de9 
A"RL#Rb*FfgRC-B"C =;= d;: d=;c = = = = 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. >@a;< AA AA c >@= >?dc: @?:dc 
R*hijk*:=:@*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*no@=?===pbFRP; 
' *N''"PLBCm*2"*2+F*:=:@*NTk?*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*<@?:<a*+"I-F+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*_FsRLR*T"IC2b?*@?dec*FRPCFL*no@=?===; 
L*gg;*><dA>9=?*4RM.F-*9<A9a?*+22g-tpp###;C'2';'R;m"spL"'IEFC2-pA4hpuBCR.v:=_FsRLRv:=T"v:=A4hv:=>w>aw>c;gLr 

Table 7.10 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RP)*?r*#?Pz)P-*I-BCm*E?L)* k+RP)*?r*BCs)-2E)C2-*r?P* h)P*+?I-)+?.L*BCs)-2E)C2-D* 

4?2R.*B4h* r?P*^?IPC)d*2?*#?PzR*S_U* )RD+*E?L)*SjB..B?C*oU r?P*)RD+*E?L)*SoU 
xCs)-2E)C2-* !?#ABCD?E)* !?#ABCD?E)* N..*?2+)P* N..*?2+)P* !?#ABCD?E)* N..*?2+)P* 

j?L)*TR2)m?Pd SjB..B?C*oUL +?I-)+?.L-M +?I-)+?.L- +?I-)+?.L-M +?I-)+?.L- +?I-)+?.L- +?I-)+?.L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U V:; V<:< =>:V ? > ?@?A= V;= 
4PRC-B2*SBRB.U C:C V<:< =>:V C C C C 
a?CAE?2?PBb)L ?:C >C:? <c:c C ? ?<A ?V? 
B?RL#Rd*ERBC2)CRCD) ;<:c ?A:A e;:= e ;C <@>?c e@?CV 
B?RL#Rd*)fgRC-B?C C:C ?A:A e;:= C C C C 
N..*E?L)-*2?2R. =>:A AA AA ?C ;V e@;AC e@;cC 
R*hijk*>C>V*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*noVC@CCCpd)RP: 
D*NDD?PLBCm*2?*2+)*>C>V*NTk@*?I2*?r*R*2?2R.*<@>=c*+?I-)+?.L-*.BsBCm*BC*jRPBg?-R*T?IC2d@*?@?;?*)RPC)L*noVC@CCC: 
L*g:*c>@*4RM.)*>c@*+22g-tpp###:ERPBg?-RD?IC2d:?Pmpu?DIE)C2T)C2)PpvB)#pc===;pjRPBg?-RAB4hAB)g?P2A#NggACcA?cA>C>VwMBLxLy 
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Table 7.11 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPF*?r*#?P^FP-*I-BCm*E?LF* k+RPF*?r*BCsF-2EFC2-*r?P* hFP*+?I-F+?.L*BCsF-2EFC2-D* 
4?2R.*B4h* r?P*_?IPCFc*2?*#?P^R*S`U* FRD+*E?LF*SjB..B?C*oU r?P*FRD+*E?LF*SoU 
yCsF-2EFC2-* !?#ABCD?EF* N..*?2+FP* !?#ABCD?EF* N..*?2+FP* !?#ABCD?EF* N..*?2+FP* 

j?LF*TR2Fm?Pc SjB..B?C*oUL +?I-F+?.L-M +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L-M +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U V:; V:< V=:> ; < ?V@ ;A?>@ 
4PRC-B2*SBRB.U =:= V:< V=:> = = = = 
C?CAE?2?PBaFL >:= >V:> @=:< ; ; >b= >>V 
B?RL#Rc*ERBC2FCRCDF VV:> ;@:< <>:> ;< <> @A<@@ ;?A;<> 
B?RL#Rc*FdeRC-B?C =:= ;@:< <>:> = = = = 
N..*E?LF-*2?2R. ;;=:? AA AA ;V V; <Af?g ;gA@?< 
R*hijk*>=>?*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*no?=A===pcFRP: 
D*NDD?PLBCm*2?*2+F*>=>?*NTkA*?I2*?r*R*2?2R.*<Ag??*+?I-F+?.L-*.BsBCm*BC*h.IER-*T?IC2cA*>A>gb*FRPCFL*no?=A===: 
L*ee:*@@A@<A*4RM.F-*f:?Af:@A*+22e-tpp###:e.IER-D?IC2c:I-pu?DIEFC2TFC2FPpvBF#p>ff@;p>=>=Ah.IER-ABFmB?CR.A4PRC-e?P2R2B?CAh.RCAwBCR.xMBLyLz 

Table 7.12 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2020 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS

household income data. 

k+RPF*"l*#"PxFP-*I-BCo*E"LF* k+RPF*"l*BCsF-2EFC2-*l"P* hFP*+"I-F+".L*BCsF-2EFC2-'* 

4"2R.*a4h* l"P*y"IPCFe*2"*#"PxR*SzU* FR'+*E"LF*SjB..B"C*TU l"P*FR'+*E"LF*STU 
wCsF-2EFC2-* !"#ABC'"EF* !"#ABC'"EF* N..*"2+FP* N..*"2+FP* !"#ABC'"EF* N..*"2+FP* 

mR2Fo"Pe SjB..B"C*TUL +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U 9::;9 <<;= >>;> ?: :=: <<@A<B =@C?< 
4PRC-B2*SaRB.U A <<;= >>;> A A A A 
b"CAE"2"PBcFL <9 9A;: ?B;B > 9> <@A<B CBd 
a"RL#Re*ERBC2FCRC'F <>:;B :=;= Cd;> d9 <:A 9=@<<= :A@?<? 
a"RL#Re*FfgRC-B"C :@9:=;d :=;= Cd;> :?= :@A=A C:@>dd <>@A<A 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. :@C9A;A AA AA <A< :@d:? :=9@A>> d9@d<> 
R*hijk*9A9<*LR2R*l"P*j"C2FPFe*m"IC2e 
M*nRPCBCo*pT<A@AAAreFRP; 
'*N''"PLBCo*2"*2+F*9A9<*Nmk@*"I2*"l*R*2"2R.*<:@AA=*+"I-F+".L-*.BsBCo*BC*kRC*TFCB2"*m"IC2e@*9@:<d*FRPCFL*pT<A@AAA; 
L*gg;*AA:A@*tBoIPF*Au>@*+22gvrr-RCMFCB2"'"o;"Por#gA'"C2FC2rIg."RL-r9A99rA>rtwbN!Aa4hA>A:>A9A99Am"Eg.F2F;gLl 
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Table 7.13 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and

2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPFG?rG#?PbFP-GI-BCmGE?LFG k+RPFG?rGBCsF-OEFCO-Gr?PG hFPG+?I-F+?.LGBCsF-OEFCO-DG 

4?OR.Gb4hG r?PGc?IPCFeGO?G#?PbRGSyUG FRD+GE?LFGSjB..B?CGoU r?PGFRD+GE?LFGSoU 
uCsF-OEFCO-G !?#ABCD?EFG N..G?O+FPG BCD?EFG N..G?O+FPG !?#ABCD?EFG N..G?O+FPG 

j?LFGTROFm?Pe SjB..B?CGoUL +?I-F+?.L-M +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L- +?I-F+?.L-
4PRC-BOGSTI-U 9W;<; =><? @W<? =A@ >BW C?a9=W >aC?W 
4PRC-BOGSbRB.U ;<; =><? @W<? ; ; ; ; 
c?CAE?O?PBdFL CBA<; =;<@ @9<W WB CA> =aA?A CaWC? 
b?RL#ReGERBCOFCRCDF B=W<; C=<C B@<9 99 @=A >aACA >a?C@ 
b?RL#ReGFfgRC-B?C Ca;BB<; C=<C B@<9 CWC 9?@ BaA@9 Ba>C> 
N..GE?LF-GO?OR. Wa;=?<; AA AA ?C> =a?;9 WWa=@; ==a>;C 
RGhijkG=;=WGLROR 
MGlRPCBCmGnoW;a;;;peFRP< 
DGNDD?PLBCmGO?GO+FG=;=WGNTkaG?IOG?rGRGO?OR.GC=>a?=@G+?I-F+?.L-G.BsBCmGBCGkRCG!IB-GtMB-g?GT?ICOeaGC?a?;WGFRPCFLGnoW;a;;;< 
LGg<G>A=aG4RM.FG>ACaG 
+OOg-vpp-RC.IB-D?m<-+RPFg?BCO<D?Ep-BOF-pk!tTtw4FREx?.LFPpk+RPFLy=;z?DIEFCO-px?PE-pN..uOFE-<R-gf^BL_y=x-BOF-y=xk!tTtw4FREx?.LFPy= 
xk+RPFLy=;z?DIEFCO-y=xk!tTtwy=;`FM-BOFy=;xB.F-y=xhP?mPRE-y=xbFmB?CR.y=;h.RCCBCmy=x=;=Wy=;b4hy=x=;=Wy=;b4hy?xxuc 
N!y=;ztTky=x;;y=zy=;=;=Wy=;b4hy=;xBCR.y=;NL?gOFLy=lgLragRPFCO_y=x-BOF-y=xk!tTtw4FREx?.LFPy=xk+RPFLy=;z?DIEFCO 
-y=xk!tTtwy=;`FM-BOFy=;xB.F-y=xhP?mPRE-y=xbFmB?CR.y=;h.RCCBCmy=x=;=Wy=;b4hy=x=;=Wy=;b4hy?xxucN!y=;ztTkag_OPIF 
amR_C 

Table 7.14 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS

household income data. 

k+RP)*"r*#"Px)P-*I-BCm*E"L)* k+RP)*"r*BCs)-2E)C2-*r"P* h)P*+"I-)+".L*BCs)-2E)C2-D* 

4"2R.*a4h* r"P*y"IPC)e*2"*#"PxR*SzU* )RD+*E"L)*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*)RD+*E"L)*SoU 
wCs)-2E)C2-* !"#ABCD"E)* !"#ABCD"E)* N..*"2+)P* N..*"2+)P* !"#ABCD"E)* N..*"2+)P* 

j"L)*TR2)m"Pe SjB..B"C*oUL +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U V:;<; V=<> ??<> V@ VV? VAB=V VACB: 
4PRC-B2*SaRB.U ><> V=<> ??<> > > > > 
b"CAE"2"PBc)L @V<? =;<; Cd<@ Vd ;C VAC?? C>B 
a"RL#Re*ERBC2)CRCD) =A;B:<; V@<d ?:<d ;V> =A>?: ;?A@?= :VAdB; 
a"RL#Re*)fgRC-B"C @A:;B<> V@<d ?:<d VA>;d dA:>; V=:ABd? ?>A;;? 
N..*E"L)-*2"2R. BA>:?<C AA AA VA;?C CAdd= VC@A:;B VV;Ad;d 
R*hijk*=>=:*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*no:>A>>>pe)RP< 
D*NDD"PLBCm*2"*2+)*=>=:*NTkA*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*C;A:@V*+"I-)+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*k+R-2R*T"IC2eA*?A;:>*)RPC)L*no:>A>>>< 
L*gg<*CdAVV=A*4RM.)-A*+22g-tpp-P2R<DR<m"spu"DIE)C2T)C2)PpvB)#pB=V;p=>==Aa)mB"CR.A4PRC-g"P2R2B"CAh.RCAAkI-2RBCRM.)AT"EEICB2B)-Ak2PR2)me 
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Table 7.15 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2016 CTPP mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RP)*"r*#"Pt)P-*I-BCm*E"L)* k+RP)*"r*BCs)-2E)C2-*r"P* h)P*+"I-)+".L*BCs)-2E)C2-'* 

4"2R.*A4h* r"P*x"IPC)e*2"*#"PtR*SyU* )R'+*E"L)*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*)R'+*E"L)*SoU 
wCs)-2E)C2-* !"#ABC'"E)* !"#ABC'"E)* N..*"2+)P* N..*"2+)P* !"#ABC'"E)* N..*"2+)P* 

j"L)*TR2)m"Pe SjB..B"C*oUL +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-M +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L- +"I-)+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U 9:; <:= <9:> 9 ? >< @@ 
4PRC-B2*SARB.U 9:9 <:= <9:> 9 9 9 9 
_"CAE"2"PBC)L >?:= ><:> ;9:= a ?b >c=dd ?c?>b 
A"RL#Re*ERBC2)CRC') ba@:d ?;:= =>:> ?9? @a@ @@c;ad ddc=9= 
A"RL#Re*)fgRC-B"C 9:9 ?;:= =>:> 9 9 9 9 
N..*E"L)-*2"2R. b=a:; AA AA ?9; @=9 @;ca>b d@c<;= 
R*hijk*>9>d*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*nod9c999pe)RP: 
'*N''"PLBCm*2"*2+)*>9>d*NTkc*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*?bc<a>*+"I-)+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*kB-tBe"I*T"IC2ec*>c>@;*)RPC)L*nod9c999: 
L*gg:*=dA=@c*4RM.)-*b:dAb:;c*+22g-upp###:'":-B-tBe"I:'R:I-p-B2)-pL)rRI.2prB.)-prB.)R22R'+E)C2-p2PRC-g"P2R2B"Cv'"EEB--B"CpgRm)p><badp-'.2'v>9>?vP2g:gLr 

Table 7.16 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPF*"r*#"PyFP-*I-BCm*E"LF* k+RPF*"r*BCsF-2EFC2-*r"P* hFP*+"I-F+".L*BCsF-2EFC2-D* 

4"2R.*C4h* r"P*z"IPCFe*2"*#"Py
R*S^U* FRD+*E"LF*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*FRD+*E"LF*SoU 

!"#ABCD"EF* !"#ABCD"EF* xCsF-2EFC2-* N..*"2+FP* N..*"2+FP* !"#ABCD"EF* N..*"2+FP* 
j"LF*TR2Fm"Pe SjB..B"C*oU +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U V:;<=>? ?;>@ =A>A AB? V:?<< ?A:=@= ?B:;<; 
4PRC-B2*SCRB.U B>B ?;>@ =A>A B B B B 
a"CAE"2"PBbFL @Ac>< cB>; @d>; ?d@ AA< <:V<V V:?<A 
C"RL#Re*ERBC2FCRCDF ??=>; ?d>= =B>V Vc d; =<? A@V 
C"RL#Re*FfgRC-B"C c:=?=>? ?d>= =B>V <;< c:B@? V=:BA< ?A:=<V 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. <:?;=>A AA AA ?:c<< ;:<=? ;?:B;= V=:B=V 
R*hijk*VBVc*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*nocB:BBBpeFRP> 
D*NDD"PLBCm*2"*2+F*VB?@*T4hh:*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*VcV:=c;*+"I-F+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*k2RCB-.RI-*T"IC2e:*V@:d<d*FRPCFL*nocB:BBB> 
L*+22g-tpp###>-2RCD"m>"Pmpu"DIEFC2TFC2FPpvBF#pc@=pND2B"CAh.RCAhuw 
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Table 7.17 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by household income and 2023 ACS household income data. 

k+RPF*"r*#"PzFP-*I-BCm*E"LF* k+RPF*"r*BCsF-2EFC2-*r"P* hFP*+"I-F+".L*BCsF-2EFC2-D* 

4"2R.*a4h* r"P*^"IPCFd*2"*#"PzR*S_U* FRD+*E"LF*SjB..B"C*oU r"P*FRD+*E"LF*SoU 
tCsF-2EFC2-* !"#ABCD"EF* !"#ABCD"EF* N..*"2+FP* N..*"2+FP* !"#ABCD"EF* N..*"2+FP* 

j"LF*qR2Fm"Pd SjB..B"C*oUL +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-M +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L- +"I-F+".L-
4PRC-B2*STI-U 9:;< =>;? @<;@ A 99 9B?>C A?9 
4PRC-B2*SaRB.U <;< =>;? @<;@ < < < < 
b"CAE"2"PBcFL 9;< ?A;? :C;@ < 9 9<A ?< 
a"RL#Rd*ERBC2FCRCDF ?:>;< =9;C @e;: @> =>< =?BACC 9?BA>9 
a"RL#Rd*FfgRC-B"C <;< =9;C @e;: < < < < 
N..*E"LF-*2"2R. ?e:;< AA AA eC ?<= =AB<C= 9CB9A= 
R*hijk*=<=?*LR2R 
M*lRPCBCm*no?<B<<<pdFRP; 
D*NDD"PLBCm*2"*2+F*=<=?*NqkB*"I2*"r*R*2"2R.*=CB:ee*+"I-F+".L-*.BsBCm*BC*4F+RER*q"IC2dB*?B?:<*FRPCFL*no?<B<<<; 
L*g;*@:B*4RM.F*A;AB* 
+22g-upp-2R2BD9;-vIRPF-gRDF;D"Ep-2R2BDpALL:L>CRA=@9MA:eRLF9?>=rp2p:<?@rLF<L9L<DFAe:<D9@<F>p9:9C=e===C:=CpwBCR.xyF.xb"P2Fxa4hxs=A 
D"EgPF--FL;gLr 

7.2 PUMS 2023 mode data – race/ethnicity and mode equity analysis 

Table 7.18 Investment equity analysis from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) 2014 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 

Census person race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+)*"o*B"+I)+-*4-'#m*a"c)* kCN+)*"o*'#p)-(a)#(-*o"+* h)+*/)+-"#*'#p)-(a)#(-l*o"+* 
M"(NC*BMh* o"+*u"4+#)d*("*B"+IN*2vR* )NeC*a"c)*2j'CC'"#*tR )NeC*a"c)*2tR 
s#p)-(a)#(-* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* 

nN()m"+d 2j'CC'"#*tRe B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-'(*2P4-R STU9UUU W;<W ;W<= S=U9TS> ?>9STS ;@9;AT SW9@@T 
M+N#-'(*2BN'CR U @?<= =A<W U U U U 
!"#Aa"("+'b)c S>9;UU A?<> ?A<S SU9A=@ T9@@? ;9SSA =9SS= 
B"NcBNd*aN'#()#N#e) >?9UUU @@<? ==<@ @;9=W@ =S9@;? S;9A;U SS9=@S 
B"NcBNd*)f/N#-'"# SA9UUU @@<? ==<@ >9>A? A9U?@ S9>>T S9TS= 
gCC*a"c)-*("(NC =UT9;UU<U AA AA ;S=9@T? >?9AS@ ?;9T>S ==9>AA 
N*hijk*;U;=*cN(N 
l*gee"+c'#m*("*(C)*;U;=*gnk9*"4(*"o*N*("(NC*W9W@A9@?U*/)+-"#-*C'p'#m*'#*(C)*>Ae"4#(d*PNd*g+)N9*?9>T;9UAS*B)+)*#"#ABC'()< 
e*/<*@@9*MNlC)*SW*N#c*2o"+*!"#Aj"("+'b)cR*/<*WA9*C((/-Trra(e<eN<m"pr-'()-rc)oN4C(ro'C)-r?As#p)-(a)#(-</co 
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Table 7.19 Investment equity analysis from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 

Census person race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+)*"o*B"+I)+-*4-'#m*a"c)* 
M"(NA*@Mh* o"+*u"4+#)d*("*B"+IN*2vR* 
s#p)-(a)#(-* !"#ABC'()* .C'()* 

kCN+)*"o*'#p)-(a)#(-*o"+* 
)NeC*a"c)*2j'AA'"#*tR 
!"#ABC'()* .C'()* 

h)+*/)+-"#*'#p)-(a)#(-l*o"+* 
)NeC*a"c)*2tR 
!"#ABC'()* .C'()* 

j"c)*nN()m"+d 2j'AA'"#*tRe B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-'(*2P4-R STUU9W; <<WU ;;WS <T=9= ;T=S9 >T>S? 9T>S> 
M+N#-'(*2@N'AR BTSU>W9 BCWS >UWU ;T>CB 9T>;= 9T<=; UTS<= 
!"#Aa"("+'b)c 9T>S?WC B=W; >SW? UT9B? UT9>U S;S UT==U 
@"NcBNd*aN'#()#N#e) UUT=?CW; BUWB >CWB BT?=< BT;?9 >T9<9 >T;;; 
@"NcBNd*)f/N#-'"# U<T??<WB BUWB >CWB CT<>U CTU;< <T>BB <TB<9 
gAA*a"c)-*("(NA >BT;?SW9 AA AA 9BTU=C 9=T9?U UCT?B< U<T;>S 
N*hijk*9=9;*cN(N 
l*gee"+c'#m*("*(C)*9=9;*gnkT*"4(*"o*N*("(NA*9TB?CTBS=*/)+-"#-*A'p'#m*'#*(C)*<Ae"4#(d*+)m'"#T*UT;;CT<C=*B)+)*#"#ABC'()W 
e*g//)#c'f*gT*C((/-TrrBBBW-Ne"mW"+mrC"a)r-C"B/4lA'-C)cc"e4a)#(rU?S9r<;C;C?>SB<U>??==== 

Table 7.20 Investment equity analysis from the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 2025 RTIP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 

Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+FG?pGB?+IF+-G4-D#mGa?cFG kCN+FG?pGD#TF-EaF#E-Gp?+G hF+GLF+-?#GD#TF-EaF#E-lG 
M?ENCGBMhG p?+G_?4+#FdGE?GB?+ING2`R FNeCGa?cFG2jDCCD?#GtR p?+GFNeCGa?cFG2tR 
s#TF-EaF#E-G !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 

j?cFGoNEFm?+d 2jDCCD?#GtRe B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- LF+-?#- LF+-?#-
M+N#-DEG2P4-R STU9W;<T =9<S S><9 S?U;;= SU@AT SU>W@ ASW 
M+N#-DEG2BNDCR ><> @?<W ;T<? > > > > 
!?#Aa?E?+DbFc ;UWA=<T W@<= A;<; SU@9> =?9 SA? STT 
B?NcBNdGaND#EF#N#eF ?U@>=<W @;<W ;@<? AU?S@ SU;9S ;TW ;AT 
B?NcBNdGFfLN#-D?# SWUA;S<; @;<W ;@<? SSU=?T ?U?@W ==9 =ST 
gCCGa?cF-GE?ENC A9UWA><9 AA AA ASU;@9<9 =UATS<> ;UA?W<W SUTS9<9 
NGhijkG;>;AGcNEN 
lGgee?+cD#mGE?GECFG;>;>GnFeF#DNCGoF#-4-UG?4EG?pGNGE?ENCGS=U=;?UA=;GLF+-?#-GCDTD#mGD#GECFGWAe?4#EdGkogrG+FmD?#UGSAUAA>US>@GBF+FG#?#ABCDEF< 
eGLL<GWA=UGMgPuvkG?wTGwGxsriBvG;UGCEEL-yzz-eNm<eN<m?Tz-DEF-zaND#zpDCF-zpDCFANEENeCaF#E-z;AAA>=;ApD#NCA;>;TApEDLAFfFe4EDTFA 
-4aaN+d<Lcp^S@;TTW9SAT 
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Table 7.21 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census

race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+F*"p*B"+IF+-*4-D#m*@"BF* 
M"(N?*>Mh* p"+*w"4+#Fb*("*B"+IN*2xR 
u#TF-(@F#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

kCN+F*"p*D#TF-(@F#(-*p"+* 
FNcC*@"BF*2jD??D"#*vR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

hF+*/F+-"#*D#TF-(@F#(-l* 

p"+*FNcC*@"BF*2vR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

j"BF*oN(Fm"+b 2jD??D"#*vRc B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STU 9STW ;<T= W W WW= SS 
M+N#-D(*2>ND?R UTU 9STW ;<T= U U U U 
!"#A@"("+DAFB WTU ;WTC 9aTC U W ;U SU 
>"NBBNb*@ND#(F#N#cF WWSTa SCT< <dT; S= ad Se<S9 SedW< 
>"NBBNb*Ff/N#-D"# ;;;TW SCT< <dT; a9 Sda aeUCC <eWdW 
g??*@"BF-*("(N? ddaT= AA AA WW9 ;;; WUe=S= =e9UU 
N*hijk*SUS;*BN(N 
l*gcc"+BD#m*("*(CF*SUSU*nFcF#DN?*oF#-4-e*"4(*"p*N*("(N?*dCeS=S*/F+-"#-*?DTD#m*D#*oN?NTF+N-*o"4#(be*WUe9Sd*BF+F*#"#ABCD(FT 
c*/T*WWSe*MNl?F*S;e*C((/-rsscN?Nc"mT"+msB/Ac"#(F#(s4/?"NB-sSUSWsWUsSUSWAoN?NTF+N-A>MhAtD#N?WUW;T/Bp 

Table 7.22 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+F*"p*B"+IF+-*4-D#m*B"aF* 
M"(NA*@Mh* p"+*t"4+#Fb*("*B"+IN*2uR 
r#qF-(BF#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

kCN+F*"p*D#qF-(BF#(-*p"+* 
FNcC*B"aF*2jDAAD"#*sR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

hF+*/F+-"#*D#qF-(BF#(-l* 

p"+*FNcC*B"aF*2sR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

j"aF*oN(Fm"+b 2jDAAD"#*sRc B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STU9 WSU; ;<U= W > ?>; 9>; 
M+N#-D(*2@NDAR TUT WSU; ;<U= T T T T 
!"#AB"("+DCFa TUT 9;UT ==UT T T T T 
@"NaBNb*BND#(F#N#cF TUT 9;U? =WU? T T T T 
@"NaBNb*Fd/N#-D"# 9WWUS 9;U? =WU? W9 9T> ?e>;f S9e?9W 
gAA*B"aF-*("(NA 9=WU; AA AA Wf 9T< ?ef<; S9e=W< 
N*hijk*9T9;*aN(N 
l*gcc"+aD#m*("*(CF*9T9T*nFcF#DNA*oF#-4-e*"4(*"p*N*("(NA*9=e=>;*/F+-"#-*ADqD#m*D#*nFA*!"+(F*o"4#(be*SSe><S*BF+F*#"#ABCD(FU 
c*/U*=We*MNlAF*?U?e* 
C((/-vww-(N(DcSU-x4N+F-/NcFUc"Bw-(N(Dcw?aaWaf>N?9=Sl?W<NaFS;f9pw(wWT;=paFTaSaTcF?<WTcS=TFfwSWS>9<999>W9>wyD#NAznFAz!"+(Fz@Mhzq9A 
c"B/+F--FaU/ap 
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Table 7.23 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2023 Census race/ethnicity 

data. 

kCN+F*"p*B"+IF+-*4-D#m*_"aF* kCN+F*"p*D#TF-E_F#E-* 
M"ENA*@Mh* p"+*w"4+#Fd*E"*B"+IN*2xR* 2jDAAD"#*yR 
z#TF-E_F#E- !"#ABCDEF* .CDEF* !"#ABCDEF* .CDEF* 

hF+*/F+-"#*D#TF-E_F#E-l* 

p"+*FNeC*_"aF*2yR 
!"#ABCDEF* .CDEF* 

j"aF*oNEFm"+d e*2jDAAD"#*yR B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-DE*2P4-R STU9W ;U<= 9><; ;9S =U? >;> STS9S 
M+N#-DE*2@NDAR U ;U<= 9><; U U U U 
!"#A_"E"+DCFa STUb9 W;<; =9<= ;U? ==W >?c ST9=W 
@"NaBNd*_ND#EF#N#eF 9T=9c ;S<= 9c<; STWWU WWc 9T9?= 9Tb?W 
@"NaBNd*Ff/N#-D"# STW=U ;S<= 9c<; STSW9 bWc ST?;c ST;9U 
gAA*_"aF-*E"ENA WTU9?<W AA AA bT9b> ST;;W ?T;W; WT?=b 
N*hijk*9U9=*aNEN 
l*gee"+aD#m*E"*ECF*9U9U*nFeF#DNA*oF#-4-T*"4E*"p*N*E"ENA*STUUcTW?b*/F+-"#-*ADTD#m*D#*r+F-#"*o"4#EdT*;=WT;W?*BF+F*#"#ABCDEF< 
e*/<*;T*MNlAF*W<ST*CEE/-sttBBB</AN#p+F-#"<e"_t/AN#p+F-#"t4/A"Na-t9U99tU;toCN/EF+AWArD#N#eDNAAuAF_F#EvihngMun</ap 

Table 7.24 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+FG"pGB"+IF+-G4-D#mGA"CFG kCN+FG"pGD#TF-(AF#(-Gp"+G hF+G/F+-"#GD#TF-(AF#(-lG 
M"(N@G?MhG p"+Gy"4+#FcG("GB"+ING2vR FNdCGA"CFG2jD@@D"#GxR p"+GFNdCGA"CFG2xR 
w#TF-(AF#(-G !"#ABCD(FG .CD(FG !"#ABCD(FG .CD(FG !"#ABCD(FG .CD(FG 

j"CFGoN(Fm"+c 2jD@@D"#GxRd B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(G2P4-R STU 9WT; W9TW S < =S W> 
M+N#-D(G2?ND@R <T< 9WT; W9TW < < < < 
!"#AA"("+DBFC STU UUTa ==T= < S Wb =W 
?"NCBNcGAND#(F#N#dF >WT= a9T; >WTW W> W9 Se=9U Seb9= 
?"NCBNcGFf/N#-D"# <T< a9T; >WTW < < < < 
g@@GA"CF-G("(N@ >>TW AA AA W= Wb Se9=a We<=W 
NGhijkGW<WUGCN(N 
lGgdd"+CD#mG("G(CFGW<W<GnFdF#DN@GoF#-4-eG"4(G"pGNG("(N@GW;ebS9G/F+-"#-G@DTD#mGD#Gr@F##Go"4#(ceGS>e<W<GBF+FG#"#ABCD(FT 
dG//TG9>A9=eGMNl@F-G>TUA>T9eGC((/-sttBBBTd"4#(c"pm@F##T#F(t-D(F-tCFpN4@(tpD@F-tuD#N@vW<r@F##vW<?MhvW<W<W<T/Cp 
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Table 7.25 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2023 
PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+FG"pGB"+IF+-G4-D#mG_"aFG kCN+FG"pGD#TF-E_F#E-Gp"+G hF+G/F+-"#GD#TF-E_F#E-lG 
M"ENAG@MhG p"+Gs"4+#FdGE"GB"+ING2tR FNeCG_"aFG2jDAAD"#GuR p"+GFNeCG_"aFG2uR 
v#TF-E_F#E-G !"#ABCDEFG KCDEFG !"#ABCDEFG KCDEFG !"#ABCDEFG KCDEFG 

j"aFGoNEFm"+d 2jDAAD"#GuRe B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-DEG2P4-R SSTU9 SWU; T9US S9 S<= S>W =?W<S 
M+N#-DEG2@NDAR <U< SWU; T9US < < < < 
!"#A_"E"+DCFa =SUb >bU; c=US SW ; SS9 =<9 
@"NaBNdG_ND#EF#N#eF W9SU; 99Uc WWU9 =c< S=S =?==c =?bWT 
@"NaBNdGFf/N#-D"# S;WU; 99Uc WWU9 S=; 9> S?S;= S?c9b 
gAAG_"aF-GE"ENA 9;9US AA AA W;T =;T W?9T> 9?bSS 
NGhijkG=<=WGaNEN 
lGgee"+aD#mGE"GECFG=<=<GnFeF#DNAGoF#-4-?G"4EG"pGNGE"ENAGS>=?cT9G/F+-"#-GADTD#mGD#GrD#m-Go"4#Ed?GS<T?S=>GBF+FG#"#ABCDEFU 
eG//UGSSAb?Gwvxi@yGSSA=?GCEE/-ẑ ^BBBUID#m-e"mU"+m^TF+EDeNÂ kDEF-^tbPoc=bgyW<A;;W9AcbWWAP;ncA 
Sc<b<;gnWPPwtbn^4/A"Na-^rogx_=<ST_@Mhkok_w4AA_n"e4_F#EU/ap 

Table 7.26 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+F*"p*B"+IF+-*4-D#m*C"bF* kCN+F*"p*D#TF-(CF#(-*p"+* hF+*/F+-"#*D#TF-(CF#(-l* 
M"(N_*AMh* p"+*y"4+#Fd*("*B"+IN*2uR FNeC*C"bF*2jD__D"#*xR p"+*FNeC*C"bF*2xR 
w#TF-(CF#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

j"bF*oN(Fm"+d 2jD__D"#*xRe B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STU9 W;U9 T<U= 9T >> T?>9> >@< 
M+N#-D(*2AND_R <U< W;U9 T<U= < < < < 
!"#AC"("+DaFb <U< T>U= WcU9 < < < < 
A"NbBNd*CND#(F#N#eF cSU< T>U> WcU; >c =W ;T9 c>< 
A"NbBNd*Ff/N#-D"# <U< T>U> WcU; < < < < 
g__*C"bF-*("(N_ >@WU9 AA AA =< Wc @?<=9 ;9> 
N*hijk*T<T@*bN(N 
l*gee"+bD#m*("*(CF*T<T<*nFeF#DN_*oF#-4-?*"4(*"p*N*("(N_*><T?T9>*/F+-"#-*_DTD#m*D#*!FTNbN*o"4#(d?*>;?9@>*BF+F*#"#ABCD(FU 
e*//U*>9;A>S<?*MNl_F-*S9ASW?*C((/-rssBBBU#e(eUeNUm"Tsb"e4CF#(-sAMhstD#N_uT<!FTNbNuT<o"uT<AMhuT<>v>Wv>cU/bp 
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Table 7.27 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+)*?p*B?+I)+-*4-D#m*A?C)* 
M?(N@*?Mh* p?+*y?4+#)b*(?*B?+IN*2zR 
v#T)-(A)#(-* !?#ABCD()* .CD()* 

kCN+)*?p*D#T)-(A)#(-*p?+* 
)NcC*A?C)*2jD@@D?#*xR 
!?#ABCD()* .CD()* 

h)+*/)+-?#*D#T)-(A)#(-l* 

p?+*)NcC*A?C)*2xR 
!?#ABCD()* .CD()* 

j?C)*oN()m?+b 2jD@@D?#*xRc B?+I)+- B?+I)+- B?+I)+- B?+I)+- /)+-?#- /)+-?#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STU VWT; S<T= W ; U>V ;>S 
M+N#-D(*2?ND@R >T> VWT; S<T= > > > > 
!?#AA?(?+DB)C ;T> S;TU VaTU > ; <S US 
??NCBNb*AND#()#N#c) U<T= WUT< <dTS ;U dS SedVd SeSU; 
??NCBNb*)f/N#-D?# >T> WUT< <dTS > > > > 
g@@*A?C)-*(?(N@ VWTd AA AA ;< dU de>dS SeU>< 
N*hijk*W>WS*CN(N 
l*gcc?+CD#m*(?*(C)*W>W>*n)c)#DN@*o)#-4-e*?4(*?p*N*(?(N@*;<e;S;*/)+-?#-*@DTD#m*D#*jN+D/?-N*o?4#(be*deW=S*B)+)*#?#ABCD()T 
c*/T*=We*MNl@)*W=e*C((/-rssBBBTAN+D/?-Nc?4#(bT?+msn?c4A)#(o)#()+stD)Bs=VVVUsjN+D/?-NA?MhA?)/?+(ABg//A>=A;=AW>WSulDCvCw 

Table 7.28 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+F*?p*B?+IF+-*4-D#m*C?bF* kCN+F*?p*D#TF-(CF#(-*p?+* hF+*/F+-?#*D#TF-(CF#(-l* 
M?(NA*@Mh* p?+*z?4+#Fc*(?*B?+IN*2^R FNdC*C?bF*2jDAAD?#*yR p?+*FNdC*C?bF*2yR 
w#TF-(CF#(-* !?#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !?#ABCD(F* .CD(F* !?#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

j?bF*oN(Fm?+c 2jDAAD?#*yRd B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- /F+-?#- /F+-?#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R S TUVW W;V< T = W<U >?= 
M+N#-D(*2@NDAR B TUVW W;V< B B B B 
!?#AC?(?+DaFb > >WVB <<VB B > WU UUU 
@?NbBNc*CND#(F#N#dF SS >WV? <TV? >W <T Ue??B ?e=TT 
@?NbBNc*Ff/N#-D?# B >WV? <TV? B B B B 
gAA*C?bF-*(?(NA UUBVW AA AA >S ;U UeS?> ?e;WB 
N*hijk*>B>W*bN(N 
l*gdd?+bD#m*(?*(CF*>B>B*nFdF#DNA*oF#-4-e*?4(*?p*N*(?(NA*>;eSU<*/F+-?#-*ADTD#m*D#*hA4CN-*o?4#(ce*U?eB>B*BF+F*#?#ABCD(FV 
d*//V*<<A<;e*MNlAF-*?VWA?V<e*C((/-rssBBBV/A4CN-d?4#(cV4-sn?d4CF#(oF#(F+stDFBs>??<Us>B>BAhA4CN-A@FmD?#NAAM+N#-/?+(N(D?#AhAN#AuD#NAvlDbwbx 
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Table 7.29 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2020 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census 

race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+FG"lGB"+IF+-G4-D#oGa"cFG kCN+FG"lGD#TF-EaF#E-Gl"+G hF+GB"+IF+GD#TF-EaF#E-nG 
M"ENCGBMhG l"+Gy"4+#FdGE"GB"+ING2zR FNeCGa"cFG2jDCCD"#GxR l"+GFNeCGa"cFG2xR 
t#TF-EaF#E-G !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !"#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 

j"cFGmNEFo"+d 2jDCCD"#GxRe B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-DEG2P4-R STT U9WS ;<W= T;= >< ;?@AA ;?>T> 
M+N#-DEG2BNDCR @ U9WS ;<W= @ @ @ @ 
!"#Aa"E"+DbFc ;S <;WU 9UW< T< T= ;T= AST 
B"NcBNdGaND#EF#N#eF ;US U;WT ;UWA SS= T;< 9?T<T U?>9@ 
B"NcBNdGFf/N#-D"# T?ST< U;WT ;UWA >UU <<= T>?S9T SS?U<A 
gCCGa"cF-GE"ENC T?=S@W@ AA AA T?T<> U>; S9?=@A ;<?@;= 
NGhijkGS@S;GcNENGl"+Gj"#EF+FdGm"4#Ed 
nGgee"+cD#oGE"GECFGS@S@GpFeF#DNCGmF#-4-?G"4EG"lGNGE"ENCGU<?S@AG/F+-"#-GCDTD#oGD#GkN#GPF#DE"Gm"4#Ed?G<<?<S<GBF+FG#"#ABCDEFW 
eG//WGrA;@?GstuiBrGsATWT?GCEE/-vwwE4CN+Fe"oW"+owEeNow/CN##D#ow+E/w+E/AS@SSweCN/EF+AFAlD#N#eDNCAFCFaF#Ew 

Table 7.30 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 

2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+FG?pGB?+IF+-G4-D#mGC?bFG kCN+FG?pGD#TF-ECF#E-Gp?+G hF+GLF+-?#GD#TF-ECF#E-lG 
M?ENBGAMhG p?+Gt?4+#FdGE?GB?+INGOuR FNeCGC?bFGOjDBBD?#GvR p?+GFNeCGC?bFGOvR 
w#TF-ECF#E-G !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 

j?bFGoNEFm?+d OjDBBD?#GvRe B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- LF+-?#- LF+-?#-
M+N#-DEGOP4-R STU9U W;9< =>9W WWT W?; W@W;= >@<== 
M+N#-DEGOANDBR U9U W;9< =>9W U U U U 
!?#AC?E?+DaFb c?W9U >?9U ;>9U =c cTT =>U ;>> 
A?NbBNdGCND#EF#N#eF ?>T9U T<9> <T9? >S? =>= T@UUS >@?<T 
A?NbBNdGFfLN#-D?# c@U??9U T<9> <T9? TSW <SW T@S;? T@;?W 
gBBGC?bF-GE?ENB T@U>=9U AA AA c@c?< c@?TS cc@S?T cU@U>= 
NGhijkG>U>TGbNEN 
lGgee?+bD#mGE?GECFG>U>UGnFeF#DNBGoF#-4-@G?4EG?pGNGE?ENBG>?>@W>WGLF+-?#-GBDTD#mGD#GkN#Gr4D-GslD-L?Go?4#Ed@GS?@S=<GBF+FG#?#ABCDEF9 
eGL9G<A>@GMNlBFG<Ac@G 
CEEL-xyy-N#B4D-e?m9-CN+FL?D#E9e?Cy-DEF-ykrsoszMFNC^?BbF+ykCN+Fbu>Un?e4CF#E-y^?+C-ygBBwEFC-9N-Lf_Db`u>^-DEF-u>^krsoszMFNC^?BbF 
+u>^kCN+Fbu>Un?e4CF#E-u>^krsoszu>U.Fl-DEFu>U^DBF-u>^h+?m+NC-u>^AFmD?#NBu>UhBN##D#mu>^>U>Tu>UAMhu>^>U>Tu>UAMh 
u=^^w!gru>Unsoku>^UUu>nu>U>U>Tu>UAMhu>U^D#NBu>Ugb?LEFbu>aLbpbLN+F#E`u>^-DEF-u>^krsoszMFNC^?BbF+u>^kCN+Fbu 
>Un?e4CF#E-u>^krsoszu>U.Fl-DEFu>U^DBF-u>^h+?m+NC-u>^AFmD?#NBu>UhBN##D#mu>^>U>Tu>UAMhu>^>U>Tu>UAMhu=^^w!gru> 
UnsokbL`E+4FbmN`c 
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Table 7.31 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census 

race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+)*"p*B"+I)+-*4-D#m*B"a)* kCN+)*"p*D#T)-(B)#(-*p"+* h)+*/)+-"#*D#T)-(B)#(-d* 

M"(NA*@Mh* p"+*u"4+#)c*("*B"+IN*2vR* )NdC*B"a)*2jDAAD"#*wR p"+*)NdC*B"a)*2wR 
x#T)-(B)#(-* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* 

j"a)*oN()m"+c 2jDAAD"#*wR B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STUVU W;V< =SVU T; >< ;U; =?S 
M+N#-D(*2@NDAR ?V? W;V< =SVU ? ? ? ? 
!"#AB"("+DC)a <SV; W<VS =TV> S< U< Tb< TTU 
@"NaBNc*BND#()#N#d) WeU>TVU WWV; ==VW b<> Se>WU SWeb;W SUe?bU 
@"NaBNc*)f/N#-D"# <eTU>V? WWV; ==VW SeUb? Ue;>> TWe?T; Tbe=;< 
gAA*B"a)-*("(NA >e?T;V= AA AA We?=U <e><b Ube;Wb b?e;=< 
N*hijk*W?WT*aN(N 
l*gdd"+aD#m*("*(C)*W?W?*n)d)#DNA*o)#-4-e*"4(*"p*N*("(NA*S;WeSbb*/)+-"#-*ADTD#m*D#*kCN-(N*o"4#(ce*UbeW<S*B)+)*#"#ABCD()V 
d*//V*=bASSWe*MNlA)-e*C((/-rss-+(NVdNVm"Tsn"d4B)#(o)#()+stD)Bs>WSUsW?WWA@)mD"#NAAM+N#-/"+(N(D"#AhAN#AAk4-(ND#NlA)Ao"BB4#D(D)-Ak(+N()mc 

Table 7.32 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+)*"p*B"+I)+-*4-D#m*@"_)* kCN+)*"p*D#T)-(@)#(-*p"+* h)+*/)+-"#*D#T)-(@)#(-l* 
M"(N?*>Mh* p"+*w"4+#)b*("*B"+IN*2xR )NcC*@"_)*2jD??D"#*vR p"+*)NcC*@"_)*2vR 
u#T)-(@)#(-* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* !"#ABCD()* .CD()* 

j"_)*oN()m"+b 2jD??D"#*vRc B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- B"+I)+- /)+-"#- /)+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STU 9WT; ;<TU S S ;= < 
M+N#-D(*2>ND?R STS 9WT; ;<TU S S S S 
!"#A@"("+DA)_ CWT< C;TS UUTS a WU =WU aC= 
>"N_BNb*@ND#()#N#c) a9=T; C;Ta U9Ta W;C =;C WWdSW9 W;d=UC 
>"N_BNb*)e/N#-D"# STS C;Ta U9Ta S S S S 
f??*@"_)-*("(N? a<9TU AA AA W;< ==g WWd=9U W=dSS= 
N*hijk*CSC;*_N(N 
l*fcc"+_D#m*("*(C)*CSCS*n)c)#DN?*o)#-4-d*"4(*"p*N*("(N?*==dSU9*/)+-"#-*?DTD#m*D#*kD-IDb"4*o"4#(bd*WCdSWg*B)+)*#"#ABCD()T 
c*//T*<;A<=d*MNl?)-*aT;AaTUd* 
C((/-rssBBBTc"T-D-IDb"4TcNT4-s-D()-s_)pN4?(spD?)-spD?)N((NcC@)#(-s(+N#-/"+(N(D"#tc"@@D--D"#s/Nm)sCga9;s-c?(ctCSCWt+(/T/_p 
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Table 7.33 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+F*"p*B"+IF+-*4-D#m*B"aF* 
M"(N@*?Mh* p"+*v"4+#Fd*("*B"+IN*2wR 
y#TF-(BF#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

kCN+F*"p*D#TF-(BF#(-*p"+* 
FNeC*B"aF*2jD@@D"#*xR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

hF+*/F+-"#*D#TF-(BF#(-l* 

p"+*FNeC*B"aF*2xR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

j"aF*oN(Fm"+d 2jD@@D"#*xRe B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STUVW;< V<;= SW;V <TW=> V=> UT==< =TUUU 
M+N#-D(*2?ND@R A;A V<;= SW;V A A A A 
!"#AB"("+DCFa bc=;V Ub;A cc;A =bA SW= <TAcc <T=b= 
?"NaBNd*BND#(F#N#eF <<W;U bS;b =V;c Vc cc S<U S<= 
?"NaBNd*Ff/N#-D"# =TW<W;< bS;b =V;c ST=>A <TcSW bT>S> bTWbW 
g@@*B"aF-*("(N@ VT<UW;c AA AA cTbbc STc>U <=TU<> <<T>>> 
N*hijk*SAS=*aN(N 
l*gee"+aD#m*("*(CF*SASA*nFeF#DN@*oF#-4-T*"4(*"p*N*("(N@*UUSTWVW*/F+-"#-*@DTD#m*D#*k(N#D-@N4-*o"4#(dT*=ccT>VA*BF+F*#"#ABCD(F; 
e*C((/-rssBBB;-(N#e"m;"+msn"e4BF#(oF#(F+stDFBs=bWsge(D"#Ah@N#Ahnu 

Table 7.34 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by race/ethnicity and 2020 Census race/ethnicity data. 

kCN+F*"p*B"+IF+-*4-D#m*A"CF* 
M"(N@*?Mh* p"+*r"4+#Fb*("*B"+IN*2sR 
u#qF-(AF#(-* !"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

kCN+F*"p*D#qF-(AF#(-*p"+* 
FNcC*A"CF*2jD@@D"#*tR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

hF+*/F+-"#*D#qF-(AF#(-l* 

p"+*FNcC*A"CF*2tR 
!"#ABCD(F* .CD(F* 

j"CF*oN(Fm"+b 2jD@@D"#*tRc B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- B"+IF+- /F+-"#- /F+-"#-
M+N#-D(*2P4-R STU9 W;U< ;WU; S; = =WT S9> 
M+N#-D(*2?ND@R 9U9 W;U< ;WU; 9 9 9 9 
!"#AA"("+DBFC SU9 aaU= TTUT 9 S S= ST 
?"NCBNb*AND#(F#N#cF aTdU9 =WU< >;U; SWT Sda We;9S =eTT9 
?"NCBNb*Ff/N#-D"# 9U9 =WU< >;U; 9 9 9 9 
g@@*A"CF-*("(N@ a<TU9 AA AA S<< Sd< WeTd9 =eW<S 
N*hijk*;9;a*CN(N 
l*gcc"+CD#m*("*(CF*;9;9*nFcF#DN@*oF#-4-e*"4(*"p*N*("(N@*T>e<;d*/F+-"#-*@DqD#m*D#*MFCNAN*o"4#(be*;=e=<d*BF+F*#"#ABCD(FU 
c*/U*WTe*MNl@F*>U>e* 
C((/-vww-(N(DcSU-x4N+F-/NcFUc"Aw-(N(Dcw>CCTCd=N>;WSl>T<NCFSad;pw(wT9aWpCF9CSC9cF><T9cSW9FdwSTS=;<;;;=T;=wyD#N@znF@z!"+(Fz?Mhzq;A 
c"A/+F--FCU/Cp 
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7.3 PUMS 2023 mode data – transit dependents and mode equity analysis 

Table 7.35 Investment equity analysis from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) 2014 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and

2020 Census worker household vehicle data. 

loABHC)TC()B*HBIC4IM/nCa)cHC loABHC)TCM/rHINaH/NICT)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/rHINaH/NImC 
.)NABCA.iC T)BCv)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC2wRC HAeoCa)cHC2kMBBM)/CxR T)BCHAeoCa)cHC2xR 
u/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

k)cHC#ANHn)Bd 2kMBBM)/CxRe ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST>U>>>9> :T9; <S9; ;SU=>> S:TU?@? S@>U?@? ;SU>=> 
.BA/IMNC2AAMBR >9> S;9: T>9T > > > > 
C)/"a)N)BMbHc S@U:>>9> :S9: <T9T >U>?@ S;US=S S;U>>= ?U>>> 
A)Ac(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH @>U>>>9> :9S @<9@ SU@?? @:U>=> <U>?> =?U>@= 
A)Ac(AdCHfgA/IM)/ S;U>>>9> :9S @<9@ =S> S>U?T? SUS@> ;UT:= 
hBBCa)cHICN)NAB =>TU:>>9> "" "" ;<U?;= :;>U;>< :STU<T@ @@U=>? 
ACijklC:>:=CcANA 
mChee)BcM/nCN)CNoHC:>:>CpHeH/MABC#H/I4IUC)4NC)TCACN)NABC:U<T;U>T:C()B*HBICM/CNoHC@"e)4/NdCPAdChBHAUC:?=U;>@CBMrHcCM/C>"eABCo)4IHo)BcI9 
eCg9C??UC.AmBHCS<CA/cC2T)BCC)/"k)N)BMbHcRCg9C<;UCoNNgIsttaNe9eA9n)rtIMNHItcHTA4BNtTMBHIt>"u/rHINaH/NI9gcT 

Table 7.36 Investment equity analysis from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household 

and 2020 Census worker household vehicle data. 

loABHC)TC()BGHBIC4IM/nCa)cHC loABHC)TCM/rHINaH/NICT)BC iHBC()BGHBCM/rHINaH/NImC 
.)NABCA.iC T)BCw)4B/HdCN)C()BGACOxRC HAeoCa)cHCOkMBBM)/CzR T)BCHAeoCa)cHCOzR 
y/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

k)cHC#ANHn)Bd OkMBBM)/CzRe ()BGHBI ()BGHBI ()BGHBI DDC ()BGHBI ()BGHBI 
.BA/IMNCOP4IR STUU9:; 9<:< =>:? 9T99> ?T@@= <>T>S9 =T@>< 
.BA/IMNCOAAMBR >TSU<:9 @:> S9:> <=; >T<<U @T?;? ?TU?> 
C)/"a)N)BMbHc 9T<S=:@ U;:< @?:? ;;< 9TU?< ?T>@> 9T<>9 
A)Ac(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH UUT>=@:; U:@ S@:9 USS U>T@=S ;T?;@ U9T;9@ 
A)Ac(AdCHfgA/IM)/ U?T==?:> U:@ S@:9 ;>9 U?T<=< >T>U> U@T??@ 
hBBCa)cHICN)NAB <>T;=S:9 "" "" ;T>;< <UT@<> ?<T<?9 <=T<U@ 
ACijklC9>9;CcANA 
mChee)BcM/nCN)CNoHC9>9>CpHeH/MABC#H/I4ITC)4NC)TCACN)NABCS;=T;>=C()BGHBICBMrM/nCM/CNoHClh#stCBHnM)/TC><T@99CBMrHcCM/CAC>"eABCo)4IHo)Bc: 
eChggH/cMfChTCoNNgIuvv(((:IAe)n:)Bnvo)aHvIo)(g4mBMIoHcc)e4aH/NvU=S9v?;@;@=<S>?U<==>>>> 
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Table 7.37 Investment equity analysis from the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 2025 RTIP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 

2020 Census worker household vehicle data. 

kCN+FG?pGB?+IF+-G4-D#mGa?cFG kCN+FG?pGD#TF-EaF#E-Gp?+G hF+GLF+-?#GD#TF-EaF#E-lG 
M?ENCGBMhG p?+G_?4+#FdGE?GB?+ING2`R FNeCGa?cFG2jDCCD?#GtR p?+GFNeCGa?cFG2tR 
s#TF-EaF#E-G !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG !?#ABCDEFG .CDEFG 

j?cFGoNEFm?+d 2jDCCD?#GtRe B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- B?+IF+- LF+-?#- LF+-?#-
M+N#-DEG2P4-R STU9W;<T =9<S S><9 S?U;;= SU@AT SU>W@ ASW 
M+N#-DEG2BNDCR ><> @?<W ;T<? > > > > 
!?#Aa?E?+DbFc ;UWA=<T W@<= A;<; SU@9> =?9 SA? STT 
B?NcBNdGaND#EF#N#eF ?U@>=<W @;<W ;@<? AU?S@ SU;9S ;TW ;AT 
B?NcBNdGFfLN#-D?# SWUA;S<; @;<W ;@<? SSU=?T ?U?@W ==9 =ST 
gCCGa?cF-GE?ENC A9UWA><9 AA AA ASU;@9<9 =UATS<> ;UA?W<W SUTS9<9 
NGhijkG;>;AGcNEN 
lGgee?+cD#mGE?GECFG;>;>GnFeF#DNCGoF#-4-UG?4EG?pGNGE?ENCGS=U=;?UA=;GLF+-?#-GCDTD#mGD#GECFGWAe?4#EdGkogrG+FmD?#UGSAUAA>US>@GBF+FG#?#ABCDEF< 
eGLL<GWA=UGMgPuvkG?wTGwGxsriBvG;UGCEEL-yzz-eNm<eN<m?Tz-DEF-zaND#zpDCF-zpDCFANEENeCaF#E-z;AAA>=;ApD#NCA;>;TApEDLAFfFe4EDTFA 
-4aaN+d<Lcp^S@;TTW9SAT 

Table 7.38 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census 

worker household vehicle data. 

loABHCFTC(FB*HBIC4IM/nCAFCHC loABHCFTCM/rHINAH/NICTFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/rHINAH/NImC 
.FNA?C>.iC TFBCvF4B/HcCNFC(FB*AC2wRC HAdoCAFCHC2kM??MF/CyR TFBCHAdoCAFCHC2yR 
x/rHINAH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kFCHC#ANHnFBc 2kM??MF/CyRd (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI DDC (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST> SUTS UST9 : : :;<:= 9< 
.BA/IMNC2>AM?R >T> SUTS UST9 > > > > 
@F/"AFNFBMBHC :T> =T< =>Ta > : S<S bS 
>FAC(AcCAAM/NH/A/dH ::ST9 :Ta =9T< S ::: <;Ub: a;ee< 
>FAC(AcCHfgA/IMF/ eeeT: :Ta =9T< b eS9 :<;>e9 :9;U:a 
h??CAFCHICNFNA? <<9T= "" "" 9 <<: S>;<b> Sb;:9a 
ACijklCS>SeCCANA 
mChddFBCM/nCNFCNoHCS>S>CpHdH/MA?C#H/I4I;CF4NCFTCACNFNA?C:U;9=UC(FB*HBIC?MrM/nCM/C#A?rHBAIC#F4/Nc;Ce9=C?MrHCCM/C>"dABCoF4IHoF?CIT 
dCgTC::S;C.Am?HCSe;CoNNgIsttdA?AdFnTFBnt(g"dF/NH/Nt4g?FACItS>S:t:>tS>S:"#A?ArHBAI">.i"uM/A?:>:eTgCT 
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Table 7.39 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle

data. 

loABHCFqC(FB*HBIC4IM/nCBFaHC loABHCFqCM/rHINBH/NICqFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/rHINBH/NImC 
.FNA@C?.iC qFBCzF4B/HcCNFC(FB*AC2^RC HAdoCBFaHC2kM@@MF/CtR qFBCHAdoCBFaHC2tR 
s/rHINBH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kFaHC#ANHnFBc 2kM@@MF/CtRd (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI DDC (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR S> TU9 :;U; S : S<=S= S<>>S 
.BA/IMNC2?AM@R > TU9 :;U; > > > > 
AF/"BFNFBMCHa > S=UT 9bU= > > > > 
?FAa(AcCBAM/NH/A/dH > SU; :9U9 > > > > 
?FAa(AcCHefA/IMF/ ;bb SU; :9U9 = ;b= g<;== ;:<STb 
h@@CBFaHICNFNA@ ;TbU= "" "" > ;T; b<g>T =><;ST 
ACijklC;>;=CaANA 
mChddFBaM/nCNFCNoHC;>;>CpHdH/MA@C#H/I4I<CF4NCFqCACNFNA@CFqC:<b;SC(FB*HBICM/C.HoABAC#F4/Nc<Cb>9C@MrHaCM/C>"dABCoF4IHoF@aIU 
dCfUCTb<C.Am@HCgUg<C 
oNNfIuvvINANMdSUIw4ABHIfAdHUdFBvINANMdvgaaba:>Ag;TSmgb9AaHS=:;qvNvb>=TqaH>aSa>dHg9b>dST>H:vSbS>;9;;;>b;>vxM/A@ypH@yAFBNHy?.iyr;" 
dFBfBHIIHaUfaq 

Table 7.40 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker 

household vehicle data. 

loABHCFTCEFB*HBIC4IM/nC_FaHC loABHCFTCM/sHIN_H/NICTFBC iHBCEFB*HBCM/sHIN_H/NImC 
.FNA@C?.iC TFBCxF4B/HdCNFCEFB*AC2yRC HAeoC_FaHC2kM@@MF/CzR TFBCHAeoC_FaHC2zR 
^/sHIN_H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kFaHC#ANHnFBd 2kM@@MF/CzRe EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI EFB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR ST>U9 U>:U ;<:= U>; =S< =T<<; UT;>; 
.BA/IMNC2?AM@R > U>:U ;<:= > > > > 
AF/"_FNFBMCHa ST>bU SU:S =;:< SU9 <S9 cTb9c >T>9S 
?FAaEAdC_AM/NH/A/eH UT>U= S:< <=:S b> UTU=c ST==U ;T9>= 
?FAaEAdCHfgA/IMF/ ST9>> S:< <=:S >> ST9>> ST>S; cT>b= 
h@@C_FaHICNFNA@ 9T>Uc:9 "" "" b>; cT9S< S;T99S S=T;=b 
ACijklCU>U>CaANA 
mCheeFBaM/nCNFCNoHCU>U>CpHeH/MA@C#H/I4ITCF4NCFTCACNFNA@C>UUTS9>CEFB*HBICM/CrBHI/FC#F4/NdTCU>T>>;C@MsHaCM/C>"eABCoF4IHoF@aI: 
eCg:C;TC.Am@HC9:STCoNNgItuuEEE:g@A/TBHI/F:eF_ug@A/TBHI/Fu4g@FAaIuU>UUu>;u#oAgNHB"9"rM/A/eMA@"v@H_H/Nwjiph.vp:gaT 
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Table 7.41 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle 

data. 

loABHCFTC(FBGHBIC4IM/nC=F?HC loABHCFTCM/rHIN=H/NICTFBC iHBC(FBGHBCM/rHIN=H/NImC 
.FNA;C:.iC TFBCxF4B/HbCNFC(FBGAC2wRC HAcoC=F?HC2kM;;MF/CzR TFBCHAcoC=F?HC2zR 
y/rHIN=H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kF?HC#ANHnFBb 2kM;;MF/CzRc (FBGHBI (FBGHBI (FBGHBI DDC (FBGHBI (FBGHBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STU >T> S>>T> > S > SU9 
.BA/IMNC2:AM;R >T> >T> S>>T> > > > > 
<F/"=FNFBM>H? STU @TA BCTC > S UC@ SCa 
:FA?(AbC=AM/NH/A/cH dCTa STd BATd S dC CeddA de9@A 
:FA?(AbCHfgA/IMF/ >T> STd BATd > > > > 
h;;C=F?HICNFNA; ddTC "" "" S d9 CeAAd de@UA 
ACijklCC>CUC?ANA 
mChccFB?M/nCNFCNoHCC>C>CpHcH/MA;C#H/I4IeCF4NCFTCACNFNA;CBe@aUCgHBIF/IC;MrM/nCM/Cs;H//C#F4/NbeCU>aCC;MrH?CM/C>"cABCoF4IHoF;?IT 
cCggTC@d"@aeC.Am;HICdTU"dT@eCoNNgItuu(((TcF4/NbFTn;H//T/HNuIMNHIu?HTA4;NuTM;HIuvM/A;wC>s;H//wC>:.iwC>C>C>Tg?T 

Table 7.42 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2023 
PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle data. 

loABHCFTCEFBGHBIC4IM/nC@F_HC loABHCFTCM/rHIN@H/NICTFBC iHBCEFBGHBCM/rHIN@H/NImC 
KFNA>C=KiC TFBCsF4B/HcCNFCEFBGAC2tRC HAdoC@F_HC2kM>>MF/CuR TFBCHAdoC@F_HC2uR 
v/rHIN@H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kF_HC#ANHnFBc 2kM>>MF/CuRd EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI DDC EFBGHBI EFBGHBI 
KBA/IMNC2P4IR SSTU9 >U> S>>U> > SS: > ;<TT> 
KBA/IMNC2=AM>R >U> >U> S>>U> > > > > 
?F/"@FNFBMAH_ ;SUC S>U> :>U> ; ;> TaS bCa 
=FA_EAcC@AM/NH/A/dH e9SU: SUe :TUC a eaC S<T;e T<9C9 
=FA_EAcCHfgA/IMF/ S:eU: SUe :TUC ; S:S :CC b<9bT 
h>>C@F_HICNFNA> 9:9US "" "" : 9TC e<9aS S9<9CT 
ACijklC;>;eC_ANA 
mChddFB_M/nCNFCNoHC;>;>CpHdH/MA>C#H/I4I<CF4NCFTCACNFNA>Cbe<Ce9CEFBGHBIC>MrM/nCM/CkABMgFIAC#F4/Nc<C;<aa9C>MrH_CM/C>"dABCoF4IHoF>_IU 
dCggUCSS"C<Cwvxj=yCSS";<CoNNgIẑ ^EEEUGM/nIdFnUFBn^rHBNMdA>̂ lMNHI^tCP#b;Chye>"::e9"bCee"P:pb" 
Sb>C>:hpePPwtCp^4g>FA_I^_#hx`;>ST`=Kil#l`w4>>̀ pFd4@H/NUg_T 
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Table 7.43 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle

data. 

loABHCFTC(FB*HBIC4IM/nCAFCHC loABHCFTCM/rHINAH/NICTFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/rHINAH/NImC 
.FNA?C>.iC TFBCxF4B/HcCNFC(FB*AC2vRC HAdoCAFCHC2kM??MF/CzR TFBCHAdoCAFCHC2zR 
y/rHINAH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kFCHC#ANHnFBc 2kM??MF/CzRd (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STU9 >U> :>>U> > ST > :;<>= 
.BA/IMNC2>AM?R >U> >U> :>>U> > > > > 
@F/"AFNFBM_HC >U> <Ua baU9 > > > > 
>FAC(AcCAAM/NH/A/dH =SU> :US b=US : =9 ab> T;>bT 
>FAC(AcCHefA/IMF/ >U> :US b=US > > > > 
g??CAFCHICNFNA? :<hU9 "" "" : :<a ab> <;9>> 
ACijklCT>T<CCANA 
mCgddFBCM/nCNFCNoHCT>T>CpHdH/MA?C#H/I4I;CF4NCFTCACNFNA?C9:;=h<C(FB*HBIC?MrM/nCM/C@HrACAC#F4/Nc;C:;=T9C(HBHC/F/"(oMNHU 
dCffUC:9b":S>;C.Am?HICS9"Sh;CoNNfIstt(((U/dNdUdAUnFrtCFd4AH/NIt>.ituM/A?vT>@HrACAvT>#FvT>>.ivT>:w:hw:=UfCT 

Table 7.44 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle

data. 

loABHC)TC()B*HBIC4IM/nCB)aHC loABHC)TCM/rHINBH/NICT)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/rHINBH/NImC 
.)NA@C?.iC T)BCy)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC2zRC HAeoCB)aHC2kM@@M)/C^R T)BCHAeoCB)aHC2^R 
w/rHINBH/NIC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC 

k)aHC#ANHn)Bd 2kM@@M)/C^Re ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI DDC ()B*HBI ()B*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STU V:TV :VT; < S V=>:< S>< 
.BA/IMNC2?AM@R >T> V:TV :VT; > > > > 
A)/?B)N)BMCHa <T> bTc b>T> > < V>U <V; 
?)Aa(AdCBAM/NH/A/eH U:Tb <T> b;Tc < U: V=>>S ;=>:> 
?)Aa(AdCHfgA/IM)/ >T> <T> b;Tc > > > > 
h@@CB)aHICN)NA@ >VTc ?? ?? V >> c=SSb ;=U>> 
ACijklCV>VSCaANA 
mChee)BaM/nCN)CNoHCV>V>CpHeH/MA@C#H/I4I=C)4NC)TCACN)NA@C:=U<UC()B*HBIC@MrM/nCM/CkABMg)IAC#)4/Nd=Cc>>C@MrHaCM/C>?eABCo)4IHo)@aIT 
eCgTCbV=C.Am@HCVb=CoNNgIstt(((TBABMg)IAe)4/NdT)Bntp)e4BH/N#H/NHBtuMH(tb>>>UtkABMg)IA??.i??Hg)BN?(hgg?>b?<b?V>VSvmMawax 
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Table 7.45 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle

data. 

loABHCFTC(FB*HBIC4IM/nCCFbHC iHBC(FB*HBC loABHCFTCM/rHINCH/NICTFBC 
.FNAAC@.iC TFBCzF4B/HdCNFC(FB*AC2^RC HAeoCCFbHC2kMAAMF/C_R M/rHINCH/NImCTFBCHAeoC 
x/rHINCH/NIC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC 

kFbHC#ANHnFBd 2kMAAMF/C_Re (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI DDC (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STU VT: S;T; >TV :T< ;=UV> U=>:? 
.BA/IMNC2@AMAR >T> VT: S;T; >T> >T> > > 
BF/?CFNFBMaHb ;T> UcTV :>Tc >Tc UTV :cc ;;c 
@FAb(AdCCAM/NH/A/eH SST; UT; S:T: UT; S:TU c=>U: U;=>SU 
@FAb(AdCHfgA/IMF/ >T> UT; S:T: >T> >T> > > 
hAACCFbHICNFNAA UU>Tc ?? ?? ;T; U>: >=>;V U<=>>> 
ACijklC;>;cCbANA 
mCheeFBbM/nCNFCNoHC;>;>CpHeH/MAAC#H/I4I=CF4NCFTCACNFNAAC:=>??C(FB*HBICAMrM/nCM/CiA4CAIC#F4/Nd=Cc;:CAMrHbCM/C>?eABCoF4IHoFAbIT 
eCggTCVV?V:=C.AmAHIC?Tc??TV=CoNNgIstt(((TgA4CAIeF4/NdT4ItpFe4CH/N#H/NHBtuMH(t;??VUt;>;>?iA4CAI?@HnMF/AA?.BA/IgFBNANMF/?iAA/?vM/AAwmMbxby 

Table 7.46 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2020 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 

Census worker household vehicle data. 

lpABHCFmCEFBGHBIC4IM/oCaFcHC lpABHCFmCM/rHINaH/NICmFBC iHBCEFBGHBCM/rHINaH/NInC 
.FNABCA.iC mFBCyF4B/HdCNFCEFBGAC2zRC HAepCaFcHC2kMBBMF/C^R mFBCHAepCaFcHC2^R 
u/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC 

kFcHC#ANHoFBd 2kMBBMF/C^Re EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI DDC EFBGHBI DDC 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STT S>U9 :;U< 9= T<> >T?T<9 >?@@: 
.BA/IMNC2AAMBR > S>U9 :;U< > > > > 
CF/"aFNFBMbHc =S 9U: ;@U= S =T S?>;= T?@<: 
AFAcEAdCaAM/NH/A/eH =<S TU= ;>U: @ =@: ;?S>: T>?T<= 
AFAcEAdCHfgA/IMF/ T?ST9 TU= ;>U: T< T?T;> =>?>;9 <>?;9> 
hBBCaFcHICNFNAB T?>S>U> "" "" << T?:@9 TS9?T@: >;?S=@ 
ACijklCS>S=CcANACmFBCkF/NHBHdC#F4/Nd 
nCheeFBcM/oCNFCNpHCS>S>CTHeH/MABC#H/I4I?CF4NCFmCACNFNABCS>?T>>CEFBGHBICBMrM/oCM/ClA/CPH/MNFC#F4/Nd?C@=>CBMrHcCM/CAC>"eABCpF4IHpFBcU 
eCggUCs"=>?CtuvjAsCt"TUT?CpNNgIwxxN4BABHeFoUFBoxNeAoxgBA//M/oxBNgxBNg"S>SSxepAgNHB"H"mM/A/eMAB"HBHaH/Nx 
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Table 7.47 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household 

and 2020 Census worker household vehicle data. 

loABHCFTCEFBGHBIC4IMLnCCFbHC loABHCFTCMLtHINCHLNICTFBC iHBCEFBGHBCMLtHINCHLNImC 
.FNAAC@.iC TFBCcF4BLHdCNFCEFBGACOyRC HAeoCCFbHCOkMAAMFLCdR TFBCHAeoCCFbHCOdR 
zLtHINCHLNIC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC >?#ABCDDC ->?#ABCDDC 

kFbHC#ANHnFBd OkMAAMFLCdRe EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI EFBGHBI 
.BALIMNCOP4IR ST>U> 9UW S;UW <S 9W; ;9=>9> 9=;>? 
.BALIMNCO@AMAR >U> 9UW S;UW > > > > 
BFL?CFNFBMaHb ;9>U> 9U< S;UT ;c ;c9 T=c<9 ;=c>< 
@FAbEAdCCAMLNHLALeH 9?TU> ?U> S9U> ;< 9>c T=<S? <=<;W 
@FAbEAdCHfgALIMFL ;=>99U> ?U> S9U> ?? ;=>cc W=>;T ;>=;SS 
hAACCFbHICNFNAA T=>?WU> ?? ?? ;TT ?=9S? T>=WcT ?<=cc? 
ACijklC?>?TCbANA 
mCheeFBbMLnCNFCNoHC?>?>CpHeHLMAAC#HLI4I=CF4NCFTCACNFNAAC;>9=9S<CEFBGHBICMLClALCr4MICsmMIgFC#F4LNd=C>=TccCAMtHbCMLC>?eABCoF4IHoFAbIU 
eCgUCc??=C.AmAHCc?;=C 
oNNgIuvvIALA4MIeFnUIoABHgFMLNUeFCvIMNHIvlrs#sw.HACxFAbHBvloABHby?>pFe4CHLNIvxFBCIvhAAzNHCIUAIgf^Mb_y?xIMNHIy?xlrs#sw.HACxFAbH 
By?xloABHby?>pFe4CHLNIy?xlrs#swy?>`HmIMNHy?>xMAHIy?xiBFnBACIy?x@HnMFLAAy?>iAALLMLny?x?>?Ty?>@.iy?x?>?Ty?>@.i 
yWxxzBhry?>ps#ly?x>>y?py?>?>?Ty?>@.iy?>xMLAAy?>hbFgNHby?agbTbgABHLN_y?xIMNHIy?xlrs#sw.HACxFAbHBy?xloABHby 
?>pFe4CHLNIy?xlrs#swy?>`HmIMNHy?>xMAHIy?xiBFnBACIy?x@HnMFLAAy?>iAALLMLny?x?>?Ty?>@.iy?x?>?Ty?>@.iyWxxzBhry? 
>ps#lbg_NB4HbnA_; 

Table 7.48 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census 

worker household vehicle data. 

loABHC)TC()B*HBIC4IM/nCa)cHC loABHC)TCM/rHINaH/NICT)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/rHINaH/NImC 
.)NABCA.iC T)BCv)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC2wRC HAeoCa)cHC2kMBBM)/CxR T)BCHAeoCa)cHC2xR 
y/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC 

k)cHC#ANHn)Bd 2kMBBM)/CxRe ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI DDC ()B*HBI DDC 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STUVU S:V; :SVT <= S>> =?@>> S?@T> 
.BA/IMNC2AAMBR >V> S:V; :SVT > > > > 
C)/"a)N)BMbHc @SV: SUV= :=V= > =T <?>T> ;:: 
A)Ac(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH <?U>TVU SV@ >:VU U> <?U=T >?SSU T@?=;; 
A)Ac(AdCHfgA/IM)/ @?TU>V> SV@ >:VU S>< @?<U; <T?<>: >T?ST@ 
hBBCa)cHICN)NAB >?>T:V; "" "" S;@ :?:@< U>?>@> ST<?STS 
ACijklC<><TCcANA 
mChee)BcM/nCN)CNoHC<><>CpHeH/MABC#H/I4I?C)4NC)TCACN)NABC;S?U;TC()B*HBICM/CloAINAC#)4/Nd?CU?U>>CBMrHcCM/C>"eABCo)4IHo)BcIV 
eCggVC;="SS<?C.AmBHI?CoNNgIsttIBNAVeAVn)rtp)e4aH/N#H/NHBtuMH(t><SUt<><<"AHnM)/AB".BA/Ig)BNANM)/"iBA/""l4INAM/AmBH"#)aa4/MNMHI"lNBANHnd 
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Table 7.49 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle

data. 

loABHC)TC()B*HBIC4IM/nC_)aHC loABHC)TCM/rHIN_H/NICT)BC iHBC()B*HBCM/rHIN_H/NImC 
.)NA@C?.iC T)BCw)4B/HdCN)C()B*AC2xRC HAeoC_)aHC2kM@@M)/CsR T)BCHAeoC_)aHC2sR 
y/rHIN_H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

k)aHC#ANHn)Bd 2kM@@M)/CsRe ()B*HBI ()B*HBI ()B*HBI DDC ()B*HBI ()B*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR >ST TSU 9:S: > ; <U => 
.BA/IMNC2?AM@R >S> TSU 9:S: > > > > 
A)/"_)N)BMCHa :;SU ;=ST UbS= = ;9 :cT=; ;c>>b 
?)Aa(AdC_AM/NH/A/eH >b<S= ;S: 9USU T >>U bc;U= =;c:9= 
?)Aa(AdCHfgA/IM)/ >S> ;S: 9USU > > > > 
h@@C_)aHICN)NA@ >UbST "" "" ;> >TT Uc9b= =:c=U< 
ACijklC:>:=CaANA 
mChee)BaM/nCN)CNoHC:>:>CpHeH/MA@C#H/I4IcC)4NC)TCACN)NA@C;Uc9>TC()B*HBICM/ClMI*Md)4C#)4/NdcC;c>9;CC@MrHaCM/C>"eABCo)4IHo)@aIS 
eCggSCU="U<cC.Am@HIC>S=">STcC 
oNNgItuu(((Se)SIMI*Md)4SeAS4IuIMNHIuaHTA4@NuTM@HIuTM@HANNAeo_H/NIuNBA/Ig)BNANM)/ve)__MIIM)/ugAnHu:9>b=uIe@Nev:>:;vBNgSgaT 

Table 7.50 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle

data. 

loABHCFTC(FB*HBIC4IM/nCaFcHC loABHCFTCM/rHINaH/NICTFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/rHINaH/NImC 
.FNABCA.iC TFBCwF4B/HdCNFC(FB*AC2xRC HAeoCaFcHC2kMBBMF/CyR TFBCHAeoCaFcHC2yR 
z/rHINaH/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kFcHC#ANHnFBd 2kMBBMF/CyRe (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STUV: ;<= >?<? :> ST=:> >TUS; @=T:>= 
.BA/IMNC2AAMBR > ;<= >?<? > > > > 
CF/"aFNFBMbHc ?== @=<> :U<@ >? U=: @>TS:U ;TSV: 
AFAc(AdCaAM/NH/A/eH @@> @<; >:<V S @@V @?: V>> 
AFAc(AdCHfgA/IMF/ ;T:@: @<; >:<V U> ;TV?: UT=>U SSTU=; 
hBBCaFcHICNFNAB VT@U:<= "" "" S;V ?T>SS SUT;:> =@T=@= 
ACijklCS>S;CcANA 
mCheeFBcM/nCNFCNoHCS>S>CpHeH/MABC#H/I4ITCF4NCFTCACNFNABC@V?T=UVC(FB*HBICM/ClNA/MIBA4IC#F4/NdTC>T;S>CBMrHcCM/C>"eABCoF4IHoFBcI< 
eCoNNgIstt(((<INA/eFn<FBntpFe4aH/N#H/NHBtuMH(t;?:theNMF/"iBA/"ipv 
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Table 7.51 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by vehicles per household and 2020 Census worker household vehicle

data. 

loABHCFqC(FB*HBIC4IM/nC>F@HC loABHCFqCM/rHIN>H/NICqFBC iHBC(FB*HBCM/rHIN>H/NImC 
.FNA<C;.iC qFBCzF4B/HcCNFC(FB*AC2^RC HAdoC>F@HC2kM<<MF/CyR qFBCHAdoC>F@HC2yR 
x/rHIN>H/NIC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC >"#ABCDDC ->"#ABCDDC 

kF@HC#ANHnFBc 2kM<<MF/CyRd (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI (FB*HBI 
.BA/IMNC2P4IR STU> >U> S>>U> > ST > T9: 
.BA/IMNC2;AM<R >U> >U> S>>U> > > > > 
=F/">FNFBM?H@ SU> AUB 9CUC > S ab :> 
;FA@(AcC>AM/NH/A/dH bT9U> SUa 9BUa a bTb beATS SaeAa9 
;FA@(AcCHfgA/IMF/ >U> SUa 9BUa > > > > 
h<<C>F@HICNFNA< bBTU> "" "" T bB> beBS: STe:9C 
ACijklCC>CbC@ANA 
mChddFB@M/nCNFCNoHCC>C>CpHdH/MA<C#H/I4IeCF4NCFqCACNFNA<CC:eaCTC(FB*HBICM/C.HoA>AC#F4/NceCSe:T>CC<MrH@CM/C>"dABCoF4IHoF<@IU 
dCgUCATeC.Am<HCaUaeC 
oNNgIsttINANMdSUIu4ABHIgAdHUdF>tINANMdta@@T@9:AaCASmaTBA@HSb9CqtNtT>bAq@H>@S@>dHaBT>dSA>H9tSTS:CBCCC:TC:tvM/A<wpH<w=FBNHw;.iwrC" 
dF>gBHIIH@Ug@q 

7.4 PUMS 2023 mode data – households with children and mode equity analysis 

Table 7.52 Investment equity analysis from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) 2014 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households 

with children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

p.U#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/OrD)"NBD p.U#BD"(D/OvBC4)BO4CD("#D mB#D."PCB."MND/OvBC4)BO4CTD 

("#Dx"P#OBhD4"DH"#AUD9y;D BUi.D)"NBD9o/MM/"ODz; ("#DBUi.D)"NBD9z; 
T"4UMDeTmD !"#AB#CD(#")D !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/OvBC4)BO4CD **CDHI (#")D**CDHI (#")D**CDHI (#")D**CD **CDHI **RCDHISP4D 

o"NBDiU4Br"#h 9o/MM/"ODz;i -./MN#BO "P4D-./MN#BO -./MN#BO HI"P4D -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#UOC/4D9WPC; <=>?>>>@> A=@A B<@= C>?Bab <Ac?ACB d>?abA dd?aA= 
T#UOC/4D9eU/M; >@> b>@b dc@B > > > > 
f"OI)"4"#/gBN <c?A>>@> AB@A BA@= C?Ab< <b?cdc d?Ab> B?<Bc 
e"UNHUhD)U/O4BOUOiB ca?>>>@> a<@B C=@b bc?<cd Ca?=>a ad?d=> A=?<dC 
e"UNHUhDBjkUOC/"O <C?>>>@> a<@B C=@b d?ACC =?BaC B?aac a?aca 
lMMD)"NBCD4"4UM b>=?A>>@> II II <><?aAa A>d?BBd <A>?Bc> <>d?AdB 
UDmnopDA>AbDNU4U 
TDlii"#N/OrD4"D4.BDA>A>DsBiBO/UMD-BOCPC?D"P4D"(DUD4"4UMDA?B=C?a=ADH"#AB#CD/OD4.BDcIi"PO4hDWUhDl#BU?D=bc?ddBD.UNDi./MN#BO@ 
iDk@Ddd?DTUTMBD<BDUOND9("#Df"OIo"4"#/gBN;Dk@DBC?D.44kCtuu)4i@iU@r"vuC/4BCuNB(UPM4u(/MBCuaIwOvBC4)BO4C@kN( 
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Table 7.53 Investment equity analysis from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
(SACOG) 2025 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households 

with children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

p.U#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/OrD)"NBD p.U#BD"(D/OyBC4)BO4CD("#D mB#D."PCB."MND/OyBC4)BO4CTD 

("#Dw"P#OBhD4"DH"#AUD9x;D BUi.D)"NBD9o/MM/"ODz; ("#DBUi.D)"NBD9z; 
T"4UMDdTmD !"#AB#CD(#")D !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/OyBC4)BO4CD GGCDH, (#")DGGCDH, (#")DGGCDH, (#")DGGCD GGCDH, GGRCDH,SP4D 

o"NBDiU4Br"#h 9o/MM/"ODz;i -./MN#BO "P4D-./MN#BO -./MN#BO H,"P4D -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#UOC/4D9WPC; <=>>?@A ?B@C ab@C ?=Aa> B=ab> a=c>B >C=BAb 
T#UOC/4D9dU/M; e=<>b@? Ae@a Bb@A ?=>>? A=cC? B=<B> e=<<c 
f"O,)"4"#/gBN ?=b<a@c ?c@C a?@C B<< >=a<< ?=ACA ?=cAc 
d"UNHUhD)U/O4BOUOiB >>=Cac@A bC@? e<@c b=be< B=B>< >b=B<c >C=bb? 
d"UNHUhDBjkUOC/"O >B=aaB@e bC@? e<@c B=ae? >C=C?b ??=?ec >e=c>A 
lMMD)"NBCD4"4UM be=Aa<@? ,, ,, >B=A<A ?c=<cB eb=CAe be=a?b 
UDmnopD?C?ADNU4U 
TDlii"#N/OrD4"D4.BD?C?CDsBiBO/UMD-BOCPC=D"P4D"(DUD4"4UMD<Aa=ACaD."PCB."MNCD/OD4.BDB,i"PO4hDpl-StD#Br/"O=DACA=Aa<D.UNDi./MN#BO@ 
iDlkkBON/jDl=D.44kCuvvHHH@CUi"r@"#rv.")BvC."HkPTM/C.BNN"iP)BO4v>a<?vBAcAcab<eB>baaCCCC 

Table 7.54 Investment equity analysis from the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 2025 RTIP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households 

with children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

s.U#BD?EDH?#AB#CDPCLOpDF?NBD s.U#BD?EDLOvBC4FBO4CDE?#D mB#D.?PCB.?MNDLOvBC4FBO4CTD 

E?#Db?P#OBhD4?DH?#AUD9c;D BUi.DF?NBD9uLMML?ODw; E?#DBUi.DF?NBD9w; 
T?4UMDcTmD !?#AB#CDE#?FD !?#AB#CDE#?FD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD 
LOvBC4FBO4CD GGCDHI GGCDHI?P4D E#?FDGGCDHI E#?FDGGCD GGCDHI GGRCDHISP4D 

u?NBDiU4Bp?#h 9uLMML?ODw;i -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO HI?P4D -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO 
T#UOCL4D9WPC; <=>?@AB= C?B= @aB= @>C<a ?>@=A C><a= A>Cab 
T#UOCL4D9cULM; aBa A?Bd eaBA a a a a 
f?OIF?4?#LgBN A>@CdB= CCB= @@B= ddb <>e=b bC= b<? 
c?UNHUhDFULO4BOUOiB b>eadB@ bCB@ =@Bb A>a=< A>@=e <>aa? @Cb 
c?UNHUhDBjkUOCL?O <@>CA<BA bCB@ =@Bb e><<< ?>A<a C>b?d A><?d 
lMMDF?NBCD4?4UM C?>@CaB? II II <@>C=eBa AC>AeCB? d>abeB= =>===BC 
UD-TmmDAa<@D.44kCnoo4#UOCk?#4U4L?OB?#poi4kkoNU4UCB4Co 
TDlii?#NLOpD4?D4.BDAaAaDrBiBOLUMD-BOCPC>D?P4D?EDUD4?4UMD@>AAA>aC=D.?PCB.?MNCDLOD4.BD@Ii?PO4hDs-ltD#BpL?O>DA>aCA>=b@D.UNDi.LMN#BOB 
iDkkBD@Id>DTlWxysDbz=DzD^_t`cyDA>D.44kCnooCiUpBiUBp?voCL4BCoFULOoELMBCoELMBIU44Ui.FBO4CoACICadAIELOUMIAaA=IE4LkIBjBiP4LvBI 
CPFFU#hBkNEa<eA==@?<C= 
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Table 7.55 Investment equity analysis from the Calaveras County Council of Governments 2021 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children 

and 2020 Census households with children data. 

n.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2pDF"NBD n.T#BD"(D/2sBC4FB24CD("#D kB#D."PCB."MND/2sBC4FB24CoD 

("#Dw"P#2BeD4"DH"#ATDUxWD BT-.DF"NBDUm/MM/"2DyW ("#DBT-.DF"NBDUyW 
S"4TMDaSkD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2sBC4FB24CD **CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

m"NBD-T4Bp"#e Um/MM/"2DyW- -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DU9PCW ;<= ;><? @A<> = ; BC@ B=@ 
S#T2C/4DUaT/MW =<= ;><? @A<> = = = = 
b"2,F"4"#/cBN B<= CA<> ?><? = B d@ >A 
a"TNHTeDFT/24B2T2-B BB;<f Cd<? ?=<> >A ?f B;g;d; >g@@C 
a"TNHTeDBhiT2C/"2 CCC<B Cd<? ?=<> BC; ;=B C?gCBf B>gB=> 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM >>f<d ,, ,, B@@ ;@B >fgf>> Bdg=C= 
TDklmnD;=;CDNT4T 
oDj--"#N/2pD4"D4.BD;=;=DTB-B2/TMDrB2CPCgD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDB@gfd@D."PCB."MNCD/2DrTMTsB#TCDr"P24egDCg?C>D.TND-./MN#B2< 
-Di<DBB;gDSToMBD;CgD.44iCtuu-TMT-"p<"#puHi,-"24B24uPiM"TNCu;=;BuB=u;=;B,rTMTsB#TC,aSk,v/2TMB=BC<iN( 

Table 7.56 Investment equity analysis from the Del Norte County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 

n.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2pDF"NBD n.T#BD"(D/2xBC4FB24CD("#D kB#D."PCB."MND/2xBC4FB24CoD 

("#Dz"P#2BgD4"DH"#ATDU^WD BT-.DF"NBDUm/MM/"2DyW ("#DBT-.DF"NBDUyW 
S"4TMDcSkD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2xBC4FB24CD **CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

m"NBD-T4Bp"#g Um/MM/"2DyW- -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DU9PCW ;<=> ?;=< @A=< ? ? ;BCaA b>A 
S#T2C/4DUcT/MW <=< ?;=< @A=< < < < < 
d"2,F"4"#/eBN <=< f@=< aa=< < < < < 
c"TNHTgDFT/24B2T2-B <=< @@=> ??=C < < < < 
c"TNHTgDBhiT2C/"2 >aa=; @@=> ??=C ;;C ;@C @>BfAb >;BaC@ 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM >ba=f ,, ,, ;>f ;?f @@B>aa >>B@;f 
TDklmnD><>fDNT4T 
oDj--"#N/2pD4"D4.BD><><DqB-B2/TMDrB2CPCBD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDABa>;D."PCB."MNCD/2DqBMDd"#4BDr"P24gBD>BbbbD.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Di=DbaBDSToMBD?=?BD 
.44iCsttC4T4/-;=CuPT#BCiT-B=-"FtC4T4/-t?NNaNA@T?>b;o?aCTNB;fA>(t4ta<fb(NB<N;N<-B?Ca<-;b<BAt;a;@>C>>>@a>@tv/2TMwqBMwd"#4BwcSkwx>, 
-"Fi#BCCBN=iN( 
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Table 7.57 Investment equity analysis from the Fresno Council of Governments 2022 RTP 
supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 

2020 Census households with children data. 

n.T#BD"EDH"#AB#CDPC/2pDF"NBD n.T#BD"ED/2zBC4FB24CDE"#D kB#D."PCB."MND/2zBC4FB24CoD 

E"#Dx"P#2BgD4"DH"#ATDUyWD BT-.DF"NBDUm/MM/"2D^W E"#DBT-.DF"NBDU^W 
S"4TMDcSkD !"#AB#CDE#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2zBC4FB24CD **CDH, E#"FD**CDH, E#"FD**CD E#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

m"NBD-T4Bp"#g Um/MM/"2D^W- -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DU9PCW ;<=>?@= A?@= _A@= AC> __A a<C>? ><baA 
S#T2C/4DUcT/MW =@= A?@= _A@= = = = = 
d"2,F"4"#/eBN ;<=A;@? Aa@_ _?@_ A_a _bf a<_CA a<=;> 
c"TNHTgDFT/24B2T2-B ><a>b@= Af@? _=@A ;<;__ ;<;Ca f<;>a _<ffC 
c"TNHTgDBhiT2C/"2 ;<?a=@= Af@? _=@A b=f b>; ?<abb A<;ff 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM ?<=>_@? ,, ,, ><bbf a<;aC >><b;; ;?<=Aa 
TDklmnD>=>aDNT4T 
oDj--"#N/2pD4"D4.BD>=>=DTB-B2/TMDrB2CPC<D"P4D"EDTD4"4TMDa>><;?aD."PCB."MNCD/2Ds#BC2"Dr"P24g<D;>?<?a=D.TND-./MN#B2@ 
-Di@DC<DSToMBD?@;<D.44iCtuuHHH@iMT2E#BC2"@-"FuiMT2E#BC2"uPiM"TNCu>=>>u=Cur.Ti4B#,?,s/2T2-/TM,vMBFB24wlkTjSvT@iNE 

Table 7.58 Investment equity analysis from the Glenn County 2020 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 

n.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2pDF"NBD n.T#BD"(D/2yBC4FB24CD("#D kB#D."PCB."MND/2yBC4FB24CoD 

("#Dx"P#2BdD4"DH"#ATDUwWD BT-.DF"NBDUm/MM/"2DzW ("#DBT-.DF"NBDUzW 
S"4TMDCSkD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2yBC4FB24CD (#"FDGGCDH, GGCDH,"P4D (#"FDGGCDH, (#"FDGGCD GGCDH, GGRCDH,"P4D 

m"NBD-T4Bp"#d Um/MM/"2DzW- -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DU9PCW ;<= >=<? =><> ; @ A=? B= 
S#T2C/4DUCT/MW @<@ >=<? =><> @ @ @ @ 
a"2,F"4"#/bBN ;<= Ac<> B@<? @ ; ;;; ;?? 
C"TNHTdDFT/24B2T2-B eA<> ?c<B e@<= A> A> Bf>;A ?f;g@ 
C"TNHTdDBhiT2C/"2 @<@ ?c<B e@<= @ @ @ @ 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM ee<A ,, ,, AB Ag BfceB ?f=c> 
TDklmnDA@A=DNT4T 
oDj--"#N/2pD4"D4.BDA@A@DTB-B2/TMDrB2CPCfD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMDcfB>=D."PCB."MNCD/2DsMB22Dr"P24dfD=f?=?D.TND-./MN#B2< 
-Dii<DBe,B>fDSToMBCDe<=,e<BfD.44iCtuuHHH<-"P24d"(pMB22<2B4uC/4BCuNB(TPM4u(/MBCuv/2TMwA@sMB22wA@CSkwA@A@A@<iN( 
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Table 7.59 Investment equity analysis from Kings County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 2023 
PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census households with

children data. 

pKU#BD"EDH"#AB#CDPC/OrDF"NBD pKU#BD"ED/O^BC4FBO4CDE"#D mB#DH"#AB#D/O^BC4FBO4CTD 

E"#Db"P#OBhD4"DH"#AUD9_;D BUiKDF"NBD9o/MM/"ODa; E"#DBUiKDF"NBD9a; 
T"4UMDbTmD !"#AB#CDE#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD GGRCDHI 
/O^BC4FBO4CD GGCDHI E#"FDGGCDHI E#"FDGGCDHI E#"FDGGCD GGCDHI SP4D 

o"NBDiU4Br"#h 9o/MM/"ODa;i -K/MN#BO "P4D-K/MN#BO -K/MN#BO HI"P4D -K/MN#BO -K/MN#BO 
T#UOC/4D9WPC; <<=>? <=>@ =<>< AA @? <_<=C C_=a? 
T#UOC/4D9bU/M; c>c <=>@ =<>< c c c c 
d"OIF"4"#/eBN A<>a fa>a gA>C <C @ ??A Cac 
b"UNHUhDFU/O4BOUOiB C?<>@ fA>f ga>f <@c <aA <c_cfC ?_@A< 
b"UNHUhDBjkUOC/"O <@C>@ fA>f ga>f <cA @A f_C=? C_ac= 
lMMDF"NBCD4"4UM ?@?>< II II CA?>@ C?@>C <a_A=g <g_=af 
UDmnopDAcACDNU4U 
TDlii"#N/OrD4"D4KBDAcAcDsBiBO/UMD-BOCPC_D"P4D"EDUD4"4UMDgC_aC?DK"PCBK"MNCD/ODt/OrCD-"PO4h_D<=_@<ADKUNDiK/MN#BO> 
iDkk>D<<Ia_DuvwnbxD<<IA_DK44kCyzzHHH>A/OrCi"r>"#rz^B#4/iUMzp/4BCz_aW-gAalxCcI@@C?IgaCCIW@sgI 
<gcac@lsCWWu_aszPkM"UNCzt-lw`Ac<=`bTmp-p`uPMM̀ s"iPFBO4>kNE 

Table 7.60 Investment equity analysis from Nevada County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 

n.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2pDF"NBD n.T#BD"(D/2sBC4FB24CD("#D kB#D."PCB."MND/2sBC4FB24CoD 

("#Dy"P#2BeD4"DH"#ATDUwWD BT-.DF"NBDUm/MM/"2DzW ("#DBT-.DF"NBDUzW 
S"4TMDaSkD !"#AB#CD(#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2sBC4FB24CD **CDH, (#"FD**CDH, (#"FD**CD (#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

m"NBD-T4Bp"#e Um/MM/"2DzW- -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 H,-./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DU9PCW ;<=> ?=? @??=? ? ;< ? @A_<C 
S#T2C/4DUaT/MW ?=? ?=? @??=? ? ? ? ? 
b"2,F"4"#/cBN ?=? CC=@ __=d ? ? ? ? 
a"TNHTeDFT/24B2T2-B f;=? Cf=g _@=C CC ;< CA><g @A_@; 
a"TNHTeDBhiT2C/"2 ?=? Cf=g _@=C ? ? ? ? 
jMMDF"NBCD4"4TM @Cg=> ,, ,, CC @?> CA><g CA<Cd 
TDklmnD<?<CDNT4T 
oDj--"#N/2pD4"D4.BD<?<?DTB-B2/TMDrB2CPCAD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMD>@AfgCD."PCB."MNCD/2DbBsTNTDr"P24eADdA_@@D.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Dii=D@>d,@;?ADSToMBCD;>,;gAD.44iCtuuHHH=2-4-=-T=p"suN"-PFB24CuaSkuv/2TMw<?bBsTNTw<?r"w<?aSkw<?@x@gx@f=iN( 
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Table 7.61 Investment equity analysis from the Mariposa County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 

p.U#BD?(DH?#AB#CDPC/OrD)?NBD p.U#BD?(D/O_BC4)BO4CD(?#D mB#D.?PCB.?MND/O_BC4)BO4CTD 

(?#Dz?P#OBgD4?DH?#AUDV^;D BUh.D)?NBDVo/MM/?OD`; (?#DBUh.D)?NBDV`; 
T?4UMDcTmD !?#AB#CD(#?)D !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD 
/O_BC4)BO4CD **CDHI (#?)D**CDHI (#?)D**CDHI (#?)D**CD **CDHI **RCDHISP4D 

o?NBDhU4Br?#g Vo/MM/?OD`;h -./MN#BO ?P4D-./MN#BO -./MN#BO HI?P4D -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#UOC/4DVWPC; <=> ?@=A B>=@ C < ?>a B@b 
T#UOC/4DVcU/M; a=a ?@=A B>=@ a a a a 
d?OI)?4?#/eBN C=a <>=@ A@=A a C Ca< Cf< 
c?UNHUgD)U/O4BOUOhB >B=b <b=A Aa=@ ?< <> AiA>B bibCA 
c?UNHUgDBjkUOC/?O a=a <b=A Aa=@ a a a a 
lMMD)?NBCD4?4UM A?=@ II II ?@ <f Biaab Caif@f 
UDmnopD?a?<DNU4U 
TDlhh?#N/OrD4?D4.BD?a?aDsBhBO/UMD-BOCPCiD?P4D?(DUD4?4UMDAibBaD.?PCB.?MNCD/ODoU#/k?CUD-?PO4giD<i@@>D.UNDh./MN#BO= 
hDk=Db?iDTUTMBD?biD.44kCtuuHHH=)U#/k?CUh?PO4g=?#rus?hP)BO4-BO4B#uv/BHubAAA>uoU#/k?CUIcTmIcBk?#4IHlkkIabICbI?a?<wT/NxNy 

Table 7.62 Investment equity analysis from the Plumas County 2022 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 

o.U#BD?(DH?#AB#CDPC/2TDF?NBD o.U#BD?(D/2_BC4FB24CD(?#D lB#D.?PCB.?MND/2_BC4FB24CpD 

(?#Dz?P#2B<D4?DH?#AUDT^=D BU-.DF?NBDTn/MM/?2D`= (?#DBU-.DF?NBDT`= 
V?4UMDWVlD !?#AB#CD(#?FD !?#AB#CD(#?FD !?#AB#CD !?#AB#CD 
/2_BC4FB24CD **CDHI **CDHI?P4D (#?FD**CDHI (#?FD**CD **CDHI **RCDHI?P4D 

n?NBD-U4BT?#< Tn/MM/?2D`=- -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 HI?P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
SPCDTUMMDV#U2C/4D/(D2?DWU/ > ?@AB C>AB ? C ab?cd d@a 
WU/M B ?@AB C>AB B B B B 
e?2IF?4?#/fBN a gCAB hhAB @ @ gcB a@@ 
W?UNHU<DFU/24B2U2-B >> CCAa ??Ac CC ?? aCbCcd cbcgc 
W?UNHU<DBijU2C/?2 B CCAa ??Ac B B B B 
kMMDF?NBCD4?4UM @@BAg II II C> h@ adbC?C >bdh@ 
UDlmnoDaBagDNU4U 
pDk--?#N/2TD4?D4.BDaBaBDrB-B2/UMDsB2CPCbD?P4D?(DUD4?4UMDcbB??D.?PCB.?MNCD/2DlMPFUCDs?P24<bD@bd>gD.UND-./MN#B2A 
-DjjADddIdcbDVUpMBCD?AgI?AdbD.44jCtuuHHHAjMPFUC-?P24<APCur?-PFB24sB24B#uv/BHua??d@uaBaBIlMPFUCIWBT/?2UMIV#U2Cj?#4U4/?2IlMU2I;/2UMwp/NxNy 
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Table 7.63 Investment equity analysis from the San Benito County Council of Governments 
2020 RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with 

children and 2020 Census households with children data. 

p.U#BD"EDH"#AB#CDPC/OrDF"NBD p.U#BD"ED/O^BC4FBO4CDE"#D mB#D."PCB."MND/O^BC4FBO4CTD 

E"#Dy"P#OBgD4"DH"#AUD9z;D BUh.DF"NBD9o/MM/"OD_; E"#DBUh.DF"NBD9_; 
T"4UMDcTmD !"#AB#CDE#"FD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/O^BC4FBO4CD **CDH, E#"FD**CDH, E#"FD**CDH, E#"FD**CD **CDH, **RCDH,SP4D 

o"NBDhU4Br"#g 9o/MM/"OD_;h -./MN#BO "P4D-./MN#BO -./MN#BO H,"P4D -./MN#BO -./MN#BO 
T#UOC/4D9WPC; <==>< <?>@ A=>A _C =a= Ab=C@ =<b?_A 
T#UOC/4D9cU/M; C>C <?>@ A=>A C C C C 
d"O,F"4"#/eBN @<>@ @f>@ _a>A == <= =b@=? =b?Cf 
c"UNHUgDFU/O4BOUOhB @_=>i fa>_ af>f =_a =iA =ib_C< =_bA@C 
c"UNHUgDBjkUOC/"O =b<=f>a fa>_ af>f aaf __= _abAAA a_b=@i 
lMMDF"NBCD4"4UM =b?<C>C ,, ,, AiC =bC@C i@b?C= ?AbafC 
UDmnopD<C<@DNU4UDE"#Do"O4B#BgD-"PO4g 
TDlhh"#N/OrD4"D4.BD<C<CDsBhBO/UMD-BOCPCbD"P4D"EDUD4"4UMD<Cb=??D."PCB."MNCD/ODpUODWBO/4"D-"PO4gbD?bf<=D.UNDh./MN#BO> 
hDk>DAbDTUTMBD_>=bD.44kCtuuHHH>kMUOE#BCO">h"FukMUOE#BCO"uPkM"UNCu<C<<uCAu-.Uk4B#,_,v/OUOh/UM,wMBFBO4xnmslTws>kNE 

Table 7.64 Investment equity analysis from the San Luis Obispo County Council of 
Governments 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 

Census households with children data. 

n.T#BD?EDH?#AB#CDPCLOpDF?NBD n.T#BD?EDLOuBC4FBO4CDE?#D kB#D.?PCB.?MNDLOuBC4FBO4CoD 

E?#Dd?P#OBgD4?DH?#ATDU^WD BT-.DF?NBDUmLMML?ODvW E?#DBT-.DF?NBDUvW 
!?#AB#CD 

S?4TMDcSkD !?#AB#CDE#?FD !?#AB#CDE#?FD !?#AB#CD E#?FDGGCD 
LOuBC4FBO4CD GGCDHI GGCDHI?P4D E#?FDGGCD HI?P4D GGCDHI GGRCDHI?P4D 

m?NBD-T4Bp?#g UmLMML?ODvW- -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO HI-.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO -.LMN#BO 
S#TOCL4DU9PCW ;<=>= ?;>@ A=>B ?A< BCA a=bC?? Ab;?= 
S#TOCL4DUcTLMW =>= ?;>@ A=>B = = = = 
d?OIF?4?#LeBN af@>= <=>a B;>; CC a?; ?ba<B abCC= 
c?TNHTgDFTLO4BOTO-B f?<>= <B>; B<>a <=< C?= aabBfC Bb?BB 
c?TNHTgDBhiTOCL?O ab=ff>= <B>; B<>a @=a BfA aCb@@A fb?f@ 
jMMDF?NBCD4?4TM <b=?C>= II II ab=<< ab;;? <;bAf; ?@b=?= 
TDklmnD?=?<DNT4T 
oDj--?#NLOpD4?D4.BD?=?=DTB-BOLTMDrBOCPCbD?P4D?EDTD4?4TMDa=fbf;AD.?PCB.?MNCDLODnTODsPLCDtoLCi?Dr?PO4gbD?Cb;CBD.TND-.LMN#BO> 
-Di>DBI?bDSToMBDBIabD 
.44iCwxxCTOMPLC-?p>C.T#Bi?LO4>-?FxCL4BCxnstrtySBTFz?MNB#xn.T#BN^?=T?-PFBO4Cxz?#FCxjMM_4BFC>TCih`LNa^?zCL4BC^?znstrtySBTFz?MNB#^? 
zn.T#BN^?=T?-PFBO4C^?znstrty^?=!BoCL4B^?=zLMBC^?zk#?p#TFC^?zcBpL?OTM̂ ?=kMTOOLOp^?z?=?<^?=cSk^?z?=?<^?=cSk^Czz_d 
js^?=Ttrn^?z==^?T^?=?=?<^?=cSk^?=zLOTM̂ ?=jN?i4BN^?biNEciT#BO4a^?zCL4BC^?znstrtySBTFz?MNB#^?zn.T#BN^?=T?-PFBO4 
C^?znstrty^?=!BoCL4B^?=zLMBC^?zk#?p#TFC^?zcBpL?OTM̂ ?=kMTOOLOp^?z?=?<^?=cSk^?z?=?<^?=cSk^Czz_djs^?=Ttrncia4#PB 
cpTaa 
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Table 7.65 Investment equity analysis from the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 2022 
RTP supplemented with 2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children 

and 2020 Census households with children data. 

n.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2pD)"NBD n.T#BD"(D/2uBC4)B24CD("#D kB#D."PCB."MND/2uBC4)B24CoD 

("#Dw"P#2BfD4"DH"#ATDUxWD BT-.D)"NBDUm/MM/"2DyW ("#DBT-.D)"NBDUyW 
S"4TMDCSkD !"#AB#CD(#")D!"#AB#CD(#")D !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2uBC4)B24CD **CDH, **CDH,"P4D (#")D**CDH, (#")D**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

m"NBD-T4Bp"#f Um/MM/"2DyW- -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DUVPCW ;<=>= ;?>@ A@>A @< ;;; ;B@@@ @B;;? 
S#T2C/4DUCT/MW a>a ;?>@ A@>A a a a a 
b"2,)"4"#/cBN d;>A <?>< d@>? @< <e ;B@@< ?<? 
C"TNHTfD)T/24B2T2-B @B=e<>= =<>< gd>? ;BaA; ;B=;< g?B@g< @dBAgA 
C"TNHTfDBhiT2C/"2 dB<=e>a =<>< gd>? @B?g@ <Bge? ;=gB?A@ dAB<Ae 
jMMD)"NBCD4"4TM eBa<A>? ,, ,, <BA?e gB;da @agB=Aa eAB;a; 
TDklmnD@a@<DNT4T 
oDj--"#N/2pD4"D4.BD@a@aDTB-B2/TMDrB2CPCBD"P4D"(DTD4"4TMD?;B=?<D."PCB."MNCD/2Dn.TC4TDr"P24fBD;ABA?AD.TND-./MN#B2> 
-Dii>D?g,;;@BDSToMBCBD.44iCsttC#4T>-T>p"utT"-P)B24rB24B#tv/BHte@;=t@a@@,CBp/"2TM,S#T2Ci"#4T4/"2,kMT2,,nPC4T/2ToMB,r"))P2/4/BC,n4#T4Bpf 

Table 7.66 Investment equity analysis from the Siskiyou County 2021 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 

n.T#BD"(DH"#AB#CDPC/2pD)"NBD n.T#BD"(D/2vBC4)B24CD("#D kB#D."PCB."MND/2vBC4)B24CoD 

("#Dx"P#2BfD4"DH"#ATDUyWD BT-.D)"NBDUm/MM/"2DwW ("#DBT-.D)"NBDUwW 
S"4TMDbSkD !"#AB#CD(#")D !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD !"#AB#CD 
/2vBC4)B24CD **CDH, (#")D**CDH, (#")D**CDH, (#")D**CD **CDH, **RCDH,"P4D 

m"NBD-T4Bp"#f Um/MM/"2DwW - -./MN#B2 "P4D-./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 H,"P4D -./MN#B2 -./MN#B2 
S#T2C/4DU9PCW ; <;=> ?@=> > > A_ Ca 
S#T2C/4DUbT/MW > <;=> ?@=> > > > > 
c"2,)"4"#/dBN CC a?=> __=> A ;? ;e_?? @@@ 
b"TNHTfD)T/24B2T2-B <_? ??=C <<=g C<> a;< <<eCA? C;eg_? 
b"TNHTfDBhiT2C/"2 > ??=C <<=g > > > > 
jMMD)"NBCD4"4TM <g_=A ,, ,, C<A aC@ <_e@@? CCegg_ 
TDklmnDC>CaDNT4T 
oDj--"#N/2pD4"D4.BDC>C>DTB-B2/TMDrB2CPCeD"P4D"(DTD4"4TM;ge@>AD."PCB."MNCD/2Dn/CA/f"PDr"P24feD?e<;_D.TND-./MN#B2= 
-Dii=Dga,g?eDSToMBCD<=a,<=AeD.44iCsttHHH=-"=C/CA/f"P=-T=PCtC/4BCtNB(TPM4t(/MBCt(/MBT44T-.)B24Ct4#T2Ci"#4T4/"2u-"))/CC/"2tiTpBtC@<_atC-M4-uC>C;u#4i=iN( 
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Table 7.67 Investment equity analysis from Stanislaus County’s 2018 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 
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Table 7.68 Investment equity analysis from Tehama County’s 2019 RTP supplemented with 
2023 PUMS mode share by workers from households with children and 2020 Census

households with children data. 
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