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Purpose of Report

“To develop a coordinated list of transportation 
projects and programs and related funding 
requirements that will allow local, state and regional 
transportation agencies to present a consistent 
message when communicating California’s 
transportation system preservation, expansion, 
management, maintenance and operations needs.”
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Report Preparation Process

• Executive Working Group

• Agency Staff Team

• Draft Report Review Process



Contents of Report
• Introduction
• Ten Year Needs Assessment:

– Overall Revenues
– System Preservation Costs
– System Management Costs
– System Expansion Costs

• High-Speed Rail
• Transportation Needs on Tribal Lands
• Performance Analysis
• Policy Recommendations
• Regional Project Maps
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Transportation System Categories

• State Highways:
– Managed Lanes
– General Purpose Lanes

• Local Roads

• Public Transit

• Inter-city Passenger Rail

• Freight Rail

• High Speed Rail*

• Seaports

• Airports

• Land Ports

• Major Intermodal 
Facilities

• Tribal Lands*

• Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Projects

*Covered in Chapters 4 and 5



Revenues

Federal
13%State

22%

Regional/ 
Local
65%

Total Revenues = $242.4 Billion 

Total (in $ Billions) %
Federal $ 30.9 13%
State $ 53.1 22%
Regional/ Local $ 158.4 65%
TOTAL $ 242.4 



System 
Preservation 
Costs

Total (in $ Billions) % 
Highways $79.7 23%
Local Roads $102.9 30%
Public Transit $142.4 42%
Intercity Rail $0.2 <1%
Freight Rail $0.1 <1%
Seaports $4.6 1%
Airports $10.4 3%
Land Ports $0.9 <1%
TOTAL $341.1 

Highways
23%

Local 
Roads
30%

Public 
Transit
42%

Intercity 
Rail
<1%

Seaports
1%

Airports
3%

Land Ports
<1%

Total System Preservation 
Costs = $341.1 Billion 

Freight 
Rail
<1%



System 
Management 
Costs

Total (in $ Billions) %
Highways $7.5 56%
Local Roads $2.3 17%
Public Transit $1.1 8%
Intercity Rail $0.1 1%
Freight Rail $0.4 3%
Seaports $0.4 3%
Airports $1.0 7%
Bike/Ped $0.6 4%
TOTAL $13.4 

Highways
56%

Local 
Roads
17%

Public 
Transit

8%

Intercity 
Rail
1%

Freight 
Rail
3% 

Seaports
3%

Airports
7%

Bike/Ped
5%

Total System Management 
Costs = $13.4 Billion



System 
Expansion 
Costs

Total (in $ Billions) %
Highways $78.1 43%
Local Roads $24.2 13%
Public Transit $30.8 17%
Intercity Rail $6.2 3%
Freight Rail $21.9 12%
Seaports $7.1 4%
Airports $4.6 3%
Intermodal 
Facilities $5.9 3%
Bike/Ped $2.9 2%
TOTAL $181.7 

Highways
43%

Local 
Roads
13%

Public 
Transit
17%

Intercity 
Rail
3% Freight 

Rail
12%

Seaports
4%

Airports
3%

Intermodal 
Facilities

3%

Bike/Ped
2%

Total System Expansion 
Costs = $181.7 Billion 



Summary of Needs Analysis

Costs:
System 

Preservation 
(in $ Billions)

System
Management & 

System 
Expansion (in $ 

Billions)

Total (in $ 
Billions)

Highways $79.66 $85.61 $165.27 
Local Roads $102.90 $26.45 $129.35 
Public Transit $142.36 $31.94 $174.30 
Inter-city Rail $0.17 $6.26 $6.43 
Freight Rail $0.06 $22.31 $22.38 
Seaports $4.60 $7.50 $12.10 
Airports $10.42 $5.51 $15.93 
Land Ports $0.94 $0.03 $0.97 
Intermodal Facilities $0.00 $5.94 $5.94 
Bike / Ped $0.00 $3.50 $3.50 
Total Costs $341.11 $195.05 $536.16 

Revenues:
Federal NA NA $30.90 
State NA NA $53.10 
Regional / Local NA NA $158.40 
Total Revenues $147.71 $94.69 $242.40 
Net Revenues ($193.40) ($100.36) ($293.76)
% Funded 43.30% 48.55% 45.21%



Performance Measures
SMART MOBILITY 

2010 GOALS CATEGORIES PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Robust Economy Employment Increase in jobs
Robust Economy Economic Output Value added to Gross State Product
Reliable Mobility Multi-modal Travel Mobility Change in average per-trip travel time

Reliable Mobility Asset Condition Conformance with accepted standards for 
maintaining system in good state of repair

Environmental 
Stewardship

Climate and Energy 
Conservation

System wide Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) 
per capita

Environmental 
Stewardship Emissions Reductions Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions per capita

Environmental 
Stewardship Air Quality / Public Health Criteria pollutant emissions per capita

Social Equity Equitable Distribution of 
Access and Mobility

Comparison of outcomes for Low Income and 
Minority (LIM) and non-LIM communities 
(qualitative discussion)

Health and Safety Multi-modal Safety Number of injuries and fatalities per capita from 
all collisions (including bicycle and pedestrian)

Health and Safety Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Mode Share

Percent of total trips per capita taken by biking 
or walking

Location Efficiency Support for Sustainable 
Growth

Percent of total dwelling units in Transit 
Priority Areas 

Location Efficiency Transit Mode Share Percent of total trips per capita taken by transit



Long-Term Economic Productivity Gains
FIRST TEN YEARS (2011-2020)

Total GSP Impact (in 2010 $ billions)

Low $110 
Medium $120 
High $140 
Annual Employ. Impact (in jobs)

Low 77,000 
Medium 92,000 
High 108,000 

FULL TWENTY YEARS (2021-2030)
Total GSP Impact (in 2010 $ billions)

Low $290
Medium $330
High $370
Annual Employ. Impact (in jobs)
Low 102,000
Medium 123,000
High 143,000



Short-Term Economic Impacts of 
Project Construction

Total Construction Cost $125 billion

Total GSP Impact
Low $163 billion
High $188 billion

Total Job Impact (job-years)
Low 1.88 million
High 2.25 million



Policy Recommendations

• Ensure Long-Term Stability and Sustainability 
of Highway and Transit Funding

• Strengthen Commitment to Transportation 
“State of Good Repair”

• Establish Goods Movement as National 
Economic Priority

• Create a Program Focused on Metro Mobility 



Policy Recommendations

• Improve Mobility between Regions and with 
Neighboring States and Countries

• Strengthen Commitment to Safety and 
Security; Focus on Rural Roads and Access

• Strengthen Comprehensive Environmental 
Stewardship

• Ensure that Social Equity Goals are Met

• Accelerate Project Delivery



Regional Project Maps

• Show locations of all proposed major 
projects (greater than $100 million) from 
2011 to 2020

• Prepared for four largest MPOs

• Prototype for future maps for all MPOs 
and RTPAs











Next Steps

• Make report available to all participating 
agencies

• Use report as a resource for future 
advocacy efforts at federal, state, regional 
and local levels

• Update report on a periodic basis
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October 19, 2011

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

I 1523 Pacific Ave., Santa Cruz, CA 95060-391 1 1831] 460-3200 FAX 1831] 460-3215 E’.iIL nfo@sccrtc.org

Chair Dario Frommer
California Transportation Commission (CTC)
1120 N Street (MS-52)
Sacramento, CA, 95814

RE: Statewide Transportation Needs Assessment — Item 51

Dear Chairman Frommer and CTC Members:

On behalf of the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) I would like to
commend the California Transportation Commission (CTC) for taking the lead to develop the Statewide
Transportation System Needs Assessment which highlights the fact that investments in transportation
systems have not kept pace with needs throughout the state. However, we respectfully request that the
report be modified to eliminate Policy Recommendation #4: Create a Program Focused On Metro
Mobility (p. 7-5 of the report). While we recognize that major metropolitan areas face significant
transportation challenges, we are greatly opposed to proposals which restrict or otherwise redirect funds
to large metropolitan areas. Santa Cruz County is not part of a major metropolitan area with a population
of one million or more, yet travelers here experience severe travel delays, that are greater than that found
in many major metropolitan areas. Santa Cruz County may not generate the majority of the nation’s
economic activity; however, businesses, residents, visitors in Santa Cruz County and other small
counties do incrementally contribute to the national economy and should not be subjected to losing
revenues just because they are small. Furthermore, there are already several state and federal
transportation funding programs that favor large urban areas, such as TIGER, several discretionary
programs, and financing programs.

Rather than redirecting funds, it is critical to increase funding levels for all areas of the state, and
thereby ensure access and mobility for all travelers.

Thank you for your leadership on transportation matters for the state of California. We would be pleased
to provide you with additional information transportation needs in the Santa Cruz County.

Cc: Bimla Ritinehart, Executive Director, CTC
Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congressman Sam Farr
Congresswoman Anna Eshoo
Carolyn Chaney, Capital Edge
RCTF

llRtcserv2lsharedlLEGJSLA 72OI I Corr2Ol l1eg5’tateTranspNeedsAssessmen12OI Icordoc
— www.sccrtc.org

MEMBERAGENCIES Cities of Capitota, Santa Cruz, Scotts ValLey and WatsonvLlLe, County of Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz MetropoLitan Transit District, Caltrans

.‘ge Dondero
Executive Director
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