
 
 Item #10 

Bicycle & Pedestr ian Advisory Committee  
April 17, 2014 
 
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Update 
  
Issue:  Staff will brief the committee on the update process for the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/ 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 MTP/SCS). 
     
Recommendation:  None. This is for information only.  
 
Discussion:  In December 2013, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted a policy framework to guide the update to the 
2016 MTP/SCS. The policy framework set the research direction on issues related to five implementation challenges from 
the current (2012) MTP/SCS. Attachment A lays out these five policy areas and related research topics and includes the 
regional growth projections adopted for the 2016 MTP/SCS update.  The Board direction to focus on implementation 
challenges was based on the high performance of the current plan and wanting to better understand what trade-offs may 
need to be made to realize the benefits of the plan.  The policy framework also set two phases of work:  2014 is focused 
on research, analysis, and public engagement, while 2015 will focus on developing a draft plan, policies and technical 
assumptions based on the draft preferred scenario framework.  
 
One of the Board’s key policy issues in the 2016 MTP/SCS update is the question of how much of the region’s 
transportation maintenance and preservation needs can be addressed in the plan.  This question stems from the five 
implementation challenges adopted in the Board’s policy framework.  To support their policy discussion, staff has 
presented information on the current state of local road maintenance and rehabilitation funding needs and transit needs. 
The theme of “State of Good Repair” will drive much of the research and analysis for the plan update. 
 
In support of the Board’s focus on implementation challenges, the Board adopted an approach to developing land use and 
transportation scenarios that incorporates new information and addresses the other implementation issues identified in the 
Board’s policy framework.  That is, the scenario development approach would update the regional land use and 
transportation scenarios used in the 2012 MTP/SCS with updated local land use and transportation information, while at 
the same time focusing more effort on analyzing the effects of different timing of transportation investments and land 
development patterns on the transportation system, local road and transit maintenance budgets, air quality, greenhouse 
gas, and other resources. A full description of this approach is included in Attachment B. 
 
In regards to outreach, staff began early outreach on the plan update by developing a stakeholder sounding board to 
provide feedback and input into the implementation issues the Board is exploring throughout the 2016 MTP/SCS Update 
process. The sounding board has met twice. In April, staff brought forward a draft public workshop approach to all Board 
policy committees for feedback, and staff will ask the Board to adopt the approach in May. Attachment C is the Public 
Workshop Approach.  
 
KL:gg 
Attachments 
          
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Project Manager, (916) 340-6265 
  Monica Hernandez, MTP/SCS Outreach Coordinator, (916) 340-6237 
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Policy Framework for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update 
 
The 2016 update to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 MTP/SCS) will focus 
on implementation challenges and commitments of the current plan with the goal of moving toward the transportation, 
air quality and quality of life outcomes set forth in the plan.  These implementation challenges and commitments are 
broadly defined in the below Implementation Themes table, along with examples of the research and analysis that will 
be used to address these issues.  
 
Foundational Assumptions for the Update: Regional Growth Projections 
The same regional growth projections of the 2012 MTP/SCS will be used for the 2016 MTP/SCS except that the growth is 
assumed to arrive one year later, 2036.  This equates to 361,000 new jobs, 871,000 new people and 303,000 new 
housing units from 2008:  
 

Year Jobs Population Housing Units 
2008 966,316 2,215,044 884,725 
2036 1,327,424 3,086,213 1,187,744 

 
Implementation Themes for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update 
Implementation 
Question/Challenge Examples of research and analysis to address question/challenge 

Transportation Funding: Can 
the region capture the 
revenues projected to come 
from all sources local, state 
and federal?   
 

• Update revenue projections for local, state and federal sources, considering long-
term/historic and short-term/recent losses or revenue. 

• Identify strategies for new revenue generation and cost-effective investments.  

Investment Strategy: Is there 
enough emphasis on system 
maintenance (“fix-it-first”) 
investments?  

• Identify and compare local and state system maintenance needs for different modes 
of travel. 

• Identify tradeoffs between system maintenance and system expansion priorities. 
• Identify unique challenges and opportunities in urban, suburban and rural 

communities, with particular attention to suburban economic challenges.  
• Identify new strategies for SACOG planning and funding efforts that consider fix-it-

first. 
Investment Timing: Should 
there be changes in the 
timing of transportation 
investments? 

• Examine the cost effectiveness of moving certain projects forward or backward in 
the planning period. 

• Analyze the effect of project phasing on performance of the regional transportation 
system, air quality, and land use pattern. 

• Identify short-term strategies to improve regional travel patterns. 
Land Use Forecast 
(allocation): What is the 
economic viability of the 
projected greenfield and infill 
growth? 

• Inventory adopted and proposed land use plans in the region. 
• Analyze the effect of more greenfield versus more infill growth, and vice versa, on 

transportation system performance. 
• Analyze recent market performance for greenfield and infill, residential and non-

residential development. 
• Determine if and how the estimated growth in Center/Corridor, Established, 

Developing, and Rural Residential Community Types should be changed or refined. 
Plan Effects: Follow through 
on the implementation 
commitments of the 2012 
MTP/SCS to better measure 
the effects of the plan on 
different people and issue 
areas. 

• Track travel behavior, land development pattern, demographic, air quality and 
transportation project delivery trends to better understand how the MTP/SCS is 
being implemented over time. 

• Develop additional performance metrics to assess the impact of the MTP/SCS on 
different groups of people and issues (e.g.  environmental justice communities; 
health; access to jobs, services, and affordable housing). 

• Develop decision-making support tools to support regional and local decision-
making. 

• Research the effect of our growing region on the agricultural economy and open 
space. 
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MTP/SCS Framework: Approach to Creating and Analyzing Scenarios 
Consistent with the Board’s direction to focus this MTP/SCS update on implementation issues, the following 
approach will be used to create and analyze scenarios to inform the 2016 MTP/SCS update.   The scenarios 
developed in this process will be used to illustrate trade-offs and effects of different development patterns 
and transportation investments compared to the adopted MTP/SCS.  In keeping with the implementation 
themes of the plan update, the scenarios will be used in the following ways:  to inform discussions of the 
Board, stakeholders, member and partner agencies, and public workshop participants on policy issues of the 
plan update; as alternatives for the environmental impact report; as the basis for making necessary 
refinements to Scenario 2 (the adopted MTP/SCS).  

1. Three scenarios for plan horizon year 2036 will be based on the current plan plus two updated/refined 
scenarios from last plan cycle. 
Discussion: Scenarios should bracket a reasonable range of possible futures, taking into account all 
major market and policy/regulatory influences.  All scenarios are designed to represent reasonable 
possibilities of what might occur (i.e. not idealized futures driven solely by 1 or 2 considerations to the 
exclusion of others).  The three scenarios analyzed last time met this real world test, and varied 
principally by how much housing and transportation choice they created.  The S\scenario (#3) with the 
most use of a range of transportation modes had the most amounts of new development in Centers and 
Corridors and Established Communities and attached housing.  On the other end, the scenario (#1) with 
the least use of transportation modes other than the automobile had the most amounts of new 
development in Developing Communities and Rural Communities and large lot single family housing.  
The final plan adopted by the Board was most like the scenario in the middle (#2), but it included 
elements of both Scenarios #1 and #3 based on input from our members, the public and stakeholders 
and technical analysis. (See attached Table to compare the adopted MTP/SCS with the three scenarios 
analyzed during that plan’s development process.) 

 
For the 2016 MTP/SCS update staff suggests that the existing MTP/SCS be one of the scenarios, with the other 2 
scenarios being similar to the first and third Scenarios from the last plan cycle, refreshed and updated to reflect 
relevant actions and trends that have occurred in the interim.  For example, the updated Scenario 1 would have 
similar amounts of new growth in each of the 4 community types as Scenario 1 from the last plan cycle, but the 
specific properties forecasted to be developed within each community type would differ at least to some extent 
based on local government land use approvals since the last plan, market trends, and the intentions and 
capability of the property owners/developers.  Similarly this updated Scenario 1 would have similar amounts of 
housing growth in the lower density and higher density housing types as Scenario 1 from the last cycle, though 
they may be located to some extent in different places.   A preliminary look at the data leads staff to believe that 
this approach likely creates sufficient flexibility to ensure that the Plan and EIR documents this cycle analyze a 
reasonable range of alternatives that might be likely to occur.   

 
While this step will be important, we are trying to keep the level of effort contained so that it is possible to 
maximize the effort available for Step 2.   
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2. Analyze different timing to construction of transportation and land use components of current MTP/SCS. 
Discussion:  Key components of the Board’s December 2013 action focusing this plan cycle on 
implementation issues were to explore the full potential for a “fix-it-first” investment strategy, and to 
analyze whether there are reasons to alter the timing that land use and transportation projects in the 
current plan should be constructed.  In other words, even if the end state in 2035 (now 2036) was the 
same, does it make a difference how (in what order) the region builds the projects that lead to that end 
condition?  Staff has done some very preliminary thinking on this topic and believes that in some areas 
differences in timing might have a substantial impact on the life cycle costs and benefits of the plan.  To 
illustrate the point at the extremes, there may be significant differences in variables such as total new 
lane miles, vehicle miles traveled, air pollution and water use from first building the growth forecast in 
the plan for Rural Communities and Developing Communities versus first building the growth forecast 
for Centers and Corridors and Established Communities.  SACOG has never focused on this type of 
information when constructing the plan (except to ensure compliance with federal clean air act and SB 
375 standards) and staff believes it could really help the Board and stakeholders focus on new policy 
issues that might improve life cycle plan performance (i.e. even if the end state in 2036 remained 
substantially the same as the current plan). 

3. Analyze different levels and types of transportation revenue 
Discussion:  Every plan cycle SACOG must refresh its revenue assumptions, consistent with federal 
requirements that our plan contain “reasonably reliable” revenues.  Mainly this involves scrutinizing 
existing, long-term revenue streams like federal, state and local transportation taxes and local 
development fees, but within reasonable limits it can also involve new future revenue streams that we 
forecast to be available in the plan.  Staff suggests that this revenue analysis first be focused on the 
currently adopted MTP/SCS (i.e. will we have the same, more or less revenues to build the projects 
included in the plan?).  Then, if the scenario and timing analyses conducted under #1 and #2 above 
indicate there may be a need for new revenue (which seems likely), that we analyze the merits and 
viability of a focused list of new revenue sources.  For example, the following new revenue sources are 
potential candidates for consideration: state cap and trade revenue, new local transportation sales 
taxes, statewide vehicle registration fee.   
 

4. Prepare draft plan scenario 
Discussion: Based on input from public workshops, stakeholders (including our cross-sectoral working 
group), member and partner staff and Board members over the next several months staff will create by 
the end of 2014 a framework for a draft preferred scenario for Board consideration that includes both 
the end state condition in 2036, and a timing sequence for building the transportation network and 
estimating when development projects will be constructed.   

 



 Land Use Inputs  Scenario #1 
Scenario #2 
(Adopted 
MTP/SCS) 

Scenario #3 

1 
Share of growth in Center & Corridor 
Communities 
(percent of new homes) 

19% 30%  36% 

2 Share of growth in Established Communities 
(percent of new homes) 30% 26%  27% 

3 Share of growth in Developing Communities 
(percent of new homes) 46% 42%  35% 

4 
Share of growth in Rural Residential 
Communities 
(percent of new homes) 

5% 1%  2% 

5 Share of growth in large-lot single-family homes 
(percent) 39% 28%  25% 

6 
Share of growth in small-lot, single-family 
homes 
(percent) 

30% 28%  23% 

7 Share of growth in attached homes 
(percent) 31% 43%  52% 

 Transportation Inputs Scenario #1 
Scenario #2 
(Adopted 
MTP/SCS) 

Scenario #3 

8 New or expanded roads 
(lane miles, percent increase from 2008) 32% 29%  26% 

9 
Transit service 
(Vehicle Service Hours, percent increases from 
2008) 

54% 98%  127% 

10 Funding for transit 
($ in billions) $10.7 $11.3  $13.7 

11 
Funding for road, bike and pedestrian 
maintenance 
($ in billions) 

$10.9 $11.3  $11 

12 Funding for new road capacity 
($ in billions) $8.7 $7.4  $6.7 

13 
Funding for bike and pedestrian street and trail 
improvements 
($ in billions) 

$2.8 $3.0  $3.0 

14 
Additional miles of bicycle paths, lanes and 
routes 
(Class 1, 2 and 3 = 1,700 in 2008) 

800 1,100  1,300 

15 Funding for Programs 
($ in billions) $1.5 $2.2  $1.7 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 Performance Outcomes Scenario #1 
Scenario #2 
(Adopted 
MTP/SCS) 

Scenario #3 

16 
Square miles of farmland converted to 
development 
(4,166 square miles of farmland in 2008) 

93 57  50 

17 Square miles of vernal pools affected by 
development 9 7  7 

18 
Share of new homes near high-frequency 
transit  
(percent of new homes) 

22% 38%  35% 

19 Share of new jobs near high-frequency transit 
(percent of new jobs) 26% 39%  44% 

20 Transit costs recovered by ticket sales (percent) 38% 38%  51% 

21 
Total homes in environmental justice areas near 
high-frequency transit 
(percent of homes, 30% in 2008) 

43% 55%  47% 

22 Share of trips by transit, bike or walk  
(percent increase per capita from 2008) 12% 33%  31% 

23 Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
(percent change per capital from 2008) -6% -6.9%  -9% 

24 Vehicle miles traveled in heavy congestion 
(percent of total VMT) 5% 6%  7% 

25 Travel time spent in car per capita (percent 
change from 2008) -3% -4%  -4% 

26 Weekday passenger vehicle CO2 emissions 
(percent change per capita from 2005) -14% -16%  -17% 

 
 

 



Public Workshop Approach 
In keeping with the 2016 MTP/SCS Update Framework adopted in 2013, staff will focus on the 
implementation issues of the current plan, and ask for public input on the issues that the Board will be 
exploring in development of a framework for the draft plan. Staff is prepared to develop a public process 
that is transparent, accessible, and leverages existing work and relationships to create cost-saving 
opportunities.  
 
Goals & Guiding Principles 
Goals and guiding principles were presented to the Board as part of the communications and outreach 
plan in September 2013.  

• SACOG is committed to having a transparent and accessible process 
• SACOG will meet all state and federal statutory requirements for outreach and communication 

as described in the Public Participation Plan, and when feasible implement optional activities 
• SACOG intends to gather feedback early on in the MTP/SCS so that public opinion is 

communicated to the Board of Directors and reflected in the draft MTP/SCS update  
 
Strategies to Meet Goals 
Strategies below are illustrative of the big themes to be addressed in meeting the goals for outreach, 
but should not be considered the only strategies to be applied.  

• Design workshops in an open house format that allows for residents to engage on their own 
time, and in short periods of time (45-60 minutes)  

• Use existing research and planned research on issues and topics that the Board will be 
addressing through the five policy framework areas adopted in December 2013 

• Create flexible and accessible opportunities for resident input by identifying locations that have 
frequent transit access, are ADA accessible, and are known community gathering places 

• Develop workshops that adhere to current trends of resident expectations of interaction with 
government  

• Public opinion polling–electronic and paper surveys at workshops 
• Develop specific strategies to target low-income, minority, disabled, and youth residents 

 
Environmental Justice Outreach 
In accordance with Federal Executive Order 12898 and industry best practice standards, SACOG will 
conduct specialized outreach to ensure that our minority and low-income communities have equal and 
unique opportunities to provide input and feedback for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update. 
 
General Outreach 
General outreach will address all required noticing and communications. While there is targeted 
environmental justice community outreach, it should not be assumed that general outreach strategies 
will not reach or engage residents from environmental justice communities.  
 
Evaluation 
Staff will develop a participant evaluation survey to assess the content, experience, and value from the 
participants’ perspective. The evaluation survey will also allow for participants to provide additional 
comments that may not have been reflected in the questions asked at the workshops. The evaluation 
process will also include evaluation of the engagement outcomes; staff will assess, via metrics to be 
developed, how successful the outreach process was.  
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System Maintenance  

• California Statewide Local Streets and Roads 

Needs Assessment 

– Identifies 10-year investment required to bring 

the system up to date 

• California’s network of local streets & roads 

represents a $189 billion dollar public investment 

• This investment is approaching a critical point in 

its life cycle and is in need of major repairs 



Current State of the System 

State / 64 Region 



PCI Score 70-100 

Good Condition 

Prev. Maint. – surface seals every 

5–7 years ($2.70-2.80/sy) 

PCI Score 50-70 

At-Risk Condition 

Thin Asphalt-Concrete Overlay 

($17.90 to $29.10/sy) 



PCI Score 25-50 

Poor Condition 

Thick Asphalt-Concrete Overlay 

($26.40 to $29.10/sy) 

PCI Score 0-25 

Failed Condition 

 Reconstruction 

($61.20 to $91.80/sy) 



Preventive 
Maintenance 
(yearly), 21% 

Seal Coats (at 7 
years), 5% 

Asphault 
Resurface (at 

15 years), 21% 

Reconstruction 
(at 30 years), 

53% 

Preventive 
Maintenance 
(at 3 years), 

5% 
Seal Coats (at 
5 years), 7% 

Asphault 
Resurface (at 

10 years), 33% 

Reconstruction 
(at 20 years), 

55% 

Well-Maintained Road 

Total Cost Per Mile: $3-4 Million 

Poorly-Maintained Road 

Total Cost Per Mile: $4-5 Million 



Major Funding Gaps 

What would it take to reach a 
PCI of 80 on local streets and 
roads within 10 years? 

 

• Statewide:  

$107 Billion in Local Needs 

$25 Billion in Funding 

$82 Billion Shortfall 

• SACOG Region 

$6 Billion in Local Needs 

$2-3 Billion in Funding 

$3-4 Billion Shortfall 



Consequences of Deferred 

Maintenance 

• If this problem is not addressed, road 

conditions will continue to deteriorate & 

maintenance backlogs will continue to grow 

Source: Statewide Needs Assessment Source: City of Davis Pavement 

Management Report 



Funding for System Maintenance 

• Gas Tax: 30-50% 

• Local Sales Tax: 10-20% 

• Local General Funds: 5-10% 

• Other State/Local: 15-25% 

• Federal: ~10% 

 ADMIN & 
ENG, 12% 

CON & 
ROW, 16% 

MAINT, 
44% 

RECON, 
28% 

Statewide Local Spending on Roads 



Challenges Moving Forward 

• Finding opportunities to capture 
additional revenues 

• Confronting tradeoffs between 
system expansion and system 
preservation 

• Supporting rural infrastructure 
where funding is even more limited 

• Limiting impacts to regional 
residents 

• Considering other local system 
(transit, active transportation) and 
state highway system maintenance 
needs 

• Determining whether a PCI target of 
80 within 10 years is reasonable 
and/or attainable for this region? 

 

 

 



Transit Funding:  

State-of-Good Repair Analysis 
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Transit Service in the MTP/SCS 
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Transit Funding Gap 

Statewide: 

$35 billion transit system preservation needs 

$14.5 billion in funding  

$20.5 billion funding gap 

 

SACOG Region: 

$1.7 billion transit system preservation needs 

$.5 billion in funding  

$1.21 billion funding gap 

 

 



Annual Transit Operations and 

Maintenance Costs in the MTP/SCS 

  2012 2020 Increase 

Fixed Route Bus   $100 million $150 million 50% 

Light Rail $46 million $55 million 20% 

Demand Response $35 million $38 million 9% 

Total $181 million $243 million 34% 



Large Transit Capital Needs: Vehicles 

  

Regionwide  
Total Vehicles 

Estimated Cost of 
Rehab/Replacement 

over next decade 

Fixed Route Buses ~520 $200 million 

Demand Response ~240 $40-50 million 

Light Rail Cars 97 >$200 million 
 



Fleet Replacement Needs 
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10-Year Transit System Needs vs 

Projected Revenues 
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Transit Operations: Funding Sources  

• Sales Taxes (~32%) 

• Transit Fares* (~31%) 

• State** (~13%) 

• Federal (~20%) 

• Other local (~4%) 

 

STA 
3% 

Intercity Rail 
10% 

LTF 
20% 

Measure A 
12% Other Local 

4% 

Transit Fares 
31% 

Federal 
20% 



Transit Operations: Key Funding 

Challenges 

• High % of total operating 

revenue from volatile 

sales tax sources 

• Fee programs typically 

for capital or system 

expansion, not 

operations of existing 

• Nearly all Fed & State 

funding restricts this type 

of expenditure  

 

 

 



Other Key Funding Challenges 

• Increasing Competition for 

Federal & State 

Discretionary Funding 

• End of Prop 1B Bond 

Program for Transit 

• Fare Revenues Unlikely to 

Rebound Without Sufficient 

Service Recovery 

• Challenges to Increasing 

Farebox Recovery 

• Local Sales Tax Options not 

Promising in Near-Term 

 

 

 



Next Steps & Policy Issues 

• Integrate analysis of 

system maintenance needs 

with other travel modes  

• Identify unique challenges 

and opportunities by 

MTP/SCS community type 

• Highlight tradeoffs  

between system 

maintenance and system 

expansion priorities  

• Offer strategies for SACOG 

planning and funding 

efforts 
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