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CHAPTER FOUR: THE INVESTMENT PROGRAM 
 
he 2010 RTP identifies a set of 
programs, projects, and actions in 
Santa Cruz County aimed at 

addressing the region’s transportation 
needs over the next 25 years. 
Transportation improvements 
identified by the community were 
evaluated based on the goals and 
objectives outlined in the Goals and 
Policies chapter. These projects, along 
with a discussion of how they will be 
funded, constitute the Action and 
Financial Elements of the 2010 RTP 
Investment Program. 
 
The roadway, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, 
safety, and other projects listed in the 2010 
RTP are sorted into two groups: 
 
1. Within Projected Funds (“Constrained”) 
Projects — Priority projects that could be 
funded over the next 25 years with 
reasonably foreseeable transportation 
revenues, though most of these projects are 
not currently funded. The emphasis of the 
constrained list is on projects that address 
ongoing maintenance and operation needs, 
fill critical gaps in the transportation 
network, benefit a large number of 
travelers, address safety, are located on 
major transportation corridors, and/or 
specifically address needs identified in the 
Policy Element. This group consists of over 
200 projects, including those that are 
already programmed and scheduled for 
construction in the short term, projects that 
could be funded by a future local half-cent 
sales tax measure, and other planned 
projects which could be financially feasible 
to construct anytime within the 2010 RTP 
full timeline (2010-2035). Some of the key 
regionally significant projects in the 
investment plan are discussed in Chapter 2: 
Our Transportation System. These 200 plus 
projects could be at least partially funded.  

2. Need New Funds (“Unconstrained”) 
Projects — Given the limited amount of 
funding available for transportation projects 
and programs, there are over 300 projects 
totaling over $1.8 billion that cannot be 
implemented over the next twenty-five 
years unless there are significant changes in 
the amount of funding available for 
transportation.  

 
Approximately 100 projects are identified as 
both constrained and unconstrained. For 
these projects, only a portion of a project 
could be funded over the next twenty-five 
years, and it will be necessary to secure 
and/or generate additional funding sources 
(beyond those identified in Appendix A) to 
fulfill all the needs. For some capital 
projects, if new funds do not become 
available, a project may have to be scaled 
back and only a portion of the project built. 
 
When developing the project lists, project 
sponsors and the RTC took into 
consideration local land-use plans, 
population projections, regional goals, and 
project ideas identified by the RTC’s 
advisory committees and public through 
forums such as the Transportation Funding 
Task Force meetings, RTC website, 
comment letters, and public meetings. 
Environmental, economic, and social equity 

T 
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issues were also taken into consideration. 
Further discussion about the relationship 
between these issues and the development 
of project lists can be found in the 
“Deciding Where Anticipated Funds Will Go” 
section in this chapter.  
 
FUNDING OUR TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM 
 
As a first step in developing the Investment 
Program, the RTC identified funding sources 
likely to be available for transportation 
projects over the next 25 years. 
Transportation programs and projects in 
Santa Cruz County are funded from a 
variety of state, local, and federal funding 
programs. The public and businesses 
contribute to these funding programs 

through taxes primarily collected at the gas 
pump and at cash registers. Truck weight 
fees and a small portion of automobile 
registration fees also help fund local 
transportation projects. Depending on the 
federal transportation act (currently 
SAFETEA-LU), annual appropriations bills, 
the state budget, and the general state of 
the local and global economy, funding levels 
for several funding programs change from 
year to year.  
 
Figure 20 provides an overview showing 
the source of the majority of transportation 
funds. Most of these sources are restricted 
to specific transportation uses and have 
specific eligibility requirements. For 
example, some funding sources may only 
be applied to projects that support transit or 

Figure 20 
SOURCE: Caltrans 
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bicycle facilities, while other sources are 
exclusively for road maintenance or capital 
projects on the state highways.  
 
THE FINANCIAL ELEMENT --FUNDING 
PROJECTIONS: ANALYSIS AND 
ASSUMPTIONS 
 
REASONABLY ANTICIPATED 

FUNDING BASED ON KNOWN 

SOURCES 

 
Federal law requires that the total cost of 
the constrained project list not exceed total 
expected revenues over the RTP’s 25-year 
time span. Revenue forecasts are thus a key 
part of the RTP’s development.  
 
An overview of funds that are expected to 
be available over the next 25 years is 

shown in Figure 21, with additional details 
listed in Appendices A and B.  
 
Over the next 25 years, approximately $2.6 
billion (in 2010 dollars) from federal, state, 
and local funding sources is projected to be 
available to finance transportation projects 
in Santa Cruz County. This is a $350 million 
drop from projections in the 2005 RTP. 
Since 2005, sales and property tax revenues 
have dropped significantly, the region 
stopped receiving federal Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 
Improvement Program funds due to 
changes in air quality standards set at the 
federal level, and the state legislature has 
repeatedly redirected transit funding to the 
State General Fund.  
 
 
 

Figure 21 
Projected Revenue Sources: Santa Cruz County 

2010 RTP Financial Element 
All figures shown in $1000's. Not escalated (escalated estimates shown in Appendix A). 

REVENUE SOURCES 
Restrictions on Use 

(Dedicated vs. 
Discretionary 

2010 RTP  
Base Year  

(not 
escalated) 

25 Year 
Total 

(estimate) 

AB2766 Discretionary/Flexible-AQ $480  $12,000  
City Sales Taxes Used on Transportation (Capitola-$250/yr; 
Santa Cruz-$1700/yr) 

Dedicated-City of SC, 
Capitola 

$1,950  $44,375  

City/County General Funds, Developer Fees, RDA, etc. Dedicated-Local $7,200  $180,000  
Ecology Action Sponsorships, In-kind Donations, Member Fees Dedicated - B2W & EA $115  $2,875  
Gas Tax (Highway User Tax - HUTA) Dedicated-Local $11,100  $277,500  
LiftLine Specialized Transportation - Other Funds Dedicated-Transit $850  $21,250  
MTC Contribution to Hwy 17 Safety Project Dedicated-CHP-P01 $50  $1,250  
Rail Line Lease Revenue Dedicated-Rail (RTC-P03) $150  $3,750  
Regional Sales Tax (Proposed new tax expected start by 2012) Discretionary/Flexible-TBD $14,500  $333,500  
Transit Fares Dedicated-Transit $8,700  $217,500  
Transit Non-Fare Revenue Dedicated-Transit $600  $15,000  
Transit Sales Tax Dedicated-Transit $14,500  $362,500  

Transportation Development Act/LTF 
Dedicated-Transit, 
Bike/Ped, RTC 
admin/planning 

$7,250  $181,250  

UCSC Revenues Dedicated-UCSC projects $142  $3,550  

L
O

C
A

L
 

Watsonville Airport Revenues Dedicated-Airport $2,000  $50,000  
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REVENUE SOURCES 
Restrictions on Use 

(Dedicated vs. 
Discretionary 

2010 RTP  
Base Year  

(not 
escalated) 

25 Year 
Total 

(estimate) 

Airport Improvement Program match  Dedicated-Airport $50  $1,250  
Bicycle Transportation Account Dedicated-Bike $100  $2,500  
Cal Aid to Airports Program Dedicated-Airport $10  $250  

Environmental Enhancement and Mitigation (EEM) 
Discretionary/Flexible-
Other 

$70  $1,750  

Freeway Service Patrol  Dedicated-FSP (RTC 01) $190  $4,750  

Prop 116 Dedicated-Rail $440  $11,000  

Prop 1B-For Outstanding Projects in 2010 RTP Dedicated-Specific projects $2,120  $53,000  
Rural Planning Assistance Dedicated-RTC Plng $315  $7,875  
Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Dedicated-Bike/Ped $300  $7,500  
Service Authority for Freeways and Expressways Dedicated-SAFE  $230  $5,750  
State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) - 
includes fuel taxes, vehicle weight fees, federal gas tax 

Dedicated-SHOPP $8,000  $200,000  

State Transit Assistance (STA) Dedicated-Transit $2,500  $62,500  
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
-Regional Share STIP 

Discretionary/Flexible-RTC $4,500  $113,735  

S
T

A
T

E
 

-Interregional Share STIP Dedicated-Hwy $1,400  $35,000  
Federal Transit 
Elderly & Persons with Disabilities Formula Program  (5310) 

Dedicated-Transit $150  $3,750  

Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (5316) Dedicated-Transit $230  $5,750  
New Freedom (SAFETEA-LU) Dedicated-Transit $160  $4,000  
Nonurbanized Area Formula Program  (5311) Dedicated-Transit $165  $4,125  
Urbanized Area Formula Program (5307/5340) - includes STIC - 
small urban incentive  

Dedicated-Transit $4,700  $117,500  

Federal Highway  
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 

Discretionary/Flexible-RTC $5,000  $5,000  

Earmarks/Appropriations/High Priority Project Funds Discretionary - Fed $1,300  $32,500  

High Risk Rural Road (HR3) 
Dedicated-mostly County 
rural roads 

$135  $3,380  

Recreational Trails Dedicated-Bike/Ped $35  $875  
FHWA Planning Funds (PL) Dedicated-RTC Plng $215  $5,375  
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) Dedicated - Bridge Projects $800  $20,000  
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Combo-Safety projects $415  $10,375  
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) (SAFETEA-LU) Dedicated-Bike/Ped $300  $7,500  
Surface Transportation Program (Regional) Discretionary/Flexible-RTC $2,900  $72,500  
Transportation Enhancement (currently tied to STIP) Discretionary/Flexible-RTC $330  $19,289  

F
E

D
E

R
A

L
 

Federal Aviation 
FAA Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 

Dedicated-Airport $1,000  $25,000  

 25-YEAR REVENUE TOTAL: $2,550,079 

METHODOLOGY FOR PROJECTING 

AVAILABLE FUNDS 

 
The financial projections in this RTP are 
based on reasonably foreseeable revenues. 
The projections are calculated using a 
combination of historical averages, current 
trends, and/or state and federal actions. 
Actual revenues will vary from year to year.  

The financial projections and estimation 
methods used in the 2010 RTP were 
developed collectively with transportation 
planning agencies in the Monterey Bay Area 
and are also used in the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments’ federally-
mandated 2010 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan. The projections are also consistent 
with those figures shown in the California 
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Transportation Commission’s (CTC) 2010 
State Transportation Improvement Program 
Fund Estimate and Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP). 
 
The methods used to estimate future 
revenues vary according to funding type 
and are summarized in Appendix A. Some 
federal and state funding sources are 
discretionary, typically available to a variety 
of types of projects, and allocated through a 
competitive grant process. Dedicated funds 
are restricted for use by specific 
jurisdictions, agencies or types of projects;  
or are allocated to agencies according to a 
set formula. In most instances, base-year 
figures for formula funding sources (those 
that the region typically receives every year 
according to population, road miles, or fixed 
factors) reflect the amount of funding 
received in FY 08/09 or FY 09/10. In other 
instances, the 2010 RTP uses historical 
averages to calculate anticipated revenues. 
For sporadic funding sources, the 2010 
RTP’s calculations use a fixed percentage of 
the total statewide amount available for the 
base-year figure, based on Santa Cruz 
County’s share of the state population. 
 
Projections of State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) funds for the 
first five years are consistent with the 
adopted 2010 STIP. However, the base-year 
figure for STIP funds reflects the region’s 
average share of STIP funds over a 
fourteen year period. 
 
NEW HALF‐CENT SALES TAX  

 
Existing revenues are insufficient to address 
many of the needs in the region. Over the 
past decade the RTC has worked with the 
community to evaluate options to increase 
funding for transportation. Based on 
numerous surveys, the work of the 
Transportation Funding Task Force 
(discussed in Chapter 2), and the successes 
in other regions of the state representing 
over 80 percent of the state’s population, 

the 2010 RTP assumes that voters in Santa 
Cruz County will approve a new local 
revenue source, equivalent to a half-cent 
sales tax, by 2012 thereby including an 
anticipated revenue of approximately $330 
million in current year dollars. While not an 
existing revenue source, it is reasonable to 
include revenues from a new local source 
such as a sales tax in the 2010 RTP for 
several reasons: 
 
 A local transportation sales tax is one of 

the more feasible funding sources to 
adopt logistically, as state law already 
authorizes voters to raise such taxes. 
While current state law requires that 
two-thirds of the voters approve any 
new local sales tax which includes a 
specific list of projects, legislative efforts 
are underway to reduce the two-thirds 
(66.7 percent) vote requirement for 
special taxes to a 55 percent majority.  

 
 The Transportation Funding Task Force 

(TFTF) process resulted in a list of 
projects for a half-cent sales tax that 
received significantly more than a 2/3 
majority support from the broad based 
task force. The economic recession has 
temporarily postponed efforts to place a 
sales tax measure on the ballot.  

 
 Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction 

targets will require that we expand 
transportation alternatives (transit, 
carpool, vanpool, bicycle, pedestrian, 
etc.) and revenues will be needed to 
build the infrastructure and expand 
services.  

 
 As fewer state and federal dollars are 

going towards transportation, local 
communities are increasingly supportive 
of local transportation funding 
initiatives. For instance, several counties 
and cities in the state approved 
transportation sales tax measures in 
2008.  
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 About 33 percent of counties in 
California representing 84 percent of the 
population are self help counties 
benefiting from increased transportation 
revenues and those that are not 
continue efforts to become self help 
counties; therefore, it is reasonable to 
assume that this trend will continue over 
the next 25 years. 

 
RELIABILITY OF PROJECTIONS 

 
Forecasting the amount of funding that will 
be available for transportation over the next 
25 years can be a challenging and 
somewhat speculative exercise. The 
reliability of both short and long term 
funding projections can be impacted by 
several factors including: timing and content 
of the annual federal appropriations bills, 
changes in national fuel consumption, up 
and downturns in the local, state, and/or 
federal economies, and the annual 
California State Budget. Some discretionary 
funds may vary substantially from year to 
year because they are disseminated 
statewide by competitive processes. The 
volatility of the local, state, national and 
global economy in recent years has 
significantly impacted both project costs 
and revenue generation. Federal and state 
laws, such as the federal transportation act 
which is scheduled for reauthorization in 
2010, could also result in sweeping changes 
in the way that transportation projects and 
programs are funded.  In recent years, even 
Caltrans’ short-range projections for the 
State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) have proved unreliable, as the State 
has continually “borrowed” or diverted 
transportation funds to backfill non-
transportation programs in the State 
General Fund. These diversions have 
significantly diminished the California 
Transportation Commission’s ability to 
release funds for planned and programmed 
projects, resulting in considerable delays to 
several projects.  
 

Funding availability may also vary positively. 
For instance, in the last five years new, 
one-time revenues that were not 
anticipated in the 2005 RTP were made 
available through Proposition 1B bonds 
(2006) and the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. Through 
2009 those two programs funded over $20 
million in transportation projects in Santa 
Cruz County that otherwise would not have 
been possible given the dismal state of 
traditional transportation funding sources. 
Projects approved for Proposition 1B and 
ARRA funds that will be constructed in 
2010-2012 are included in the constrained 
project list. However, several Proposition 1B 
projects are on hold because the State of 
California has not been able to sell sufficient 
bonds. Additionally, it is unclear how the 
state will repay those bonds. Some of the 
state funds typically distributed to transit 
agencies, regions, and local jurisdictions 
(and assumed in this RTP to be available for 
new projects) could be redirected to the 
State General Fund in order to pay the debt 
service on Proposition 1B, High Speed Rail, 
and older transportation bonds.  
 
Project costs can be equally unpredictable. 
For example, while general inflation 
reflected in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
in the United States was less than 5% from 
2003 to 2007, steel prices escalated by over 
50 percent because of a global supply-
demand imbalance. Also, in years when 
projects received one or two bids on 
average, construction costs went up 
significantly. Whereas in 2009, twelve to 
sixteen bids were received on many jobs, 
driving down costs 15 percent to 50 percent 
with increased bidder competition. By the 
next construction season, bidders may have 
other work or have been forced out of 
business which could again increase bid 
prices.  
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“YEAR OF EXPENDITURE” 

FORECASTING 
  
New for the 2010 RTP, the Federal 
transportation act SAFETEA-LU requires 
regions to escalate revenue sources and 
project costs to reflect “year of expenditure 
dollars” (YOE). The rationale for this rule is 
to present a more accurate picture of costs, 
revenues, and deficits associated with the 
long-range plan. There are several 
constraints which make successful 
implementation of this new rule difficult, as 
outlined by the Transportation Research 
Board:  
 
 The RTP is not a budgeting 

document. Many of the projects 
identified in the plan have received little 
more than preliminary scoping. Unlike 
development of YOE estimates for a 
major project, the level of detail 
required to develop YOE estimates for 
every project is well beyond that what is 
possible in a long-range plan.  

 The RTC does not control when most 
projects are funded or 
constructed. While forecasts can 
estimate the year that a project is 
needed, they can not determine when 
funding will be available for the 
project. A host of other entities, as well 
as the economy, govern most funding 
decisions associated with RTP 
implementation. The new YOE rule puts 
unreasonable responsibility for 
predicting the availability of funding on 
regional transportation agencies.  

 YOE results can imply greater levels of 
accuracy than the methodologies and 
assumptions warrant. Whereas the use 
of “constant dollars” forecasting 
traditionally employed in long-range 
plans conveyed a general sense of 

magnitude without suggesting undue 
precision, the listing of projects by year 
each with its own inflationary factors 
may do just the opposite. The financial 
forecasts will change from being 
generally right to precisely wrong. As 
projects undergo detailed design, 
project cost and implementation year 
estimates will undoubtedly change 

 
For these reasons, as shown in prior RTPs, 
project cost estimates in the 2010 RTP were 
held constant, in current or nominal dollars, 
as presented in the text, graphs, and 
Appendix B. “Year of Expenditure” 
escalation information is included in a 
separate appendix in this document 
(Appendix C). While most projects in the 
RTP are needed in the near term, 
insufficient funds are available to construct 
all of the projects as needed. As such, 
Appendix C reflects the estimated 
timeframe a project could be constructed 
based on availability of funds and input 
from project sponsors. Projects could be 
constructed earlier (or later), if funding 
availability or prioritization varies from 
assumptions used in this document.  
 
While both project costs and revenues have 
dipped recently, a constant annual 
escalation rate of 2.5 percent, based on 
historic averages, was applied to all fund 
types (Appendix A) and project costs 
(Appendix C) for this Year of Expenditure 
analysis. Average annual growth for fund 
sources ranges from 1 to 5 percent. The 
State of California uses an average 
escalation rate of 3 percent for project 
costs, though more recently agencies have 
assumed 1-2 percent growth rates. While 
actual escalation rates may vary between 
projects and revenues, a constant 2.5 
percent was used for this exercise. 
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Figure 22 
Dedicated/Discretionary Transportation Funding Split  

$2.6 Billion 

2% 
Discretionary-  

Other Agencies 
$57M 

13% 
Discretionary- 

New Sales Tax; 
projects TBD 

$333M 

8% 
Discretionary- 
RTC Control 

$210M 

77% 
Dedicated 
$1,950M 

 
 

Dedicated Funding Projections for Santa 
Cruz County Transportation Projects –

$1.95 Billion 
 

                                                               

53% - Transit $1 billion 

 4% - Airport $77M
1% - Other (Rail, Planning) $28M 

 

27% - Local 
Jurisdictions   

$530M 

1% - Bike/Pedestrian $22M

14% - Highway $275M 
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DEDICATED VS. DISCRETIONARY 

FUNDS 

 
As shown in Figure 22, of the $2.6 billion 
in transportation revenues anticipated 
through the year 2035, about 75 percent is 
dedicated by federal, state, or local 
regulations to specific types of projects 
(transit, highways, bicycle projects, airports, 
etc.). Approximately $1 billion of the 
funding (much of it from the local transit 
half-cent sales tax) can be used only on 
transit projects (including paratransit), while 
approximately $275 million can be used 
only on state highway projects. The other 
25 percent is discretionary funding. In 
selecting projects for the constrained list, 
the list had to be matched with the 
available funds dedicated to specific project 
types or agencies. 
 
Approximately $600 million of the $2.6 
billion (25 percent) is projected to be 
available for discretionary uses. Of this, 
$330 million would be designated for certain 
projects that are included in a future half-
cent sales tax. The RTC only has discretion 
over approximately $200 million (or 8 
percent) of the funds anticipated to be 
available for transportation projects in the 
next 25 years. Other agencies are 
responsible for selecting projects for the 
remaining funds. Appendix A shows which 
fund sources are considered discretionary 
and dedicated. 
 
Discretionary money available to the RTC 
includes funds from the regional share of 
the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP), federal Transportation 
Enhancement (TE) funds, and Regional 
Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) 
funds. The RTC typically distributes these 
funds through a competitive process based 
on priorities identified in the RTP policy 
element. 
 

THE ACTION ELEMENT  
 
DECIDING WHERE ANTICIPATED 

FUNDS WILL GO 

 
In order to identify how to best use limited 
funds to meet Santa Cruz County’s many 
transportation needs, the RTC solicited 
specific project suggestions from the public, 
interest groups, and local agencies. Ideas 
received from members of the public were 
forwarded to local agencies which sponsor, 
construct, promote, and/or maintain 
projects. These include over 1000 project 
ideas identified during extensive 
Transportation Funding Task Force 
workshops held throughout the county, 
many of which are grouped into lump sum 
projects in this RTP. Local agencies also 
submitted updates to the lists generated for 
the 2005 RTP. Projects submitted by local 
agencies include projects that have been 
identified through their own planning 
process, including General Plans and 
transportation studies. 
 
Working within the $2.6 billion of total 
funds anticipated to be available to the 
county during the next 25 years, the RTC 
evaluated over 450 projects. Public 
meetings on the proposed project list were 
held May through August 2009. Public and 
agency input was an important factor in 
determining the projects included on the 
constrained and unconstrained project lists. 
 
The following general factors were 
considered in the RTP development 
process: 
 
 Immediate needs and identified gaps 

along major corridors 
 
 Locally identified priorities  

 
 Availability of funding for the project 

type 



 

 

p. 4‐10                  2010 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)  
 

 
 Potential environmental impacts 
 
 Economic implications 
 
 Safety considerations 
 
 Transportation equity considerations 
 
MEASURING SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 
 
As mandated by state law and consistent 
with the RTP Goals and Policies (see 
Chapter Three), a set of evaluation 
measures was developed for the 2010 RTP. 
Appendix D provides a list of evaluation 
measures used for the 2010 RTP. These 
measures report existing conditions and will 
be used to track how these conditions 
change over time. These measures evaluate 
how projects will impact the transportation 
system as a whole. The RTC will use these 
measures to guide future funding decisions. 
It should be noted that future projections 
are not currently available for some of the 
evaluation measures. 
 
SOCIAL EQUITY, ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
Though transportation projects provide 
important benefits to county residents and 
travelers, projects also have the potential to 
adversely affect certain neighborhoods and 
population groups in a disproportionate 
manner. As such, a key component of 
development and evaluation of the RTP was 
inclusion and consideration of the entire 
community. Specific to environmental 
equity, Caltrans defines environmental 
equity in terms of transportation projects as 
“the fair treatment and meaningful 
involvement of all people regardless of race, 
color, national origin or income, from the 
early stages of transportation planning and 
investment decision making through 
construction, operations and maintenance.” 
Three fundamental principals of 
environmental equity are:  

 
 To avoid, minimize, or mitigate 

disproportionately high and adverse 
human health and environmental 
effects, including social and economic 
effects, on minority populations and 
low-income populations. 

  
 To ensure the full and fair participation 

by all potentially affected communities 
in the transportation decision-making 
process.  

 
 To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or 

significant delay in the receipt of 
benefits by minority and low-income 
populations.  

 
The projects in the RTP increase 
opportunities for all segments of the 
population at all income levels by increasing 
transportation and mobility choices - such 
as increased transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities. Consistent with Title VI of the 
federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 
11135 of the California Government Code, 
and Executive Order 12898 on 
Environmental Justice, the RTP is also 
sensitive to how all residents, particularly 
low-income communities and communities 
of color, may be impacted by possible 
changes identified in the RTP. Planned 
regional transportation improvements were 
evaluated to ensure that they do not have a 
disproportionate adverse impact on low 
income or other under-represented groups, 
and that minority and low-income 
populations receive equal benefits, on an 
equally timely basis, as other populations. 
 
While low-income and other disadvantaged 
residents may be less able to participate in 
the transportation planning process because 
of a language barrier or unfamiliarity with 
the opportunities for public input, the RTC 
makes consistent efforts to include all 
county residents in the transportation 
discussions and decisions, and to ensure 
that plans and implementation of 
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Major Projects & Programs

Project 
Constrained 
(vs total cost) 

Continued Bus Service $34M/year 
(need=$41M/yr)

Highway 1 HOV Lanes $500M 
Highway 1 Auxiliary Lanes: 
Soquel-Morrissey Blvd  

$22M 

Highway Maintenance and 
Safety Projects (SHOPP) 

$6M/year  

Ongoing Local Street/Road 
Maintenance/Operations 

$12.7M/year 
(need=$26M/yr)

Paratransit Service for Seniors 
and Disabled Persons 

$5.5M/year 

Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic 
Trail (MBSST) 

$6.5M 
(need=$20M) 

511 Traveler Information 
System 

$10M 
(unconstrained) 

Highway 17 Safety Program $100K/year 
 

Figure 23 
SOURCE: SCCRTC, RTP. Reflects unescalated constrained cost 

in $ millions (M). Total need higher for some projects (see 

Appendix B for total project cost). 

transportation system improvements do not 
disproportionately benefit or impact any 
particular community more than others. The 
RTC joined with Monterey and San Benito 
Counties to develop a public participation 
plan for the region that identifies options 
and opportunities for outreach. Components 
of the plan include, but are not limited to: 
 
 Maintenance of a mailing list of 

community-based groups throughout 
the county, including neighborhood, 
health, senior, faith, environmental, low-
income, and other social support groups  

 
 Work with citizen and advisory 

committees 
 
 Information, including sections of the 

RTP as developed, posted on the RTC 
website 

 
 Notifications about public hearings  
 
 Bulletins to media partners 
 
 Hard copies of documents available at 

local libraries 
 
 Bilingual translation of materials, as 

appropriate 
 

Participation by all in development of the 
2010 RTP has been encouraged, consistent 
with the adopted Public Participation Plan, 
available online at www.ambag.org.  
 
THE WITHIN PROJECTED FUNDS 
(CONSTRAINED) PROJECT LIST 
 
The Within Projected Funds project list 
(Appendix B) consists of transportation 
projects which can be implemented over the 
next 25-years, applying the constraints of 
projected funding sources. This list includes 
near-term projects that are already slated 
to receive funds in existing short-range 
transportation funding plans (ex. Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program, 

Capital Improvement Programs, lead 
agencies’ budgets); costs to operate and 
maintain the current transportation system; 
as well as regionally significant projects 
identified as high priorities, such as those 
shown in Figure 23. Projects included in 
the constrained list fill gaps in the 
transportation network, benefit a large 
number of people, address safety, are 
located along major transportation 
corridors, or specifically address needs 
identified in the 2010 RTP’s Goals and 
Policies. Many of these projects have 
uncertain schedules and could be 
constructed or otherwise implemented at 
any point in the 2010 RTP’s time frame 
(2010-2035). 

The constrained projects are represented on 
maps at the end of this chapter. Projects 
that have already secured some level of 
funding through the RTC are presented on 
the “Programmed Projects” maps. Other 
projects which have been identified as high 
priorities, and could be funded with 
projected funds over the next twenty-five 
years - including some projects that have 
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Time 

Surface Seals ($2.75/sy) every 5–7 years 

Thin Overlays 
$18-$29/sy 

Good

Fair 

Poor

Very Poor

Excellent 

Failed

Thick Overlay $26-$29/sy

Reconstruct $61-$92/sy 

25 

70 

50 

Pavem
ent Condition Index

Source: California Statewide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment

Figure 24 
Cost of Road Maintenance 

secured funding from other entities, are 
shown on the “Planned Projects” maps. 
Many projects can only be partially funded 
with revenues anticipated over the next 25-
years, and special new funds would be 
needed to fully address the needs of those 
projects.   
 
MAINTAINING OUR SYSTEM 
 
Over the next twenty-five years, the cost to 
maintain our existing transportation system 
is expected to increase as infrastructure 
built thirty to sixty years ago continues to 
age. A key focus of this RTP is on 
preserving what we already have. 
Unfortunately, even after designating a 
significant portion of the funds identified in 
this document to ongoing maintenance, 
there are insufficient funds to bring the 
entire system into a state of good repair. 
Local jurisdictions and Caltrans have 
developed Pavement Management Systems 
(PMS) to spread funding available for 
maintenance as far as possible. As shown in 
Figure 24, the cost to fix roadways 

increases exponentially as a roadway 
deteriorates. Note the cost difference per 
square yard (sy) for sealing versus overlays 
versus reconstruction. For that reason, it is 
oftentimes more cost effective to regularly 
repair some roadways that are in fair 
condition, rather than to rebuild roadways 
with severe deterioration.  
 
ENHANCING THE CAPACITY AND 
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EXISTING 
SYSTEM 
 
In addition to addressing transportation 
system maintenance, the 2010 RTP aims to 
address several additional transportation 
challenges in our county, especially along 
the most heavily used travel corridor 
between Watsonville-Santa Cruz-UCSC. The 
great majority of trips are made within this 
corridor on Highway 1 and parallel 
roadways. The corridor also includes the 
Santa Cruz Branch rail line right-of-way, 
which has been used minimally for freight 
service. 
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The RTC has worked closely with local 
agencies, RTC committees, and the 
public to identify projects that address 
the needs for all travel modes on the 
entire transportation network. A 
breakdown of project costs by 
transportation mode for projects listed 
on the constrained list is shown in 
Figure 25. Many projects in the 2010 
RTP are multi-modal and include 
improvements to road, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit facilities. The 
details of some projects and programs 
will be defined by the lead agency at a 
later point. For example, the transit 
district (Santa Cruz Metro) anticipates 
enhancing the current transit system 
through local service expansion (project 
number MTD-P14), Americans with 
Disabilities Act-mandated paratransit 
service expansion (MTD-P11), and 
Highway 17 Express Bus expansion 
(MTD-P12). Since these projects do not 
specifically identify new routes or specific 
service upgrades, Metro will consult with 
the public as funds become available and it 
develops its service expansion plans. 
 
Improvements to the county’s primary 
transportation network (state highways, 
arterial roadways and transit system) and 
other local roads are addressed by a 
number of individual projects. These include 
adding Carpool/Bus (HOV) lanes and 
pedestrian/bicycle overcrossings to Highway 
1; operational and intersection 
improvements on Highways 1, 9, 17, 129 
and 152; safety and seismic retrofit projects 
on roads and highways; improvements to 
key roadways such as 41st Avenue, Bay 
Avenue, Capitola Road, Bay Street, Ocean 
Street, Airport Boulevard, East Cliff Drive, 
Green Valley Road, Seacliff Drive, Freedom 
Boulevard, Mt. Hermon Road, Graham Hill 
Road and Soquel Avenue and Drive. 
Additions to the regional bikeway and 
pedestrian network have also been 
identified and are included on the project 
lists. These include local jurisdictions’ 

sidewalk and bicycle lane programs and 
major projects, such as the Monterey Bay 
Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network (MBSST). 
 
THE NEEDS NEW FUNDS 
(UNCONSTRAINED) PROJECT LIST 
 
PROJECTS THAT COULD BE 

CONSTRUCTED IF NEW FUNDS 

BECOME AVAILABLE 

 
While many projects can be funded within 
the revenues projected for the next 25 
years, there are a great many proposed 
projects which still cannot be funded within 
projected revenues. Projects that Need New 
Funds (Appendix B – column 
“Unconstrained”) include projects that, 
for the most part, are lower priority, have 
potentially significant environmental 
constraints, or are not currently financially 
feasible. It represents the next tier of 
projects and programs that could be 
pursued if new revenue sources are 
generated or become available to the 
region.  

Bicycle 
5% Pedestrian 5% 

Roadway
21%

Roadway 
Preservation

14% TSM/TDM 
2% 

Transit
45%

Planning 
1%

Other
5%

TDM 2% 

Figure 25 
Cost by Mode – Constrained Projects Within 

Projected Funds 
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Figure 26 

Potential Revenue Sources for 
Projects that Need New Funds (Unconstrained) 

POTENTIAL NEW REVENUE SOURCES 
POTENTIAL 
REVENUE 

(IN CURRENT $) 
• Local option gas tax  

– 5 cents/gallon tax  
– 10 cents/gallon tax 

 
$7.5 million/year 
$15 million/year 

• Regional vehicle registration fee ($10 per vehicle) $ 2.4 million/year 
• Regional Traffic Impact/Developer Fees - Amounts/unit can vary.  Ex. 

$5,000/new unit 
$ 4 million/year 

• Statewide transportation bonds $ 10-100 million/25yrs 
• Property Tax - $30/parcel/year (79,000 existing developed parcels) $2.4 million/year 
• Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT or hotel tax) - 1% $4 million/year 
• Toll Roads or Congestion pricing (peak period fees)  Varies: $/vehicle/use 
• State legislative budget request $ unknown 
• New grant programs $ unknown 
• Statewide excise gas tax increases $ unknown 
• Grants from private or other programs $ unknown 

SOURCE: SCCRTC, DMV, AMBAG model, California BOE, others.  

 
These additional roadways, public transit 
services, pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
and other projects are important to both the 
public and local agencies, but are currently 
feasible only if projected revenues are 
supplemented either through increased local 
taxes or other new local, state or federal 
funds. 
 
As discussed earlier, one of the largest 
elements of the Need New Funds 
(unconstrained) list is ongoing roadway 
maintenance and operations. Roadway 
maintenance is typically funded from 
city/county shares of state gas taxes, with 
major repairs and capital improvements, 
such as roadway rehabilitation, requiring 
additional state and federal funding, such as 
Regional Surface Transportation Program 
(RSTP) funds from the RTC. 
 
In response to projected budget shortfalls in 
the 2010 RTP, the RTC assumes a new half-
cent sales tax measure or equivalent to pay 
for some of the region’s highest priority 
transportation projects, such as the 
Highway 1 HOV Lanes project. Despite new 
available funds from a half-cent sales tax, 

many regionally significant transit and 
roadway projects will remain unfunded or 
underfunded.  
 
This is an issue nationally and statewide, 
and the RTC, its partner agencies and the 
public may need to consider new funding 
mechanisms such as increased gas taxes, a 
regional traffic impact fee, vehicle mileage-
based fees, increased vehicle license or 
registration fees, and new state and federal 
funding options. In the absence of new 
funding mechanisms, many of the 2010 RTP 
projects may not be realized.                            
 
POTENTIAL NEW REVENUE SOURCES 

 
The Needs New Funds project list means 
exactly that: Additional funds are required 
for these projects to move forward. The 
RTC has compiled a list of some potential 
revenue sources that do not currently exist, 
but which could supply significant 
transportation funds for our region in the 
future. Examples of potential new 
transportation revenue sources are shown 
in Figure 26. 
A local gasoline tax is one option. 
Increasing the gas tax has been discussed 
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at both the state and federal level. In 
general a 10-cent per gallon gasoline tax 
generates roughly the equivalent amount as 
a half-cent sales tax. However, there are 
additional obstacles to a local fuel tax. A 
local gasoline tax requires special 
legislation, such taxes are often most 
effective when they are assessed in several 
adjacent counties, so drivers do not simply 
buy gas in a nearby county to avoid the tax. 
Additionally, as vehicles become more fuel 
efficient revenues from gasoline sales 
diminish.  
 
Public support differs for a gas tax versus a 
sales tax. In a public opinion poll conducted 
by the RTC in 2007, two roughly equivalent 
funding sources were surveyed.  In that 
poll, 70 percent of likely voters surveyed 
indicated they would support a half-cent 
sales tax for their preferred transportation 
improvements, while only 34 percent 
indicated support for a 10-cent per gallon 
gas tax. 
 
It is not unreasonable to predict that, over 
the next 25 years, additional transportation 
bond measures will be issued by the State. 
In 2006 voters approved a measure placed 
on the ballot by the legislature authorizing 
the issuance of statewide transportation 
bonds – Proposition 1B. In 2008 voters 
approved preliminary bonds to develop a 
High Speed Rail system in California. The 
primary uncertainties with bonds as a 
funding source are the timing of bond 
issuance, the bond’s size, the funding 
distribution (whether funds would be 
distributed on the basis of population or to 
individual projects and whether funds are 
restricted to specific projects or types of 
projects), and how bond debt service is 
repaid.  
 
Unfortunately, repayment of most bonds 
falls on the State General Fund and with the 
huge General Fund deficits witnessed in 
recent years, the state has looked to 
revenues historically designated for ongoing 

transportation programs to repay those 
bonds. Over the past several years, almost 
all state funding for transit has been 
redirected for use to repay bonds and other 
General Fund transportation obligations.  
 
In April 2010, the state legislature replaced 
the state sales tax on gasoline with a 17.3 
cent per gallon excise gas tax. For this “gas 
tax swap”, after payment of debt service, 
new excise tax funds will be split 44% for 
the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP), 12% for State Highway 
Operations and Protection Program 
(SHOPP) and 44% for local streets and 
roads. The legislature designated the sales 
tax on diesel for transit. However, voters or 
the legislature could modify how revenues 
generated at the gas pump are distributed 
in the future. The state sales tax on 
gasoline had previously been designated for 
local streets and roads, the State 
Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP), and transit through Proposition 42 
in 2004. 
 
Occasionally, the state or federal 
government authorizes one-time allocations 
of general funds to transportation projects, 
as occurred with the $5.3 billion Fiscal Year 
2001 Transportation Congestion Relief 
Program (TCRP). Additionally the RTC 
secured $12.1 million from the federal 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) in 2009. Project sponsors were able 
to address some of the backlog of roadway 
maintenance and other needs with this 
influx of previously unanticipated funds. 
  
Other potential funding sources are 
allocated as competitive grants (e.g. State 
Coastal Conservancy grant funds) or 
through legislative decisions (federal budget 
earmarking or state budget requests). 
Depending on the RTC’s particular request, 
these funds would likely be available only 
for specific, high profile projects—though 
they could be directed to any project of the 
Congress or Legislature’s choosing. 
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Estimating the actual distribution and 
amounts of these funds is highly speculative 
and therefore they have not been included 
in the 2010 RTP funding projections. 
 
In most instances new, previously 
unanticipated funds would be used to 
advance constrained projects that would 
otherwise be constructed several years later 
and could make some projects from the 
unconstrained list financially feasible. 
 
TRAFFIC IMPACT FEES  
 
Another option to mitigate the impacts of 
new developments on transportation 
infrastructure would be a regional traffic 
impact fee or a benefit assessment fee. 
Such fees would be assessed based on the 
estimated amount of traffic a particular new 
development would generate, or the 
amount of benefit a property owner 
receives. Some local jurisdictions already 
assess impact fees for localized traffic 
impacts - such as the need for intersection 
modifications in response to increased 
demand. Nevertheless, it may be 
appropriate to develop a countywide 
regional traffic impact fee program to move 
regionally significant projects forward. 
Enactment of such a program would require 
the approval of a majority of the 
jurisdictions in Santa Cruz County.  
 
IMPLEMENTING THE INVESTMENT 
PROGRAM 
 
Together, the 2010 RTP’s constrained and 
unconstrained projects reflect the wide 
range of transportation needs in Santa Cruz 
County and serve as the basis for 
prioritizing projects and investing future 
transportation funds. Development of the 
project lists, however, is just the first step 
towards actual implementation of the 
projects, as the majority of the projects are 
not yet scheduled to receive funding. 
 

Many people wonder about the process for 
implementing transportation projects and 
why it seems to take so long. Development 
of priority project lists is only the first stage 
of the process. Prior to acquiring right-of-
way for projects and starting construction, 
other required steps include: developing a 
detailed project cost estimate and general 
design; incorporating public input; insuring 
consistency with local, regional and coastal 
plans and policies; obtaining local, state 
and/or federal grants; creating a final 
design for the project; and determining the 
project’s environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures according to state and 
federal laws. These steps can take from six 
months to 20 years, depending on the size 
of the project, the availability of funding, 
and, whether or not the project is exempt  
from certain state and federal mandates or 
is controversial. Often, a project is delayed 
during the environmental phase, due to the 
need for several levels of federal and state 
agency approvals. In other cases, delays 
are due to significant public concerns with a 
major project. Recently, projects have been 
delayed due to the State budget crisis. 
 
PROJECT DELIVERY 
 
“Project delivery” is a transportation 
planning term for ensuring that planned 
projects are funded and constructed in a 
timely manner. As noted in the 
Introduction, the RTC is involved in the 
project delivery process in two key ways. 
First, the RTC allocates many of the 
discretionary fund sources for projects in 
the 2010 RTP: these include federal 
Regional Surface Transportation Program 
(RSTP) and regional shares of State 
Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP) funds, which includes federal 
Transportation Enhancement (TE) funds. 
These funds are available every few years, 
usually through a competitive application 
process in which the RTC considers 
priorities for the region. 
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The second way that the RTC is involved in 
project delivery is to monitor the 
expenditure of state and federal funds. 
State and Federal regulations require that 
funding be expended by certain deadlines 
or it will be lost to the project—and in some 
cases to the region altogether. These 
regulations, referred to as the “use it or lose 
it” requirements, were enacted for State 
Transportation Improvement Program funds 
by Senate Bill 45 of 1998, and for the 
federal RSTP, CMAQ and TEA funds by 
Assembly Bill 1012 of 1999. The purpose of 
this legislation is to assure that taxpayer 
dollars are being put to effective use to 
meet the growing need for transportation 
improvements. At the federal level, funds 
distributed to states can be rescinded if 
they are not spent in a timely manner. In 
extraordinary circumstances, exceptions to 
the deadlines can be granted; otherwise, 
the RTC or the State may have to redirect 
funds to other projects. The “use it or lose 
it” deadlines have also influenced the RTC’s 
grant policies. The ability to deliver a 
project on time is now one of the key 
factors considered in the competition for 
funding. 
 
FUNDING DECISIONS 
 
The RTC will use the 2010 RTP’s project 
lists to guide future funding decisions. 
Projects will be given priority for funds that 
come under the RTC’s discretion based on 
their ability to meet criteria established by 
the RTC. These will occur during grant 
cycles for new federal, state and local funds 
which generally occur every two years, 
depending on the program. Projects eligible 
for other state, federal and regional funding 
not under the RTC’s discretion, also need to 
be included in the 2010 RTP project list 

and/or consistent with the adopted Regional 
Transportation Plan goals and policies. 
Construction of planned projects on this list 
is not assured until actual funds are 
allocated.  
 
ECONOMIC IMPACT OF 
TRANSPORTION PROJECTS 
 
The expenditure of funds on transportation 
projects creates an economic impact to the 
region. The Association of Monterey Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG), using an 
economic impact analysis tool (IMPLAN), 
can measure employment and economic 
output effects of certain 'shocks' to the 
economy, such as increased transportation 
funding. The following table summarizes 
economic impacts of $1 million dollars (in 
2010 dollars) in construction spending. 
 
Criteria 2010  
Total Investment $1 Million 
Direct Jobs 7 
Indirect Jobs 4 
Total Jobs 11 
Output $800,000 
 
Direct jobs are jobs created by demand for 
construction services used in projects in 
Santa Cruz County. Indirect jobs are jobs 
that are generated to provide professional 
services to construction, such as engineers 
and other professionals, and jobs that are 
generated as the result of increased 
household consumption such as food 
service workers, retail employees and other 
household related employment.  
Output is a measure of the value of 
construction and services production. It is 
the value of the regional ‘bang’ for the 
regional ‘buck.’  
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