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May 2012

Message From the Director
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) is pleased to announce the release of the 2012
Annual Planning Survey Results. In previous years, the survey results were included in the Book of Lists.

The contact information for Cities and Counties and other Planning Agencies that was also included in the
Book of Lists is now located in the Directory of California Planning Agencies.

We want to make special note of the exceptional response rate — a full 87% of local governments — to this
survey, making it a particularly useful tool.

This edition features:

o An analysis of the results of the 2011 Annual Planning Survey;

o The results of OPR’s 2011 Annual Planning Survey. The survey provides the latest information on
local planning activities and special issues of statewide concern;

o A cumulative index of questions asked in previous Annual Planning Surveys; and,

o Status of local General Plans

Past editions of the Book of Lists are available to the public from the OPR website at www.opr.ca.gov under

the “Publications and Forms” tab.

We appreciate the efforts of all the cities and counties that have taken the time and effort to complete the
Annual Planning Survey. We also appreciate everyone who helps keep the information in this publication

current and accurate. OPR encourages planners and others who use the Annual Planning Survey Results to

share their comments and suggestions about how this publication can better serve users’ needs.

Sincerely,

fo Aleye

Ken Alex
Director
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A: HEALTH AND GENERAL PLANS

1. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that explicitly reference health protection or promotion
in your General Plan, where are those policies/programs contained?

2. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs to ensure that grocery stores or fruit and vegetable
vendors are accessible across the jurisdiction, where are those policies and/or programs contained?

3. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that facilitate opportunities for local food production (e.g.
community gardens, protection of agricultural land, etc.), where are the policies and/or programs located?

4. Has your jurisdiction adopted park and open space standards that include requirements in the following
areas?

6. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that promote access to parks and open space, where are
the policies and/or programs contained?

7. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that promote joint use of or community access to schools
or other public sites for play, exercise, and/or physical activity, where are the policies and/or programs
contained?

B. TRANSPORTATION, MOBILITY, AND PARKING

5. Has your jurisdiction “modified the circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation
network that meets the needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways...”?

8. Has your jurisdiction adopted pedestrian and/or bicycle infrastructure standards that include requirements
in the following areas?

9. What are the parking requirements (spaces per unit) for the following?
10. What parking innovations or strategies does your jurisdiction utilize?
C. HOUSING, DENSITY, AND INFILL
11. Has your agency identified specific areas within its jurisdiction for infill development?
11a. Documents Where Areas for Infill Development have been Identified

12. Have the effects of infill development, such as traffic, noise, public services, etc., been analyzed in a
programmatic environmental analysis, such as general plan environmental impact report?

13. If your agency has policies to promote or facilitate infill development, what types of policies and/or
programs has your agency adopted to facilitate infill development?

14. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs to facilitate mixed use development and/or the clustering
of residential, employment, and commercial areas, where are the policies and/or programs contained?

15. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs to facilitate residential and commercial density, where
are the policies and/or programs contained?

16. If your jurisdiction has adopted policies and/or programs that promote access to regular transit service
connecting residential, employment, and commercial areas across your jurisdiction, where are the policies
and/or programs integrated?

17. Do you have staff dedicated to sustainability?

18. Have programs such as density bonuses or financial incentives been adopted to encourage lot
consolidation of smaller infill parcels?
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19. Does your jurisdiction regulate allowable densities based on performance standards and, if so, which
standards?

20. Have you developed a non-discretionary design review procedure for residential development and, if
so, for which type?

21. Please explain the primary barriers your jurisdiction has experienced to implementing infill projects.

D. EMERGENCY SHELTERS (SB 2) AND SPECIAL NEEDS

22. If your jurisdiction has adopted a zone(s) to permit emergency shelters with a conditional use permit or
other discretionary action, what type of land use category permits emergency shelters without discretionary
action?

23. Does your jurisdiction require Planning Commission or City Council approval for granting reasonable
accommodation in zoning and land use?

24. Does your jurisdiction require processing fees for granting reasonable accommodation in zoning and
land use?

E. CONSERVATION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND

25. Does your jurisdiction have or do any of the following?

F. SOLAR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

26. If your jurisdiction has developed an administrative approval process of solar energy systems, is it limited
to the following?

27. Has your jurisdiction developed policies, programs, or ordinances to facilitate the development of
renewable energy facilities?

28. Does your jurisdiction possess a mechanism to track installation of distributed generation facilities?

29. If your jurisdiction tracks installation of distributed generation, how much distributed generation was
installed between January 1, 2010 and December 31, 20107

G. GREENHOUSE GASES (GHG)/CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

30. Has your jurisdiction adopted, or is in the process of drafting, policies and/or programs to address climate
change and/or to reduce GHG emissions for community and municipal activities?

30a. If adopted or in progress, what forms do these policies and/or programs take?
31. What are your Greenhouse Gas reduction targets and years?

32. Does your jurisdiction have a mechanism for tracking progress on meeting your Greenhouse Gas
reduction target for community wide and municipal emissions?

H. MISCELLANEOUS

33. If your jurisdiction has adopted standards about the CalGreen Building Code, what tier had it adopted?
34. Does your jurisdiction require a voter initiative for any of the following?

35. If your jurisdiction is working with school districts to ensure that school siting, capital improvement
decision (including closures), and operational policies align with general plans, RTPs, and sustainable
communities plans, how does it do so?

36. If your jurisdiction tracks the amount of tree canopy coverage, what percent of your jurisdiction had tree
canopy coverage?

37. Does your jurisdiction have a cool roof/paving ordinance?

38. Please explain the primary barriers your jurisdiction has experienced to implementing Greenhouse Gas,
Energy, and/or Sustainability policies.

APPENDIX A: HEALTH AND GENERAL PLANS

1. If your jurisdictions has policies and/or programs that explicitly reference health protection or promotion
in your General Plan, where are those policies/programs contained?

2. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs to ensure that grocery stores or fruit and vegetable
vendors are accessible across your jurisdiction, where are those policies and/or programs contained?

25

26

27

31

35

39

vi
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3. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that facilitate opportunities for local food production
(e.g. community gardens, protection of agricultural land, etc.), where are the policies and/or programs
contained?

4. Has your jurisdiction adopted park and open space standards that include requirements in the following
areas?

6. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that promote access to parks and open space, where are
the policies and/or programs contained?

7. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that promote joint use of or community access to schools
or others public sites for play, exercise, and/or physical activity, where are the policies and/or programs
contained?

APPENDIX B: TRANSPORTATION, MOBILITY, AND PARKING 91

5. Has your jurisdiction “modified the circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation
network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways...”?

8.Hasyourjurisdiction adopted pedestrian and/or bicycle infrastructure standards that include requirements
in the following areas?

9. What are the parking requirements (spaces per unit) for the following?

9a . Detailed Descriptions of Parking Requirements (spaces per unit) for the Following Housing Types
APPENDIX C: HOUSING, DENSITY, AND INFILL 161

11. and 11a. Has your jurisdiction identified specific areas within its jurisdiction for infill development? If
your agency has identified specific areas within its jurisdiction for infill development, where are those areas
identified?

12. Have the effects of infill development, such as traffic, noise, public services, etc., been analyzed in a
programmatic environmental analysis, such as a general plan environmental impact report?

13. If your agency has policies to promote or facilitate infill development, what types of policies and/or
programs has your agency adopted to facilitate infill development?

14. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs to facilitate mixed use development and/or the clustering
of residential, employment, and commercial areas, where are the policies and/or programs contained?

15. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs to facilitate residential and commercial density, where
are the policies and/or programs contained?

16. If your jurisdiction has adopted policies and/or programs that promote access to regular transit service
connecting residential, employment, and commercial areas across your jurisdiction, where are the policies
and/or programs integrated?

17. Do you have staff dedicated to sustainability?

18. Have programs such as density bonuses or financial incentives been adopted to encourage lot
consolidation of smaller infill parcels?

19. Does your jurisdiction regulate allowable densities based on performance standards and, if so, which
standards?

20. Have you developed a non-discretionary design review procedure for residential development and, if
so, for which type?

21. Please explain the primary barriers your jurisdiction has experienced to implementing infill projects.

21a. Narrative answers to the barriers jurisdictions have experienced to implementing infill projects.
APPENDIX D: EMERGENCY SHELTERS (SB 2) AND SPECIAL NEEDS 247

22. If your jurisdiction has adopted a zone(s) to permit emergency shelter without a conditional use
permit or other discretionary action, what type of land use category permits emergency shelters without
discretionary action?

23. Does your jurisdiction require Planning Commission or City Council approval for granting reasonable
accommodation in zoning and land use?
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24. Does your jurisdiction require processing fees for granting reasonable accommodation in zoning and

land use?

APPENDIX E: CONSERVATION OF AGRICULTURAL LAND 261
25. Does your jurisdiction have or do any of the following?

APPENDIX F: SOLAR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 265

26. If your jurisdiction has developed an administrative approval process of solar energy systems, is it limited
to the following?

27. Has your jurisdiction developed policies, programs, or ordinances to facilitate the development of
renewable energy facilities?

28. Does your jurisdiction possess a mechanism to track installation of distributed generation facilities?

29. If your jurisdiction tracks installation of distributed generation, how much distributed generation was
installed between January 1, 2010 and December 31, 20107

APPENDIX G: GREENHOUSE GASES (GHG)/CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 283

30. and 30a.Has your jurisdiction adopted, or is in the process of drafting, policies and/or programs to
address climate change and/or to reduce GHG emissions for community and municipal activities? If adopted
or in progress, what form do these policies and/or programs take?

31. What are your Greenhouse Gas reduction targets and years?

32. Does your jurisdiction have a mechanism for tracking progress on meeting your Greenhouse Gas
reduction target for community wide and municipal emissions?

APPENDIX H: MISCELLANEOUS 303

33. If your jurisdiction has adopted standards above the CalGreen Building Code, what tier has it adopted?

36. If your jurisdiction tracks the amount of tree canopy coverage, what percent of your jurisdictions has
tree canopy coverage?

37. Does your jurisdiction have a cool roofing/paving ordinance?

38. Please explain the primary barriers your jurisdiction has experienced to
Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and/or Sustainability Policies.

38a. Narrative answers to the barriers jurisdictions have experienced to implementing

Greenhouse Gas, Energy, and/or Sustainability policies.
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Jurisdictions that Responded to the 2011 Annual Planning Survey

In 2011, a total of 471 of the 540 cities and counties (87%) in California completed the Annual Planning Survey. This
includes 49 of the 58 counties (84%) and 423 of the 482 cities (88%). The results were provided by each individual
jurisdiction and represent the jurisdiction’s current, adopted policies and/or programs. Please contact the individual

jurisdictions for more detailed information.

CITIES

Adelanto
Agoura Hills
Albany
Alhambra
American Canyon
Anaheim
Anderson
Angels Camp
Antioch
Apple Valley
Arcadia
Arcata
Arroyo Grande
Artesia

Arvin
Atascadero
Atherton
Auburn
Avalon
Avenal
Azusa
Bakersfield
Baldwin Park
Banning
Barstow
Beaumont
Bell

Bell Gardens
Bellflower
Belmont
Benicia
Beverly Hills
Big Bear Lake
Biggs

Bishop

Blue Lake
Blythe
Brawley
Brea
Brentwood
Brisbane
Buellton
Buena Park
Burbank
Burlingame
Calabasas
California City
Calimesa
Camarillo
Campbell
Canyon Lake
Capitola

Carlsbad
Carpinteria
Carson
Ceres

Chico

Chino

Chino Hills
Chowchilla
Chula Vista
Citrus Heights
Claremont
Clayton
Clearlake
Clovis
Coachella
Coalinga
Colfax
Colma
Colton
Commerce
Concord
Corning
Corona
Coronado
Corte Madera
Costa Mesa
Covina
Culver City
Cupertino
Cypress

Daly City
Dana Point
Danville
Davis

Del Mar

Del Rey Oaks
Delano
Desert Hot Springs
Diamond Bar
Dinuba
Dixon

Dorris

Dos Palos
Downey
Duarte
Dublin

East Palo Alto
El Cajon

El Centro

El Cerrito

El Monte

Elk Grove
Emeryville
Encinitas

Escalon
Escondido
Eureka

Exeter

Fairfax
Fairfield
Farmersville
Ferndale
Fillmore
Firebaugh
Folsom
Fontana

Fort Bragg
Fort Jones
Fortuna

Foster City
Fountain Valley
Fowler
Fremont
Fresno
Fullerton
Garden Grove
Gardena
Gilroy
Glendale
Glendora
Goleta
Gonzales
Grand Terrace
Grass Valley
Greenfield
Gridley

Grover Beach
Guadalupe
Gustine
Hanford
Hawaiian Gardens
Hawthorne
Hayward
Healdsburg
Hemet
Hercules
Hermosa Beach
Hesperia
Highland
Hillsborough
Hollister
Holtville
Hughson
Huntington Beach
Huntington Park
Huron
Imperial Beach
Indian Wells

Indio
Industry
Inglewood
lone

Irvine
Irwindale
Jackson
Kerman

La Cafada Flintridge
La Habra

La Habra Heights
La Mesa

La Mirada

La Palma

La Puente

La Quinta

La Verne
Lafayette
Laguna Beach
Laguna Hills
Laguna Niguel
Laguna Woods
Lake Elsinore
Lakeport
Lakewood
Lancaster
Larkspur
Lawndale
Lemon Grove
Lemoore
Lincoln

Live Oak
Livermore
Livingston
Lodi

Lomita
Lompoc

Long Beach
Loomis

Los Alamitos
Los Altos

Los Altos Hills
Los Angeles
Los Banos
Los Gatos
Lynwood
Madera
Malibu
Manhattan Beach
Manteca
Marina
Martinez
Marysville
Maywood

Mendota
Menifee
Menlo Park
Merced

Mill Valley
Millbrae
Milpitas
Mission Viejo
Modesto
Monrovia
Montague
Montclair
Monte Sereno
Montebello
Monterey
Monterey Park
Moorpark
Moraga
Moreno Valley
Morgan Hill
Morro Bay
Mount Shasta
Mountain View
Murrieta
Napa
National City
Needles
Nevada City
Newark
Newman
Newport Beach
Norco
Norwalk
Novato
Oakdale
Oakland
Oakley
Oceanside
Ojai

Ontario
Orange
Orange Cove
Orinda

Orland
Oroville
Oxnard

Pacific Grove
Pacifica

Palm Desert
Palm Springs
Palmdale

Palo Alto
Palos Verdes Estates
Paradise
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Paramount
Parlier
Pasadena

Paso Robles
Patterson
Perris
Petaluma

Pico Rivera
Piedmont
Pinole

Pismo Beach
Pittsburg
Placerville
Pleasant Hill
Pleasanton
Plymouth

Point Arena
Pomona

Port Hueneme
Porterville
Portola

Portola Valley
Poway

Rancho Cordova
Rancho Cucamonga
Rancho Mirage
Rancho Palos Verdes
Rancho Santa Margarita
Red Bluff
Redding
Redlands
Redondo Beach
Redwood City
Reedley

Rialto
Richmond
Ridgecrest

Rio Vista
Riverbank
Riverside
Rocklin
Rohnert Park

Rolling Hills
Rolling Hills Estates
Rosemead
Roseville

Ross

Salinas

San Anselmo
San Bernardino
San Bruno

San Carlos

San Clemente
San Diego

San Dimas

San Fernando
San Francisco*
San Gabriel

San Jacinto

San Joaquin
San Jose

San Juan Bautista
San Juan Capistrano
San Leandro
San Luis Obispo
San Marcos
San Marino
San Mateo

San Pablo

San Rafael

San Ramon
Sand City
Sanger

Santa Ana
Santa Barbara
Santa Clarita
Santa Cruz
Santa Fe Springs
Santa Maria
Santa Monica
Santa Paula
Santa Rosa
Santee

Saratoga
Sausalito

Seal Beach
Seaside
Sebastopol
Signal Hill

Simi Valley
Solana Beach
Soledad
Solvang
Sonoma
Sonora

South El Monte
South Gate
South Lake Tahoe
South Pasadena
South San Francisco
St. Helena
Stanton
Stockton
Suisun City
Sunnyvale
Sutter Creek
Taft

Tehachapi
Tehama
Temecula
Temple City
Thousand Oaks
Tiburon
Torrance

Tracy

Trinidad
Truckee

Tulare

Turlock

Ukiah

Union City
Upland
Vacaville
Vallejo

Vernon
Victorville
Villa Park
Visalia

Vista

Walnut
Walnut Creek
Wasco
Waterford
Watsonville
Weed

West Covina
West Hollywood
West Sacramento
Westlake Village
Westminster
Westmorland
Whittier
Williams
Willits
Willows
Windsor
Winters
Woodlake
Woodland
Woodside
Yorba Linda
Yountville
Yreka

Yucaipa
Yucca Valley

COUNTIES

Alameda County
Alpine County
Amador County
Butte County
Calaveras County
Colusa County
Contra Costa County
Del Norte County

* The City and County of San Francisco is one jurisdiction. Only one survey was completed for the City and County.

El Dorado County
Glenn County
Humboldt County
Inyo County

Kern County

Kings County

Lake County

Lassen County

Los Angeles County
Marin County
Mariposa County
Mendocino County
Modoc County
Monterey County
Napa County
Nevada County
Orange County
Placer County
Plumas County
Riverside County
Sacramento County
San Benito County
San Bernardino County
San Diego County
San Francisco County*
San Joaquin County
San Luis Obispo County
Santa Clara County
Santa Cruz County
Sierra County
Siskiyou County
Solano County
Stanislaus County
Sutter County
Tehama County
Trinity County
Tulare County
Tuolumne County
Ventura County
Yolo County

Yuba County
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INTRODUCTION

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has conducted the Annual Planning Survey for over 20
years. In the past, OPR presented the results as part of the California Planners’ Book of Lists. Beginning this year
OPR is publishing the results of the Annual Planning Survey in stand-alone form.

The value of the Annual Planning Survey is due, in part, to the exceptional response rate from local governments.
This year’s survey was completed by over 87% of the local governments in the State, the highest response rate ever
received for any Annual Planning Survey. OPR thanks all the participants.

The Annual Planning Survey compiles current information on local government planning departments, General
Plan adoptions and updates, and planning trends in the State. OPR developed the survey questions in coordination
with other State Agencies and Departments. The survey covered many topics including: Health and General
Plans; Transportation, Mobility, and Parking; Housing, Density, and Infill; Emergency Shelters and Special Needs;
Conservation of Agricultural Land; Solar Energy Development; Greenhouse Gases/Climate Action Plans; and
others.

The Annual Planning Survey data analysis follows the layout of the survey; general topic areas are identified with
the largest size heading, demarked with a letter; and the questions specific to that topic area are identified with a
smaller heading, demarked with the question number. Each topic heading is hyperlinked to its respective Appendix
and each question heading is hyperlinked to its respective answer table in the Appendix.

The responses for each question are in the Appendices of this publication. The data from the 2011 Annual Planning
Survey can be downloaded, in an Excel document, from our website at www.opr.ca.gov.

GENERAL RESULTS

California has a total of 540 local governments, which includes 58 counties and 482 cities. This number reflects the
newly incorporated City of Jurupa Valley in Riverside County. For the purposes of this analysis, the City and County
of San Francisco is counted as one jurisdiction. The collection period for survey responses began on August 15,
2011 and ended November 1, 2011. In total, 471 jurisdictions completed the demographics page of the survey,
which accounts for over 87% of all local governments in the State.
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FIGURE 1. NUMBER OF JURISDICTIONS RESPONDING TO THE ANNUAL PLANNING SURVEY SINCE 2005.

As seen in Figure 1, participation by local governments continues to increase. OPR has improved its follow-up
efforts to collect more responses and adopted more efficient and reliable survey tools such as SurveyMonkey.
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FIGURE 2. NUMBER OF JURISDICTIONS RESPONDING TO EACH QUESTION OF THE 2011 ANNUAL PLANNING SURVEY.

Figure 2 shows the response rate for each of the 40 survey questions. This survey is, by far, the longest Annual
Planning Survey to date. Of the 471 jurisdiction that completed the demographics page, 468 completed the survey.
For the most part, questions with the lowest response rate were identified as discretionary.

Some questions were broken down by jurisdiction median income and population quartiles. The data for these were
taken from the US Census Bureau’s 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-year estimates and the California

Department of Finance Population estimates.

TABLE 1. JURISDICTION MEDIAN INCOME QUARTILES
0-25% 0-$46,932.00
25-50% $46,932.00-$58,308.0
50-75% $58,308.00-577,976.5
75-100% $77,976.5 and above

TABLE 2. JURISDICTION POPULATION QUARTILES
0-25% 112-13145 people

25-50% 13145-34,322 people
50-75% 34,322-75,505 people
75-100% 75,505-3,810,129 people
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ANALYSIS OF THE 2011 ANNUAL PLANNING SURVEY RESULTS
A: HEALTH AND GENERAL PLANS

1. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that explicitly reference health protection or promotion in
your General Plan, where are those policies/programs contained? (454 respondents)
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FIGURE 3. LOCATION OF GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND PROGRAMS THAT EXPLICITLY REFERENCE
HEALTH PROTECTION AND PROMOTION IN THE GENERAL PLAN.

Figure 3 shows that of the 454 responses received, over 45% reported that they do not have any policies or
programs that reference health protection and promotion in their General Plan. The majority of jurisdictions that
do have such policies and programs place them in their Land Use or Safety Elements, 17% and 28% respectively.

The placement of these policies and programs in the Safety element suggests that jurisdictions believe the

promotion of healthy lifestyles reduces the health hazards of its residents.

2. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs to ensure that grocery stores or fruit and vegetable vendors
are accessible across the jurisdiction, where are those policies and/or programs contained? (447 respondents)
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FIGURE 4. LOCATION OF GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND PROGRAMS THAT ENSURE THAT GROCERY
STORES OR FRUIT AND VEGETABLE VENDORS ARE ACCESSIBLE JURISDICTION-WIDE.

Slightly more than 20% of jurisdictions responding to this question indicated that they have these policies in their
General Plan. Nearly 80% of jurisdictions indicated that they did not have such policies or programs.
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FIGURE 5. JURISDICTION POPULATIONS BY JURISDICTION MEDIAN INCOME QUARTILE; SHOWING
THE SPECIFIC LOCATIONS OF GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND PROGRAMS THAT ENSURE GROCERY
STORES OR FRUIT AND VEGETABLE VENDORS ARE ACCESSIBLE JURISDICTION-WIDE.

When the data is analyzed by population and median income quartile, as shown in Figure 5, the jurisdictions in the
lowest median income quartile, which encompasses nearly 3 million people, do not have policies and programs in
their General Plan to ensure that their residents have access to grocery stores or fruit and vegetable vendors. This
figure also shows that the majority of the State’s population does not live in jurisdictions that have these types of
policies and programs regardless of jurisdiction median income level.

3. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that facilitate opportunities for local food production (e.g.
community gardens, protection of agricultural land, etc.), where are the policies and/or programs located? (440
respondents)
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FIGURE 6. LOCATION OF GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND PROGRAMS THAT FACILITATE
OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOCAL FOOD PRODUCTS.

Nearly 60% of the jurisdictions reported not having these types of policies and programs in the General Plan (Figure
6); however, of those that did, most had the policies and programs in the Land Use (23%) and Conservation (15%)
Elements. Close to 5% of jurisdictions identified that the policies and programs were located in an Agricultural
Element.
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Figure 7, below, shows that there are over 1 million people living in jurisdictions with the lowest median income
that do not have policies that facilitate opportunities for local food production. Even more striking is the combined
total of all the people living in jurisdictions without these types of policies (over 14 million people). It also shows
that over 10 million people live in jurisdictions where these policies and programs are located in the Land Use
Element.
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FIGURE 7. JURISDICTION POPULATIONS BY JURISDICTION MEDIAN INCOME QUARTILE
SHOWING THE SPECIFIC LOCATION OF GENERAL PLAN POLICIES AND PROGRAMS THAT FACILITATE
OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOCAL FOOD PRODUCTION.

4. Has your jurisdiction adopted park and open space standards that include requirements in the following
areas? (468 respondents)
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FIGURE 8. SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR ADOPTED PARK AND OPEN SPACE STANDARDS.
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This question received the highest response rate of all questions. Acreage standards and standards for new
developments were the most popular responses to address park and open space standards.

6. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that promote access to parks and open space, where are the
policies and/or programs contained? (437 respondents)
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FIGURE 9. LOCATION OF POLICIES AND PROGRAMS IN THE GENERAL PLAN THAT PROMOTE
ACCESS TO PARKS AND OPEN SPACE.

A majority of jurisdictions have policies or programs that promote access to parks and open space. Over 60% the
policies and programs are located in the Open Space Element, and 40% located in the Land Use Element.

7. If your jurisdiction has policies and/or programs that promote joint use of or community access to schools or
other public sites for play, exercise, and/or physical activity, where are the policies and/or programs contained?
(458 respondents)
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FIGURE 10. LOCATION OF POLICIES AND PROGRAMS THAT PROMOTE JOINT USE, OR
COMMUNITY ACCESS TO, SCHOOLS OR OTHER PUBLIC SITES FOR PLAY, EXERCISE, AND/OR
PHYSICAL ACTIVITY.

35% of jurisdictions located these types of policies and programs in the Open Space Element. Whether in the
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General Plan, other document, or through agreements with other entities (i.e., school districts), nearly 75% of the
jurisdictions reported that they have these types of policies and programs.

B. TRANSPORTATION, MOBILITY, AND PARKING

5. Has your jurisdiction “modified the circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation
network that meets the needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways...”? (465 respondents)

Did Not Answer In process
1.3% 0.2%

FIGURE 11. JURISDICTIONS THAT MODIFIED THE CIRCULATION ELEMENT TO PLAN FOR A
BALANCED, MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION NETWORK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL USERS
OF STREETS, ROADS, AND HIGHWAYS.

465 jurisdictions responded to this question. The responses were nearly split down the middle with nearly 50%
reporting that they had not yet modified the Circulation Element to reflect these policies and 48.6% reporting that
they had modified the Circulation Element to address these policies.
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FIGURE 12. JURISDICTION POPULATIONS BY JURISDICTION MEDIAN INCOME QUARTILE WITH
MODIFIED CIRCULATION ELEMENTS TO PLAN FOR A BALANCED, MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION
NETWORK.

By population and median income level, Figure 12 shows that the jurisdictions in the lowest median income
quartile, which encompasses close to 4 million people, and about half (2 million) live in jurisdictions that have
not yet modified their Circulation elements, but there are far more people in the 25-50% quartile that li