
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis - Milestone 3 

Emails received between 11/28/20 – 01/04/20 

From: cjlong3@everyactioncustom.com <cjlong3@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Saturday, November 28, 2020 11:23 AM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
I’m writing to let you know that I support rail transit for the rail corridor.  Please follow the 
recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred alternative. 
 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pajaro Junction.  
 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol Long 
75 Chestnut St Unit 101 Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4977 cjlong3@sbcglobal.net 
 
From: rolandsaher@everyactioncustom.com <rolandsaher@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Saturday, November 28, 2020 12:58 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
I’m writing to let you know that I support rail transit for the rail corridor.  Please follow the 
recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred alternative. 
 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pajaro Junction.  
 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone. 
 
I personally would definitely use a rail connection from Live Oak - I live on Brommer, which is just two 
blocks away from my home - to downtown and the Westside of SC. 
I also support a train for ecological reasons. We need to get our CO2 emissions down soon and for the 
duration! 
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Thank you. 
Sincerely, Roland Saher 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Roland Saher 
2355 Brommer St Spc 27 Santa Cruz, CA 95062-3557 rolandsaher@gmail.com 
 
From: perplexedprimate@everyactioncustom.com <perplexedprimate@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2020 1:18 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
I’m writing to let you know that I support rail transit for the rail corridor.  Please follow the 
recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred alternative. 
 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pajaro Junction.  
 
Some of the most important benefits are reducing local emissions (transportation is Santa Cruz 
County's top emissions source, contributing to the climate crisis and aggravating respiratory health 
concerns), encouraging active transportation (and thereby public health), and making transit-oriented 
development even more viable in our county. 
 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone. 
 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Merrill 
930 Rosedale Ave Spc 25 Capitola, CA 95010-3601 perplexedprimate@gmail.com 
 
From: lynnfrancis74@everyactioncustom.com <lynnfrancis74@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2020 4:51 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
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I’m writing to let you know that I support rail transit for the rail corridor.  Please follow the 
recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred alternative. 
 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pajaro Junction.  
 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone.  It would also help to get tourists off the road during summertime.  
Watsonville could be a new destination and it would be great if the rail could connect with other public 
transportation as the concepts are developed more. 
 
Thank you for your work.   
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lynda Francis 
PO Box 1733  Soquel, CA 95073-1733 
lynnfrancis74@gmail.com 
 
From: Brian Peoples <brian@trailnow.org>  
Sent: Thursday, November 26, 2020 8:09 AM 
To: ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; openup@cats.ucsc.edu; dmeyers@cityofsantacruz.com; 'Ed 
Bottorff (ebottorff167@yahoo.com)' <ebottorff167@yahoo.com>; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
Andy Schiffrin <Andy.Schiffrin@santacruzcounty.us>; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org 
Cc: 'Bruce McPherson (bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us)' <bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-
cruz.ca.us>; Gine Johnson <Gine.Johnson@santacruzcounty.us>; rlj12@comcast.net; Zach Friend 
<BDS022@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>; Patrick Mulhearn <Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; Bertrand, 
Jacques <jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us>; Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org>; Matt Machado 
<Matt.Machado@santacruzcounty.us>; Alex Clifford <AClifford@scmtd.com>; Regional Transportation 
Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Open Coastal Trail from Watsonville to Santa Cruz Boardwalk by 2023 
 
RTC Commissioner Train supporters, 
 
According to the Transit Corridor Alternative Analysis (TCAA), Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along a section of 
the coastal corridor with a wide trail is the most effective use of the corridor for mass transit and will 
have the greatest impact on climate change.    We need to open the Coastal Corridor as a temporary 
dirt/gravel from Watsonville to Santa Cruz Boardwalk by 2023 to alleviate traffic associated with 
Highway 1 widening.     
 
Please help move our community forward by opening the Coastal Corridor from Watsonville to Santa 
Cruz Boardwalk by 2023.    
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Best regards, 
 
Brian Peoples 
Executive Director 
Trail Now 
 
From: J. Ben Vernazza <ben@benvcpa.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 11:12 AM 
To: bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; aurelio.gonzalez@cityofwatsonville.org; 
jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us; sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; 
zach.friend@santacruzcounty.us; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
rlj12@comcast.net; openup@ucsc.edu; Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us 
Cc: Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org>; jimmy.dutra@cityofwatsonville.org; BenV@CPA.com 
Subject: Comments about ORDINANCE NO.L 2016-01 -- SCCRTC and 1/2% tax to fund transportation.  
 
SCCRTC Commissioners:   
 
My company is active in providing fiduciary opinions regarding investment portfolios.  Hence, my 
propensity to review documents that guide fiduciaries such as trust documents, articles of 
incorporation, ERISA Pension Plan Guidelines, and in your case ORDINANCE NO.2016-01  adapted by 
the electorate that same year.  

My short presentation this Thursday November 3, 2020 SCCRTC meeting is the attached cover page 
statement without any verbal statements about the 23 pages attached for reference – THE 
ORDINANCE ITSELF and a two-page explanation of RailBanking (also attached).  I have taken a deep 
dive, so to speak, into the details of the ordinance which defines what the commission can and cannot 
do as well as how the commission might alter what is outlined in the ordinance.   

I am sending it to you separately from the agenda attachments because it is the guiding document for 
you and is well worth re-reading at this critical time for the RTC.    

Ben 
 
 
 
         -DIVERSITY CREATES A BETTER WORLD- 

 
J. Ben Vernazza CPA/PFS TEP emeritus, Managing Director 
Aptos CA – BenV@CPA.com   831-239-6000 
--------------------- 
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Santa Cruz County Reg ional Transportation Commission Meeting
November 3, 2020 - ITEM ? ORAL COilHUNICATIONS

Comments by J. Ben Vernazza

RTC Commissioners' Fiduciqry Responsibilities
Traced Through the Ordinance Measure D Document
SAFETY, POTHOLE REPAIR, TRAFFIC RELIEF AND

TRANSII IMPROVEMENT MEASURE

Cluestion: Whqt needs to happer! if 'the authoritv' ,(Commissioners) want to utilize the rail-
lgail as a train of,,other similar rail Fervklp?
Arawor Since the Expenditure Plan (Sch A) specifically states "The Measure Revenues
do not include funding for any new train/rail eervice" (page 20) then new train-rail
expenditure may only be amended by 1) RTC Autllrority reciting findings of necessity; 2)
provision of noticF and a copy of the amendments provided to the Board of Supervisors
and the City Councils of Santa Cruz County, and guch Amendments shall requirc a
tro-thirds (2/3! vote of the total membenrhip of the Authority. (p9.12 Section 25 B)

tlansportation irnprovements along and near the cqrridor. This can be interpreted as
nteaning added tQ the Monterey Eay Sanctuary Sqenic Trail (Coastal Rail-Trail) - 17o/o
(page 20). Thio tpould be a change in the lmpleynentation Plan by amendment of a
nniority vote of [he Gommission. (Section I (B) pg. 6). Railbanking after passage.

Suggest you folloUv each scenario by reading the highlighted sections on
Page 1 (wl[at the voters saw in the voting booth)
Page 2 (wffiereas conceming the Sanctuary Trail Network)
Page 4 (S$hedule A Expenditure incorporatpd in Ordinance)_
Page 6 (lrrnplementation Plan changes and Amendments majority vote)
Page 7 (P+y as you go is tlrc goal)
Page 12 ($xpenditure Plan changes need ?3 majority to pass)
Page 14 ($ection 32 C - review of expenditpres within Ordinance?)
Page 15 (Overview; note nothing mentioned about train or rail)
Page 15 (Highway 1 Corridtor 4lslSoquel Dr; Bay/Porter Park; State Park-Park

NOTE: no rnention is made of Segynentl?- Does Segment 12 require
A2l3 majority votg because its main purpose is two bridges for a train?

Page 1 8.1 p (Highway Corridor lmprovements, bike-pedestrian bridges)
Page 20 ($anauary Trail ahd Studiee-Analysis NO TRAIN FUNDING INCLUDED)
Attachmgnlt 2 pages (Railbpnking - \A/hat, Mere, Why , \Mren and How)

Aoswer The funfls in RailConid0r- 8o/o (page 20) may be utilized for other



Santa Cruz Conr4ty

Measure D: SafSty, Pothole Repalr, [raffic Reliefn Transifi lmprowment Mersure. In order to: improve
child ren's safetv around

maintain senigr/disabled transit global u4a rm ing pollutio n by proriding tra n spo rtation options
shall Santa Cruz County vote6 adopt an

ordinance estabfishing a half-cent sailes tax for 30 Vears, pising approximately 517 million annually,
requiring citizen oversight indepen{ent audits, and funds spent locally? *rail-banking 

{see attachment}
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oRDrNAr{CE rilO. 2016-01

AN ORDINANCEOf

THE SANTA CNUZ COUNTY REGIONATTRANSPORTATIOITI coMMISsIoN ENACTING A RETAIL

TRANSACIIOIIIS AND USE TAX,

suBf EcT To ADOpftoN By THE EEqTORAT4

TO BE ADMTN|STERED BvThtE STATF BOARD OF EQUAUZATTON

WIIEREAS, the multimodal localtransportation network is necessary for economic vitality; provides
access to hornies, schools, healthcare, and businesses; is utilized by drivers, buses, people walking
bicyclists, trains and trucks; and is ir4ponant to the overall quality of life for all Santa Cruz County
residents; and

WHEREAS, agenpies in Santa Cruz County are working to reduce congestion, reduce greenhouse gas

emissions and improve safety, accesp and mobility; and

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Cruz and the Cities of Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, and Watsonville
operate, maintain, and make impror4ements to the local$treet and road network, which includes over
1,800 lane miles of roads, traffic sig4als, sidewalks, bicycle paths, and other transportation facilities; and

WHEREAS, public transit and paratrqnsit operators provifle a lifeline for senior citizens and people with
disabilities, who depend on these vilaltransportation services for independent living; and

WHEREA$ over 1.00,000 people traveleach day on HighWay 1to access their homes, jobs, health carq
and services; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Cruz Brnanch Rail Line was brought into public ownership in 2012 for the purpose of
expanding transportation options along the most heavily traveled corridor in Santa Cruz County; and

WHEREAS. thq [fonterev Bav SanFtLlarv ftenic Tqflil Netvfork. inc]uding the RailTrail. is a olanned multF

: and

WHEREA!|, State and Federaf funding sources an{ prqrains that support transportation have been cut,
are unreliablelc{n be diverted to ot}ier uses, and are ins{rfficient to operate and maintaln the local road,
bicycle, pedesfri{n, transit, spnior an! disabled trpnsportftion networks in a state of good repair; and

WHEREAS, new lpcal revenues that qannot be taken by the state are needed to prevent further
deterioration of roads and maintain them in good conditipn; reduce traffic congestion; maintain public
transportation and transportation sefvices for seniors anfl people with disabilities; reduce collisions and
improve traffic flow on local highways; provide safe and qccessible crosswalks, ramps, and sidewalks;
and create safe bicycle routes; and

WHEREAS, there is strong recognition of need for infrastructure improvements and acknowledgement
that the local mu[ti-modal transportqtion network serves all sectors of our community; and C\t
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WHEREAS, after receiving feedback from residents throqghout Santa Cruz County on their priorities for
the multimodaltransportation system, the Santa Cruz County RegionalTransportation Commission has
deterrnined that the community places a high priority on preserving and maintaining existing
infrastructure. maintaining public transit and transit service for seniors and people with disabilities,
reducing traffic congestion, improving safety, and expanding options for traveling witfrin Santa Cruz

County; and

WHEREAS, the LocalTransportation Authority andl lmprovement Act, California Public Utilities Code
Section 180000 et seq. ("Act"), generally authorizes a localtransportation authority to place a baltot
measure before the voters of the county to authonize a retail transactions and use tax to fund
transportation-related projects and programs ('Transpontation Tax"), upon the approval of two-thirds of
the electors voting upon the measure; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Cruz County RegionalTransportation Commission is designated tJy California
Government Code section 29532.1as the transpoftation planning agency of the Coun'ty of Santa Cruz;
and

WHEREAS, Sections L80050 and 180201 of the Act provide that the Country may designate a
transportation planning agency to act as the local transportation authority for purposes of the Act
including imposing a Transportation Tax; and

WHERE/A$ a one-half cent sales tax established lor:ally would generate approximately seventeen million
dollars (517 million) per year solely for transportation prajects in Santa Cruz County; and

WHEREAT local funding measures for transportation strengthen our local economy by creating jobs and
providing mobility and access for alltransportation system users; and

WHEREAS, the Act states that the additional funds provided by the tax so adopted shall supplement
existing local revenues being used for public transportation purposes; andl

WHEREAS, the Act further provides that a county transportation expenditure plan shall be prepared for
the expenditure of the revenues expected to be derrived from the Transportation Tax; and

WHERE/IS, the Santa Cruz County Regional Transprcrtation Commission has conducted a noticed putrlic
hearing, as required by state law, on the question ,of whether or not to request voters to adopt an
Ordinan,ce to furnd the programs identified in the lixpenditure plan; and

WHEREI\S, funds generated by the Transportation Tax shall be used only for transportation purposes,
including the administration of the Expenditure Pl;rn, construction, acquisiition, maintenance and
operation of streets, roads, highways, public transit systems, including paratransit services, and related
transpotation purposes within the Gounty of Santia Cruz,

NOW THEREFORE, the people of the Santa Cruz County RegionalTransportation Commission of the
County of Santa Cruz do ordain as follows:

Section :1. TITLE. This Ordinance shall be known as, the "Santa Cruz County Transportation lmprovement
Plan Measure." The Santa Cruz County Regional Trilnspoftation Commission shall be referred to herein Cr')
as the LocalTranpportation Authority ("Authority"). This Ordinance shall be applicable in the territory of $A



the Santa Cruz County RegionalTransportation Commission, which is all incorporated and
unincorporated territory lying within the County o,f Santa Cruz.

Section 2.SUrylfilARY. This Ordinance provides for rthe adoption of a transportation Expenditure Plan for
Santa Cnuz County, the imposition of a RetailTransactions and Use Tax of one-half of rcne percent tO.S%|
for a period of tftrirty (30) years, the authority to issue limited tax bonds secured by such taxes and the
administration of the tax proceeds, with independetnt citizens oversight and annual audit reports for
public review.

Section 3.OPERATIVE DATE. Subject to voter approval, this Ordinance shall be operative the first day of
the first calendar quarter commencing more than 1.L0 days after the adoption of this Ordinance. The
anticipated Operative Date of this Ordinance will bre as early as April L,2OL7, if approved by two-thirds
of the voters voting on the measure at the November 8, 2016 Election.

section 4.DEFfNlTloNs. The following definitions:;hall apply in this ordinance:

1. "Authority" means the Santa Cruz County FiegionalTransportation Commission (SCCRTC),

previously created in Government Code 67940 and 57941. and designated as the transportation planning
agency for Santa Cruz County in Government Coder 29532.1. and designated as the LocalTransportation
Authority for Santa Cruz County pur$uant to Divisircn 19 (commencing with Section 180000) of the
Californ[a Public Utilities Code, authorized to impose a Retail Transactions and Use Tax, subject to voter
approval, in accordance with Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 180200) of Division 19 of the
Californiia Public Utilities Code, and with Part 1.5 (commencing with Section 725L1of Division 2 of the
Californiia Revenue and Taxation Code.

B. "Board of Supervisors" means the Santa Cruz Corrrnty Board of Supervisors.

C. "County" means Santa Cruz County and includes the incorporated and unincorporated territory
,of the county which makes up the boundaries of the Santa Cruz County RegionalTransportation
€ommis$ion territory.

D. "State" means the State of California.

E. '"Measure Revenue" or "Transportation Tax Revenue" means the revenue generated by the one-
lhalf of orne percent (0.5%) increase in the lletail Transactions and ["lse Tax imposed and as

rcollected pursuant to this Ordinance, including any interest or other earnings thereon.

F. "'Retail Transactions and Use Tax" or "Transportation Tax" is to be identified as specified in
Fart 1.6 {commencing with section 725t1ctf Division 2 of the California Revenue and Taxation
r:ode.

G. ''Measure" or "Traftic Relief, Road Repair, liafety, Transit lmprovement Measure,, or
"Transportation lmprovement Plan (TRlPf' or "Santa Cruz County'fransportation Tax Measure"
means the Ordinance, including all provisions and Expenditure Plan incorporated herein.

H. "Expendilture Plan" or "Plan" or olnvestment planl means the 2016 Santa Cruz County
'lfransportation lmprovernenq Plan - Exoenditure pbn attached to this Ordinance as Exhitlit A and +
adopted as part of this Ordinance includinrr anv future amendments thereto. This is the plan for S

tr.



the expenditure of revenues expected to be derived from the tax imposed pursuant to this
Ordinance, together with other federal, state, and localfunds expected to be available for
transportation projects and programs, for the period during whictr the tax is to be imposed.

Section s.ruftPOSE. This Ordinance is adopted to achieve the fotlowing, among othen purposes, and
directs that the provisions hereof be interpreted in order to accomplish those purposes:

A. To impose a RetailTransactions and Use Tax in accordance with the provisions of Part l.G
(commencing with Section 725L1 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code and lsection 180000 ef
seq. of the California Public Utilities Code, which authorize the Authority to adopt this Ordinance which
shall be operative if a two-thirds (2/31majority of the electors voting on tlhe measure ,vote to approve
the imposition of the tax at an election called for that purpose.

B. To adopt a RetailTransactions and Use Tax ordinance that incorporaters provisions identicalto those
of the Sales and Use Tax Law of the State of California insofar as those provisions are not inconsistent
with the requirements and limitations contained in Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation
Code.

C. To adopt a RetailTransactions and Use Tax ordinance that imposes a countywide 1'ranspoltation Tax
and provides a rneasure therefor that can be administered and collected by the State Board of
Equalization in a manner that adapts itself as fully as practicable to, and requires the least possible

deviation from, the existing statutory and adminisltrative procedures followed by the State Board of
Equalization in administering and collecting the California State Sales and Use Taxes.

D. To adopt a Retail Transactions and Use Tax ordinance that can be admrinistered in a manner that will
be, to the greatest degree possible, consistent with the provisions of Division 19 (commencing with
Section ,1800001 of the California Public Utilities Code and Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and
Taxationr Code, rninimize the cost of collecting the'transactions and use taxes, and at the same time,
minimize the bunden of record keeping upon persclns subject to taxation under the provisions of this
ordinance.

E. Measure Revenue, including any interest or other earnings thereon, may only be used for
transpoftation purposes described in the Ordinance and Expenditure Plan (Exhibit A), including: the
implemerntation and administration of all provisions and requirements of this Ordinance as amended;
the construction, acquisition, maintenance, and opreration of streets, roads, highways, including local
roadq state highways and public transit systems; and for related transportation purposes consistent
with the Expenditure Plan, including project manafiement and oversight of the projects to be funded
using the Transportation Ta& such as coordination with other responsible agencies as well as project
delivery and negotiation of project agreements. These purposes include expenditures for planning,
environmental rqviewt engineering and design costt and related right-of-way acquisition. Expenditures
may alsor include, but are not limited to, payments to the County of Santa Cruz for any election costs as

set forth in the Ordinance, required payments to the Board of Equalization, costs of program

administration and oversight, defense or prosecution of legal actions related thereto, debt service on
bonds or other indebtedness, and expenses and reserves in connection with the issuance of the same.

Section IS.ADMINISTRATION OF Pl-AI,tlS. The Authority shall impose the Transportation Tax and enter
into an agreement with the State Board of Equalizartion to collect the funds, may at the discretion of the

t.r)
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Authori$s gqvqrning Board enter into agreement with lhe County to allocate
revenues derived from the Transportation Tax consistent with the Ordi and Expenditure Plan, and
shall administer the Ordinance and fixpenditure pl]an included in this

Section T.CRElAlllON OF SPECIAI FUf{D. The Authority shallestablish a new nd entitled
*Transportation 

Tax Regional Transportation Fu nd'. All llra nsportation Tax , plus interest, will
be deposited in the specialfund. The fund authorized hqreunder will be by the Authority
pursuant to this Ordinance and the provisions of Division 19 (commencing Section 180000) ofthe

provisions an{ priorities of the ordirnance and Expenditure plan, consistent
herein.

california pubfic utilities code, and Fart 1.6 (comnnencing with section 725

California Revenue and Taxation Code.

and delivery schedule of each Expenditure plan project or program, detail
possible financing tools needed to deliverthe ExpenditurB plan within the

consisteRt with the
the authority cited

of Division 2 of the

allocates, administers

Act funding for local

revenue projections a nd
years promised to voters,

Section &lMPltEMENTATlOil.

A. Proiects and programs funded in the Expenditure plan wlll be over the 30-year time
horizon of the Tfansportation Tax. Three types of investments are funded the Expenditure Plan:
investment categories which are allocated a percentage pf net revenues, I investments which are
allocated speqifiF dollar amounts, a4d ongoing dircct allqcations of a of net revenues to be
distributed to cilies, the County of S4nta Cruz, and transif operators for projects and operations.
Capital investmqnts will be made ba$ed upon cleanly defined project and limits resulting
from the outcpmes of environmentdl analyses, as applicCble. The Authority distribute revenues no
less than quartefly to localjurisdictiqns, the Santa Cruz tVfietropolitan T District, and the
Consolidated Transportation Service Agency based on the formulas set
accordance with the Act and this Ordinance.

in the Expenditure Plan, in

B. The Santa Fruz County Rpgional Transportation Comrhission, which
and oversees the expenditu{e of fedfral, state and Transfortation
and regionaltfansportation prolects and program$ in its role as

veafs. followinie a oublic heafing. The purposes of the tmplementation plan to define the scope, cost

and describe the risks, critical issues and opportunities tfat the Authority address to
expeditiously deliver the Expenditure Plan.

oudslons of Se Exoendltutp Plen.

C. Agencies inlplementing the Expenditure Plan projects rnay accumulate nue over multiple years
so that sufficiqnt funding is available for larger and long-term proiects. Any income earned on

for which the fundsfunds allocate{ pursuant to this ordinance shall be expenSed only for the
were allocated.
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Section 9.IEVFRAGING FUNDS. Leveraging or matching pf outside funding
encouraged. Any additional transportation revenues mafle available th
matchirlg funds will be spent based on the principles oultined for fund
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan"

Section I0.BONDlNG AUTHORIW. Fay-as-you,go financing is the preferred

transportation improvements and programs under this Qrdinance.
of the Authority to be cost effective and to accelenate iniplementation of
decide to use bond financing as an alternative method. gpon voter
Authority shall have the power to sell or issue, from timq to time, on or
bonds, or other evidence of indebtedness, in an aggregafe principal

not to exceed the estimated proceeds ofthe Transportation Tax, and to
by way of future collection of the Transportation l'ax, fon capital outlay
set forth in this Ordinance, including, but not limited to, parrying out the
described in the Expenditure Plan, consistent with the Sqction 180250 of

Section ILCqOPERATIVE FUND AG To maxirtrrize the effective
be transferred or exchanged between or among julrisdictions receiving

Jurisdictions receiving funds may, by annual or murlti-year agreement,
percentage of funds allocated as provided in the Expenditure Plan is mainta
period of time the tax is imposed. Agreements to exchange funds, in

must be approved by the Authority and shall be consistept with all rules

Authority relating to such exchanges. The Authority may exchange

allocated or granted to any public agency within or outsiCe the area or ju

maximize effectiveness in the use of the revenues. Such federal or State

same manner as revenues derived from this ordinance. Ilhe Authority shall
accounting of all balances that are subject to cooperativ4 agreements

Section l2.ADMI N ISTRATIVE AND I MPIE M ENTATI ON COSTS.

A. The Authority shall expend only that amount of the Transportation
support,, audit, administrative expenses, and contract sefvices that is
out its responsibilities pursuant to Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation

180109 of the Public Utilities Code, the Authority s;hall ngt expend more
generatrad pursuant to Division 19 of the Code for administrative salaries

of fees paid to the State Board of Equalization for r:ollection of the transact

the distribution of the Transportation Tax Revenuer as prqvlded in the

B. In order to ensure that the cost of adminir;tratiofr, implementation
are not loorne by other programs and sources, suclr as Trqnsportation
prograffls, any funds necessary for administrative, imple6entation and

Transportation Tax shall be paid by Measure Revenues.'|hese functions in
processes, reporting financial management, compiling arnd publishing an

informaltion concerning the Ordinance, rent, supplies, cofrsulting services,

responsibitities as may be necessary to administer the Ordinance and iture Plan. Costs of

rces is strongly

their replacement by

described in the

of financing

if deternnined by the board

thel Authority may

of this Ondinance, the
the colllection of taxes,

at any one time outstanding

such indebtedness solely

itures lbr the purposes

projects

Public Utilities Code.

of funds, revenues may

from thir; measure.

funds provided that the
over the duration ofthe
repayment provisions,

or approved by the
for State or federal funds

of the Authority to
shall be distributed in the

for public review an

pursuant to this section.

'ax Revenue for staff
and reasonable to carry

. Pursuant to Section

one percent ofthe funds

benefits net of the amount

and use tax and prior to
Plan (Exhibit A).

overslght this Measure

Act-funded

of the Ordinance and

audits, programming

report, providing public

legal, other
D\
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performing or contracting for projeq,t-related work shall !e paid from the
Tax allocated fo the appropriate purpose and project.

the planning, finance, approval, desfn, construction,
operation, control and repair of any road, highway, bus, lail or other
the Authorlty phpll not be rqsponsibfe forthe
following con$truction contr1act completion.

Section 14.ES$!ON. The Authority requests the Board

approval of thfis Ordinance, which election shall be hefd

called and corlducted in the same manner as provlded law forthe
Pursuant to Sgction 180203 of the Public Utilities Code,

shall be the fufl proposition as set forth in this
include the Expenditure Plan. Approval of this
shaf l require tfe affirmative vote of a two-thirds (Z/31

the election dgscribed in this section. The proposition to
as folfiows:

"Safiety, Poth+tq Repalr, Tffic hfl?f, Trsndt
sfiety around ]scfrools; repaf potholfs; repave stfeets;
senior/disablep tra nsit; redqce globdl wa rm ing pg llution
sidewallcs, bufes5 bike lanes, tnils; pfe$rve rail options;
ordinanoe estgblishing a half-cent safes tax for 30 years,

requiring citizgn pversight, iirdependent audits, and

YES_ NO_*',

Section 15.EUCT|ONIOEI$, The County of Santa rCruz

election if the measure is approved per Section

be funded from Year 1 Measure Revenues before net
programs in the Expenditure Plan. Reimbursement of
election shall be deferred until it can be paid from the
Transportation Tax goes into effect.

Section l6.COffiinnGf WnH SIAff. Prior to the operati{e date of this
contract with the State Board of Equalization to perform f ll functions
operation of this transaction$ and use tax ordinance; profided, that if the A
contracted with the State Board of Equalization prior to the operative date,
contract and in such a case the operative date shall be thF first day ofthe
following the qxecution of such a contract.

Seetion IT.TR4NSACTIONS T' ( RATE. For the privilege

tax is hereby irpposed upon all retailers in the
selling

at the rate of qne-half of one percent t0.5%) of the gross
and u

of any

of the Transportation

employ and compensate

with the Public contract

of right of
for public agencies, for
, maintenance,

facility. However,

or operation of State highway facilities

Supervisors to an election for voter
November 8, The election shall be

of electlons by a county.

sample ballot be mailed to the voters
and the voter handbook shall

and imposition the Transportation Tax,

of the e voting on this measure at
placed on the shall read substantialfu

Macure. tn to: impmve children's
traffic flow Highway 1; maintain

providing options like

Santa Cruz voters adopt an

$17 million annually,

spent locally?

be reimbursed its cost in conducting the
of the Public U Code. Election costs wilf

are d to the projects and

County of Santa for the costs of this
sure Revenues when the

the Authority shall

to the administration and

shall not have

shall nevertheless so

calendar quarter

tangible I property at retail, a

territory of the County

frorn the sale of all

@
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Section

section 18.P1*AGE oF SALE. For the purposes of this ordinance, all retail are consummated at the
place of business of the retaiter untess the tangibfe personal property sotd delivered by the retailer or
his agent to an out-of-state destination or to a common carrier for delivery an out-of-state
destination. The gross receipts from such sales shrall include delivery ch when such charges are
subject to the state sales and use tax, regardless of the ptace to which defi

tangible personal property sold at retail in said tenritory on and after the
Ordinance,

retailer has no permanent place of business in ther State or has more tharl
place or places at which the retail sales are consummated shall be determ

the provisions of Part 1 (cornmencing with Section 6001) of Division 2 of
Code:

boundaries of the state of california, where the result of the substitution

a. Provide an exemption from this tax with respect to certain sales,

consumption of tangible personalproperty which rvoufd not otherwise be
such sales, storage, use or other consumption remiain subject to tax by the
Part 1 of' Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, or;

ative darte of this

is made. In the event a

place of business, the
under rules and

Revenue and Taxation

to the exterior

be to:

use or other
from this tax whife

regulations to be prescribed and adopted by the S,tate Board of E

section 19.usE TAx RATE. An excise tax is hereby'imposed on the storage, or other consumption in
the County of tangible personal property purchased from any retailer on after the operative date of
this ordinance for storage, use or other consumption in said territory at the of one-half of one
percent (0.5%)of the sales price of the propefi. 'The sales price shall i delivery charges when
such charges are subject to state sales or use tax regardless ofthe place to delivery is made.

Section 20.ADOPTION OF PIOVISE$S OF !g" Except as provided in this ordinance

(commencing with
2 (commencing with
1 (commencing with

and except insofar as they are inconsistent with thre provisions of Division 1

Section 180000) of the California Public Utilities Code and part 1.6 of
section 7251) of the Revenue and raxation code, iall of tlire provisions of
Section 6001) of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code are hereby
this Ordinance as though fully set forth herein.

and made a part of

In adopting

A. whelrever the state of california is named or rr:ferred to as the taxing , the name of this
Authority shall be substituted therefor. However, the substitution shall nrot made when:

1. The'word "state" is used as a part of the title of the state controller, sta Treasurer, Victim

te Treasury, or thecompenrsation and Government claims Board, statte Boand of Equalizationr,

Constitution of the State of California;

2. The result of that substitution would require action to be taken by or
agency, officer, or employee thereof rather than by or agpinst the State

this Authority or any

of Equalization, in
performing the functions incident to the administration or operation of this nce.

3. In those sections, including, but not necessarily'limited to sections

Or
q)
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under the provisions of



b. lmpose this tax with respect to certain salet storagef use or other
property whiCh would not be subject to tax by the] state under the said

4. ln Sections 67OL,6702 (except in the last sentence tfrereof), 67tt,6Z
Revenue and Taxation Code.

8. The word "County" shall be substituted for thet word ',State" in the
business in this state" in section 6203 and in the clefinitipn of that phrase

section zz.PERnfiT Nor REQUIRED. lf a selhr's piennit gas been issued to
of the Revenue and Taxation code, an additionaltransaQtor's permit shall
Ordinance.

Section 23.EXFMPTIONS AND EXCLUSTONS.

A. Thene shall be excluded from the measure of the trairsactions tax and
sales tax or use tax imposed by the State of California or by any city, city
to the Bradley-Burns uniforrn Local sales and Use Tax Law or the amount
transactions or use tax.

B. There are exempted from the computation of rthe amount of
from:

1. Sales of tangible personal property, other than fuel o;. petroleum
be used or consumed principally outside the County in wfiich the sale is

exclusively in the use of such aircraft as common carrierq of persons or
the laws of this State, the United States, or any foreign gpvernment.

2. Sales of property to be used outside the County whicfr is shipped to a
pursuant to the contract of sale, by delivery to such point by the retailer orr

the retailer to a carrier for shipment to a consignee at suph point. For the
delivery to a point outside the County shall be satisfied:

a. With respect to vehicles (other than carmmerFial vehicles) su

Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 4000) of Divir;ion 3 0f the Vehicle
compliance whh Section 2t4tt of the public Utilities CodE, and
Division 3.5 (commencing with Section 9840) of thre Vehigle Code by
address and by a declaration under penalty of perjury, signed by the buyer,
in fact, tlis or her principal place of residence; and

b. With respect to commercialvehicles, by registra{ion to a place of
declaratilon under penalty of periury, signed by the buyerl that the vehicle
address.

3. The sale of tangible personal property if the seller is opligated to furnish
price pursuant to a contract entered into prior to tlhe operative date of this

of tangible perconaf

of that code.

6737, 6797 or 5828 of the

"retailer engaged in

Section 6203.

retailer under. Section 5067

be required by this

use tax the amount ofany
county, or county pursuant

state-administered

taxthe gross receipts

to operators of aircraft to
e and directly and

under the authority of

nt outside the County,

is agent, or by delivery by

of this paragraph,

to registration pursuant to
aircraft licensed in

vessels registered under
to an out-of-County

that such address is,

out-of-County and

ll be operated from that

property for a fixed
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4. A lease of tangible personal property which is a continuing sale of such ; for any period of
time for which the lessor is obligated to lease the propefi for an amount
operative date of this ordinance.

by the lease prior to tlre

5. For the purposes of subparagraphs (3) and ( ) of this section, the sale lease of tangible personal
property shall be deemed not to be obligated purrsuant to a contract or for any period of time for

such operators directly and exclusively in the use of such aircraft as
property for hire or compensation under a certificate of public conveni and necessity issued
pursuant to the laws of this State, the United States, or any foreign This exemption is in

which any party to the contract or lease has the unconditional right to te
upon notice, whether or not such right is exercised.

C. There are exempted from the use tax imposedl by this ordinance, the
consurnption in this County of tangible personal propertM:

1. The gross receipts from the sale of whhh have been subiect to a traflsa
administered transactions and use tax ordinance.

2. Otherthan fuel or petroleum products purchased by operators ofa

addition to the exemptions provided in sections 5366 and 6366.1 of the
the State of California-

following: vehicles subject to registration pursuan'! to chppter 1 (commenci
Division 3 of the Vehicle code, aircraft licensed in compli4nce with sectionr 2
code, or undocumented vessels registered under Divisiorl 3.5 (commencing

the contract or lease

use or other

tax under any state.

and used or consumed by

carriers of persons or

ue and Taxation Code of

g with Section 4000) of
411of the Public Utilities

3. lf the purchaser is obligated to purchase the property for a fixed price to a contract entered
into prior to the operative date of this ordinance.

t*. lf thre possession of, or the exercise of any right or power wer, the tangiple personal propefi arises
under a lease which is a continuing purchase of such property for any period of time for which the lessee
is obligated to lease the property for an amount fi:xed by a lease prior to the operative date of this
ordinance.

5. For the purposes of subparagraphs (3) and (4) of this Fection, storage, uqe, or other consumption, or
possessiion of, or exercise of any right or power over, tangible personal property shall be deemed not to
be obligated pursuant to a contract or lease for any periqd of time for whiicl any party to the contract or
lease has the unconditional right to terminate the contract or lease upon noltice, whether or not such
right is erxercised.

6. Except as provided in subparagraph (7), a retailler engaged iln business in the County shall not be
requirec'l to collect use tax from the purchaser of tangiblg personal property,l unless the retailer ships or
delivers the property into the County or participates within the County ln m{king the sale of the
propertl/, including, but not limked tq soliciting or receiying the order, eithfr directly or indirectly, at a
place of business of the retailer in the County or through any representativef agent, canvasser, solicitor,
subsidia ry or person in the County under the authority of the retailer.

7. "A retailer engaged in business in the County" shall alpo include any retailer of any of the
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Vehicle code. That retailer shall be required to collect use tax from any
licenses the vehicle, vessel, or aircraft at an address in the County.

who registers or

D. Any persqn subject to the use tax under this Ctrdinance may credit that tax any transactions

person of the property the $torage, use or other consumption of which is to the use tax.

Section24.ASE]{9![ENIS. Atlamendmentssubsequenttothe date of this Ordinance to
Part 1 of Division 2 of the Revenue and raxation code relating to sales and taxes and which are not
inconsistent with Part 1.6 and part 1.7 of Division 2 of the Revenue and T; Code, and all
amendments to Part 1.5 and Part 1.7 of Division 2 of the Revenue and T Code, shall automatically
become a part of this Ordinance, provided howevrer, that no such ame shall operate so as to
affect the ratq of tax imposed by this Ordinance.

Section 2S.EXPENDITURE PIIAN U

A. This ordinance and Expertditure plan may be annended to provide for use of additional federaf,
state, and locAl revenues, to account for unexpected revenues, or to take consideration unforeseen
circumstances. Should a proiect impfementing agency dgtermine that a

tax or reimbursement for trpnsactions tax paid to a counrty imposing, or
tax pursuant to Part 1.6 of Oivision 2 of the Revenue and Taxation code

undeliverable,l infeasible or {rnfundalle due to circumstapces unforeseen

intent of this Ordinance that funds generated by the Transportation Tax be
replace existing revenues us€d for transportation purposes. Existing funds,

funding the callection of traffic impact mitigation feet other local impact
property. The funds generated by the Transportation Tax shall not be used
transportation funding or to replace requirements for new development to
transportation needs. The e4tities receiving Measure Revenues shall mainta
comm itment of discretiona ry local tra nsportation-nelated expenditures for
pursuant to this ordinance, and the Authority shall enforge this section by
fiscal audits of the locaf agenpies

section 2T.ENlofNtf,lG cott[cfloN tNo injunction or writ of
equitable proces$ shall issue m any zurt, action or p,roceeding in any court

r tiabte for a transactions

respect to the sale to the

project has become

time this Ordinance and

to supplement and not
and other

and dedications of
replace existing

for its own

their existing

purposes

actions, including

or other legal or

Expenditure Pfan were crealed, or

Drorram of thb same WD€ ol otherulise selvinc tho samal ohiacrlvac

B.

forth in Sectioh 180207 of PubliG Utilities Code: (1)

amendments shall

section 26.M4|NTENANCE oF EFF pursuant to califprnia pubtic uti Code 180001{e}, it is the

resources beiqg used for tra6sportation purposes include but are not to federal and state
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Authorlty, or against any officer of the State or thre Authority, to prevent

this ordinance, or Part 1.6 of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation Code,

tax required to be collected.

Section z8.AryN,UAt AP"ROPRIATIONS LtMtT. The annual appropriations
to Section 4 of Article XlllB of the California Constitution and Section

shall be established at a sum equal to the amount of all proceeds of the I'
annually, and as defined by said Article XttlB. The appropriations limit shatl
provided by law.

Section 29.SE!EBA!!U[L lf any provision of this ordinance or the
or circumstance is held invalid or unenforceable by a court of competent
the ordinance and the application of such provision to other persons or
affected thereby, and the Authority declares that it would have passed

irrespective of the validity of any other part"

$ection 30.ggI!ONS. The titles and headings to the sections set forth in

this ordinance and shallhave no effect upon the construction or

Section 3l.ENlEONtvlENIAtThis Ordinance is n,ot a project as defined in
California EnvironmentalQuality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and is therefore
requirements. Approvalof this Ordinance and Expenditure Plan does not
any specific project or activity listed herein. Prior to commencement of any
identified in the Expenditure Plan, applicable provisions of the California
(CEAAI shall be completed.

Sectkln 32.TAPAYER SAFE€I ARD$ At DITS. AND ACCOI NTAB|UW.

importance in delivering public investments with public dollars. In orderto
transparrency and public oversight of all funds colklcted and allocated
with state law, all of the follpwing shall appfy:

A. Annsnl Report. Each agenry receiving Measure Revenue shall annually
hearing,, an annual report which includes 1) a five-year program of projectts

each of the projects to be funded with Measure Revenues allocated

Local anrd regional agencies shall submit their program of projects to the
be easily understood by mernbers of the public. 2) Description of expend
from the most recently completed fiscal year. The purpose of requiring the
fiscal year expenditures is to allow the Authority to prepare a comprehen
expenditure of funds generated by this Ordinance,,

B. Annual Audit- No less than annually, an independent annual audit shalll

expenditure of allfunds generated by the transpoftation tax. The audit, wh
the publlic, shall report on evidence that the expenditure of funds is in

adoptedf by the voters in approving the Ordinance on November 8, 20L6.

a publicly available annual report on past and upcoming activities and publ
statement.

join the collection under

any tax or any amount of

of the Authority pursuant

of the Public Utilities Code

ion Tax collected

subjec't to adjustment as

thereofto any person

the remainder of
shall not be

part of this Ordinance

ordinance are not part of
of any part hereof.

15378 ofthe
from CEQA

mit to implementation of
project or activity

ronmental Quality Act

is of utmost

nsure accountability,

this Measure and to comply

after holding a pubfic

information about

to the Expenditure Plan.

rity in a format that can

of Measure Revenues

recently completed

report to the public on the

conducted of the
shall be made available to

with this Plan as

Authority will also prepare

an annualfinancial cf)
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C. Indepeldem Oren$fftt 4otmittee. An Independent Oversight Commiille shall be formed by the
Board of Directors of the Authority to review the annual independent fiscal audit of the expenditure of
the Transportation Tax ftrnds and issue an annual report on Rs finetings regdrding conmliance with the
requirements of the Expenditure Plan and the Ordinance to the Authority $oard of Directors. The total
membership of the Independent Oversight Comnrittee strall not exceed fivQ (5) members and any
vacaficy which rftay occur from tirne to time shall be filted by ttre Board of lirectors of the Authority as
soon as reasonably possible.

Mernbers of the Independent Oversight Committee shall be residents o{ Santa Cruz County who are
neither elected officials of any government, nor emptoyees from any agencir or organization that either
oversees or implements projects funded from the proceeds of the sales tax] Members will fairly
represent the geographical, social, cultural, and economic diversity of Sant{ Cruz County to ensure
maximum benefit for transportation users. The Committee shall include at lpast one person with an
accounting or fiscal rnanagement background.

Independent Oversight Committee meetings will be announced in advance pnd will be open to the
general public. The lndependent Oversight Comrnittee strall rneet at least orllce but no rRore than four
times per year.

The responsibilities of this Cbmmittee include:

r Reviewing Expenditltre Plan expenditures on an pnnual basis to ens{rre they conform to the
Ordinance.

I Reviewing the annualaudit and report prerpared by an independent auditor, describing how
funds were spent.

o Produce a publicly available Annual Report of oversight Activities.

D. Declsions regarding implementation of this Orrdinance will be made by the Authority in public
meetings, subject to the Brown Act.

Section 33.EEfEEI!VE-DAIE This Ordinance relates to the levying and collleqting of the retail
transactions and use tax and shall take effect irnmrediately, subiect only to tllre Operative Date set forth
in this Ordinance.

Section 34.IEBM!NA[!ON !8IE. The authority to levy the tax imposed by this Ordinance shatl
expire thirty (30) years from the Operative Date of this ordinance (with the last operative date
anticipatled to be March 3L,7A471.

The foregoing ordinance was PASSED AND ADOPIED by the santa cruz ccru4ty Regional Transportation
Commission (SCCRTCI, on June 16, 201G. by the following vote:

AYES: Don LaRe, Johnteopold, Ryan coonerty, EdBottorff, Karina cervantez,

Cynthia Chase, Jimmy Dutra, Dennis Norton, Bruce Mcpherson

NOES: RandyJohnson, Greg Caput
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ABSENT: Zach Friend

)ExhibitA:+

Santa Cruz County

2016'fiansportatiron lmprovernent plan - Expendliture Ftan

-Approved hythe RTC hoond on ttme ,6, 2016-

0vervielw

The 2015 Tramsportation lmprovement Plan (TRIP) - Exppnditure Plan for Sqnte Cruz County provides a
bahn:ed visitm to irnprove, op€rate and rnaintaln Santa Cruz Count/s tran$portation ftetwork. The plan
will provide sofer routes to $chools for local students; mNintain mobility an{ indepen<lence for seniors
and those with disabilities; invest in bicycle and pedestripn pathways and brfidges on an unprecedented
scale; repave roadways, repFir potholes and impnrve s#pty on local stre€.'tsl ease coilgestkrn on maior
roadways; and invest in tra4sportation projects that red{rce the pollution that causes global warming.

Neighborhood ProJects

Direct Allocation to Cities and County

Local roadway pavement repair and operational improvements, school and neighborhood traffic safety projects,

bicycle and pedestrian projects

San Lorenzo Valley Hwy g Gorridor tmprovernents - $10 million

Highway 17 Wildlife Crossing - SS miilion

Hlshwav Corqidprs

Highway l Cqrrldor

Auxiliary laneo that separat$ entering and exiting rtraffic from through lanes to improve traffic flow and safety:

41st Avre-Soeuel Dr; Bay/po6er-park; State park-park

Bicycle and pqdestrian overtcrossings frl

St'MMIARY OF TRAI{SPORTATTON INVESTfifiENTSi
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TraYeler Inftrmation and

Transportagon llemand $anagement

Exa m p I e P rog ra m s : Cruz5 1,1, Carpool/Va n poo I progra nis

Highway SafFty and Congqstion Reduction programs

Exomple Programs: Freeway service patrol and safe on 17 Enforcement

Transit for Sgniors and Peqple with Disabilitles

Direct Afocqtion to Service Providerc

Santa Cruz METRO (15%l

Cornmunity Sridees Lift ting Paratransit Service {4%}

Active Transportation

Eike and pedfstrian trail cofrstructipn; maintenarxce, m{nagement and drainagc of railand trail corridor;

install condult fur internet {nO ete4rlcal servicer

Rall Corrldor

tnfrastructurf Srcservationi erd Anp$s of Optrns

Exomple ProiQcts: Analysis (including environmeotal analysis) of both railtransit and non-rail options forthe

corridor; railfine maintenarice and {epairs

The Expenditufe Plan identifiles transportation projects tQ be funded from a new one-half of one percent
transactions and use ta)r to he collected for thirty (3O) yeFrs, if two-thirds of voters approve the ballot
measure in 20tr 6. The Expen{iture Plon is presented to thp voters of Santa Cruz County as a means to
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address insufficient funding to meet current and projectpd transportation needs in Santa Cruz County.
Given current sales tax receipts, one-half of one percent transaction and use tax is expected to generate
Stz million a year in 2o16 dollars, totaling approximatety $soo million for transportation investments.
These local funds can be used to leverage state and fedqral transportation funds that would otherwise
be unavailable. The investn'lents described in the lExpenditure plan reflectt the best efforts to achieve
consen$us among varied transportation needs of iianta $ruz €ounty residents.

Three types of investments tsre funded in the Expenditure Plan: investment categories which are
allocated a percentage of net revenues, capital investmqnts which are allocated specific dollar amounts,
and ongoing direct allocations of a percentage of net revenues to cities, the County of Santa Cruz, and
transit operators for capitaf projects and operatiorns. Thd following describes the investments funded by
the Santa Cruz County 2016 Transportation lmprovement Plan - Expenditure plan.

l{eishbqrhood Froiqcts - 30% ner vear

Dircct Allocatfon to Citi€s aild Counff

The existing local street and road, bicycle, and pedlestrian systems are criticalto the everyday movement
of people within the county. Much of the local roadway Fystem is aging has potholes, and is in need of
major repair. Continued deferred maintenance wlill result in an exponential increase in the cost of
rnaintaining the roadway sy$tem. Additionally, many seqtions of the county currently have inadequate
facilities for bicyclists and pqdestrians to travel safely. Current resources, without generation of new
revenues for transportation, cannot provide adequate funding to maintain the local roadway system ;lt
the level necessary to adeguately serve the public or expand the bicycle and pedestrian system to
encourage more users.

Approximate[ Sfgs million (S4.5 million per year) in Mepsure Revenues lvill be allocated to the cities of
Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, and Watsonvilk: and the County of Santa Cruz for transportation
projects. Projects to be funded with Measure Revernues may include: fixing potholes, local roadway
repairs, rehabilitation, reconrstruction and intersection inlprovements; new and irnproved sidewalks,
crosswalks and bicycle lanes and paths, especially near sqhools; and other transportation projects as
necessalry for the benefit of residents in those juris;dictioirs. The County of Santa Cruz and the cities of
Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley and Watsonville, who 6re best able to dletermine their local
transpoftation needs, shall each prepare an annual reporlt through a public process to identifu how threy
plan to spend their share of measure funds and how meqsure funds were spent in the prior year.

Funds will be distributed at least quarterly to cities and the County of Santa Cruz based on each

iurisdiction's proportional share of the countywide population (2go/ol, Jane miles of roadway (39%) ancl
site where the Measure Revenue from the transac'ltion arld use tax is generated (32%). population, road
mile, and tax site generation figures will be updated each year based on the latest available data.

San Lorenzo Valley Highway 9 Corridor

Ten (510) million in Measure Revenues is designated for lransportation pnojects improving travel for
residents of San Lorenzo Valley. Example projects rnay in4lude: N
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. SafeV projects for people walking biking or dririing in the Highway 9 corridor through San
Lore4zo Valley

Projepts that provide safe access to schools alorig or near Highway 9

Intergection and signal improvements

Bicycle laneg paths and/or signage

Acceqsible pedestriAn crosswalks and sidewalks, including lighting and flashing pedestrian
beacqns that increase visibility

o lmprqved access to bus stops and bus senrrice

Highway 17 Wildlife Crossing

Highway 17 is a major connqction between the Monteref Bay Region and San Francisco Bay Area. The
dense traffic, concrete median barriers, and lack of drairlage culverts and/or bridge undercrossings
makes Highw4y 17 a major harrier for wildlife moving thfough the Santa Cruz Mountains. Mountain
lions, bobcats and deer have all been hit trying to cross tiigtrway 17 which also makes it dangerous for
the motorists. Five (S5) millipn in Measure Revenues wilf be allocated for construction of a safe passage
for wildlife to cross under Highway tr7. This project wiil ifrprove safety for both drivers and wildlife.

Hletway ConldoF - 25!6

Aging highway systems continue to operate under high tfaffic volumes as population, and thus demand
for moving peppte and goods increa$es. State highways $rovide essential mobility for Santa Cruz County
residents, businesses, and vipitors. The highway are the region's main thoroughfares with
Highway l carrying over 1fi)f000 people daily. Meiasure are needed to improve traffic flow
and safety as Statte and federal formula funds do not most highway improvements in Santa Cruz
Cou nty. Measp re Reven ues |l25% or f pproximateh, g 12S total) will be allocated to Highway l and
Highway 17 c{rridor project$ to incrgase the
County.

Hfghway l Cofrldor

safefil and of these corridors in Santa Cruz

Highway invegments includgd in the Expenditure PlaO
especiafly for $oitth Cotmty {nd MidiCounty commruters, businesses, bus riders and first
responders (lalll enforcemenft, fire, rnedical)

Approximately 10% of alf of lhe injurles and fatalities in Cruz County in 2013 occurred between
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Soquel Dr and park Ave on Xighway {. Auxiliary lanes help to improve safety on this high traffrc



tlw M{cs fot cyctlsts en{ podccgfem

Highways caf sqparate nedhborhoOds and make it to ride a bike or mlk to access locations of
interest. In o{der to improvf bicyclq and pedestrrinn between neighborhoods, employmen!
rctail, medicft, pnd recreatibn sites on either side of 1, Measure Revenues can be usedto

Measure Revenues can also
rmprove and pedestfian facifities on existing

Traveler Infofmation and Tfansportetion Demand Manf gement

The efficiency of the existing transportation system can

carpooling, vqnpooling, as qell as bhycling and walking.

increased by promoting use of transit,

demand management strategies
can reduce thB number of vehicles on our roadways
transportation demand management programs that

during peak periods. Examples of
be funded by this measure include "CruzS!!",

the trave'ler i4formation service for Santa Cruz Cotmty, carpoo/vanpool programs.

llighway Safefy and Congeqtion Reduction programs

lmproving safpty is a primary goal olf this measure. Progrlms that reduce fatal and injury collisions on
highways and reduce conge$tion are also funded hy Me{sure Revenues. Examples of programs that
improve safety and reduce gongestion are the Safe on ft Task Force and the Freeway Service patroJ

(roving tow trpcks that remqve stalled or disabled vehiclfs, debris, and other obstructions that may
cause backupg).

Measure Revenues lL6% or 4pproxinnately 52.75 nrillion per year! will be distributed to Santa Cruz
Metropolitan Transit District (METROI to provide transit {nd paratransit service for seniors and peopte
with disabilitiqs. Measure Rqvenues 14% or approximatetf Ssao,OOO per year) will be allocated to the
Consolidated {ransportation Service$ Agency for Santa Cfuz County (Community Bridges-Lift Line) for
paratransit seivice. Paratranpit workS with sociat service {gencies to increase transportation options for
seniors, indivi{uals with disabilitiet and persons with bvf incomes. Funds will be distributed at least
quarterly.

Seniors and dipabled personF make up an increasing of Santa Cruz County's population. For
seniors and pqrsons with dispbilities, access to social services, shopping and recreation is
key to quality pf life. A number of specialized programs have been implemented which
meet specialized needs fortfansportation to medical se

other purposeF tlrat cannot Fe met by conventional bus

social service programs, shopping and

An aging popuhtbn will require
maintenance And expansion of transit and paratransit
future.

for elderly and disabled residents into the

Direct Allocatlom to Sen ice Proyiderc
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Monteney Bay $anctuary Soenic Trail {Coastal Raiil Trallf

ldsggt{ $krn tdtal} will be alloeated for the tMonterey Bav

Active'Iransqortation - 1il6

bicivcllns alonFthe coast in Santa Cruz Countv. Thre coas{al rail and trail c<lrridor connects Watsonv1fe,
Aptos, capitoh, tive oak, santa cruz, and Davenport arq links to trails in Monterey County. The trail

eniovahle waY to tr?vel. Furtds will be used for trait consfruction, maintename, operation, managerRent
and drainage of the rail and trail corridor and will levera$e other state anrd federal grants for completion
of the tnail networlt.

Rail Cg'ridora.8% rl^,h,A

lnfrasructurq Preservation and Analysis of Opttons

Eight perrcent of Measure Rqvenues (approximatelV SCO fnillion total) will be used for preservation of the
Rail Corridor infrastructure 4nd analysis of its future potqntial use to bettgr serve Santa Cruz County
residenlls and visitors. Proffis lncMe analysis (includin$ environmental and economlc anaSsis) to
answer important communify questions about por;sible f;rture transit and other transportation uses of
the corridor through an open, transparent public procesq; and maintaining and repairing the publicly-
owned lianta Cruz Branch Rqil [ine. The Measure Revehues do not include fundins for anv new
&ginlElltggrylSe. lf the R+sional Tranqportation c,omihission determines that the hesr use of the

imorovementf alons and ndar the cprridoa

wotes

(7) Estiimoted revenues from a %'cent tronsoction crnd us| tax ore 5lZ mittion per yeor (in 2016 dollars,l

for 3O yenrs. The present value (i.e., present day purchosiytg power) of the Measure Revenues is

forecost'ed to be opproximately 5500 Mittion. The actual revenues to be received over the 3}_year life ctf
the tox'will be affected by vorious economic foctor:;, such os inflation ond economic grawth or decline.
The estimated amounts for each category reftect the alloqation of approxitnatety gs00 Miltion. The
estimated amounts for edch cotegory, divided by $.soo Mltlion, estabtishes ratios for the ollocation
omong the cotegaries. While totol revenues wiltvary, the net percentoges to each inve,stment cotegory
witl remuin constant over the 3}-year tife of the totr.

{2) Perce,ntages are net ofter costs required for adntinistrqtion, implementution ond oversight of the
measure * including annual independent fiscal oudiits, reports to the publit:, preparation ond
implementation of state'mandoted reports, oversigtht committee, and other admiinistratioa
implementation and oversight responsibitities os tnol be necessary to adm,inister ond implement the
ordinance ond the Expenditwe Plan. Administrotive salarles and benefits shall not excepd l% of total
Measure Revenues.
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(3) lf bonding is used to odvance implementotion of ony of these projects, financ:e costs will be paid from
the percent of funds designqted for the associated inveslment category.

(4) lt is onticipated thot o pprtion of the total costs of thf projects included in the Expenditure ptan wiff
otso be funded from federal, state, and local sources, as Pescribed in the RegionulTransportation ptan

BTP}.

(5) Outside of the funds to localiurisdictions and transit pgencies which witl be allocated on on ongoing
basis, based Qn revenues generated, the Sonto Cruz Courpty RegionolTronsportotion Commission sholl
allocote Measure Revenues to all other cotegories of trafsportation projects anal specific capitat projects.
Capital investments will be made based upon clearly deflned project descriptions; and limits resulting
from the outclmes af envirgnmentol analyses, de:;ign engineering, and pubtic input, os applicable.

(6) ln the event thot ony ogency thot is designoteat funds through the Expenditune plon is dissolved, the
redistribution of funds will be based on the some l|ormutQs minus the dissotved ogency. New or successor
mtities thot come into existerrce in Sonto Cruz coanty dqring the tife of the Expenditure plan, such as
incorporation of o new city, rnerging of ogencies, or desi{notion of a new agency as the county
Consolidoted Transportation Services Agency or tronsit ogency, may be considered as eligibte recipients
of funds throqgh the amendrnent wocess os set forth in lhe ordinonce.

Termsof Use I PrivacvStatement

@ 2020 byCountyofSanta Cruz
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rails{o.tlails
consenrancy

Fact Sheet

R.ailbanking-vhat, re,'Why, Wlhen and How
In ll)83, conccrnd by t[e napid contractlon ofArnerica's rail
nemork, the U.S. Cogrfess amended the Nationd Tizfu Sptem
Act to create the railbanking program. Ra]ilbanking is a method by
which lines proposed for pbandonmenr c4n bc prcserved for future
rail uce tht"q$ interim (onversion to trail use.

iRailbanking can be ryquested by eithpr a public agency or a
quelificd private organizaJrion ar rhe time fhet the railroad files for
abqnConmcnt with the Srprfrce Tianspon4tion Boapd (STB),

formerly the Intenate Cfnrmerce Comniission. The railbanking
r€qu(st must be sent to dir $TB in Vashipgton, DiC., and must et
the very minimum indu,4e a Statemcnt o{WiUingtles. To Assume

Financid Responsibility. $ince the abandgning railrcad company
mu$ egree o negodatc a piflbanking agrepment, a €op]'of the
requ(st for railbanking m|xt be served on dre nilroad at the same

tirne it is senr to the STB.

ll Public Use Condition (pUC) requ,Ft is a rcquest that is

omp'lemenary to a rqu6r for railbqnki4g. Ifa PUC request is
madc m the STB, rhe STt will placc a resfriction op the abandon-

ment that preyents &e milroad company ftom dlfurg offor
otherwir disposing of any prcperty or traf-related *ructures, such
as bridges or culverrs, for p period of t80 d.n after the abandon-

ment is authorizod. This fUC gives rhe prjoqpative trail manager

rcmc breathing room for preparingan offir to the rpilroad. (The

PUC is do a good backup devioe should $c refto4d not agree to
railbanking since the STE wlll issue a PU$ rqurdless ofwhether
the railroad agrees.)

llhere are sercral othqr imponant p"ritn ryrding nilbanking:
l. A railbanking rcqucq is not a contred and does not commir

dhe inrcrested parry tq aoquire any proSrry or tp accepr any
liabiliry. It invitcs ngptiation with rhq ra&oad company under
dne umbrella of nilbaFking.

2. /. parry filing a Srarer1enr ofMllingntss To Asilme Financial

Flesponsibility is not 4ccepting any fingncid responsibiliry. Ir is
nreldy erpressing an lntoresr in possibfy doing so.

3. The nacks and ties o4 a railbanked lirie can bc remorrcd

A morc thorough discrssion of railbanking and other legal

related to rails-to-ueils conversions can be found n&o* of
Rail-Ttaik: An Acqaintion and Oryanizing Manu.l fw

ing fuik inn Tiaik, availaHrc. online at www.railctoCIaile.org
On the back is a samplc of a requcst for railbanl<ing induding

of \trrllingpess to Assume Financid Responsibiliry and
Use Condition.The iremsin iulics are to be completed by

llatioruil Headquarters:

tel 202.331.9696 / fax

Honreve& bridges and tresder must remain in place, and no
pcrmanent strucnres can be built on rhe right-of-way.
Railbanking can only be requested for a rail line that is sdll
under thc authority of the STB. The STB has authority over
thc corridor undl the railroad files a noticc ofconsummation,
rryhich must b€ 6led within one ycer of rhc abandonmcnt
decision (unless the milroad reque$ts an ortension). If no
notice of consummadon is filcd by rhe railroad wirhin one

IEu, abandonment authorization lapses. Railbanking quests
arc duc within the period spocificd in the applicable notice of
abandonment. However, late-filed requests will be accepted for
good cause so long as drc STB retairu authoriry to do so.

Somc railroad righs-of-way mntain easemena thar rwcrt back
to dacent landowners when an abendonment is consumrnated
However, if a line is nilbanked, the corridor is treated as if it
had not been abandoned. As a rcsult, the intqrity of-thc
corridor is maintained, and any revenions drat could break it
up inm smdl pieccs arc prwented.

Railbanking can be affectcd dooush a sale, a donation or a
lease of the corridor. Thc dcuils ofwhich arre subject o
nqotiation with the railroad.

A milbankd line is subject to passible furure restoration of rail
scrvice. The abandoning railrroad can appt,'to the STB to
r€sume rail service on a railbanked conidor which will then
vacate the trail use ordinance. Thc rerms and onditions ofa
ransfer beck m rail service musc be nqotiated wirh rhe trail
manager.

prospective aail agency or group.
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Ms. tCyn$hBrwn
Chie6, Scction of Adminisfadon
SurGc Ti'ansponetion Boird
Offi<r ofProccedings
395lE Stret, S.\[.
\Tashingtoa DC 204234i00[

Re, lNanu offuihoad Co+?4rrtlAbandongent ntl,tenc of Aanr arud

Dear lvts. Brown:

This requcst is 6lcd on bchFlf af IAst rq Nal,l whiclr is a tlnktical n&dioisin
priwc public it*ta intcrate/fn caasanwion adlor ncratiott c

Sftils n61 '"lring 1p*,.iq" on thc mcrits qf this abqndonmcnt, prqponent
Noti<r of Inerim Tieil usq rarher than an qiruight abandorr*.tt. 

"ooitorio.j

A lhblic Use Conditionr

IJroqnlt rcqucts thc STF rc 6nd that th$ nroncrg' is suiablc for other
the dnodonurenc

2. An older benfurg rcmqval or destructioir of potc4tid trail-rclatcd sauc
this ondition is that thesc strucnues lhve considcrablc rnlue for rccn
effective &e of dre ahpndonment ruthfrization for thc same rqrEon as

B. latcrimTireil Uee

The rlilroad rightof-way i4 this proceoding[s suiable for nilbanking. In
the bllowing requcsc

,ISTB Docbt Nam&rl

gw?rn urrt ryrq iaercd ia mrc4orution aadlm uunl nlnanccr,
, vrhich is hereinafer ndcrred to as lroponent'.

issuancc of a l,irblic Usc Condition as well es e Ccrtificatc or
betrveen fcndpoint al and tcilpint bl-

usc, spccifically rail usc, and no placc thc following conditions on

the tracls, tics and signd oquipqrent, cxcept ofpublic use on rquon-
v iz.qrction is along a sccnic rfua a.nd uill anncct a pblie pa* n
aad nmrrion oftlr pnptE n tmil zrsc is it accvtfu.ncc uid, Iocal

In ondcr rc establish inrcd+ trail use *d 
"+l 

bankins undcr section S(d) of
51152.29, tfucncy Nancl h w,tling o ,o"+. nrU reqionsiUru{ fornanqg"m
dre user is immunc f-- lt+bfrty, in which cpsc it necd only indenmif,, rh;
ell taxs 6at maybclcviodfrrsscssed apinsf dre righttoFwey*d h tl

ST]A|TEMENT OF WrrUI{GNESS TO ASSUME FS,TANCTAL

dunllaihoad&npfl.

A map &piaing dre right-q€wayis attachedq

atd is prccnation t t d moz,ttiorul tmil is ansistcnt ai* $at
authorization. Proponcnt nceds tlis much tinrc becausc

conphe a nailpbn or commcncc n4otioior uidt drc carria.l

abotrc.

to the public usc conditions sought above, prcponent also makes

Nadonal Tiails Sysam Act, 1,5 U"S.C. S1247(d), and 49 C.F.R
of, for eny lqel liabitiry arising our of the tranGr or usc of (unless

to meet its responsibilities describcd abovc and subject to

oed aqdn{ any potentid liabiliqy), and for drc paymenr of any and
of Rzihoal Conpfl and opcraed by t Naw of Opmt f diirnn

iLpofi lthpnbed rrrzlr [cndpoint z] o raih,oad milepost lMiLpwt
[&ar]. Thc right-of-way is pert of a linc of milroad proposcd-for

such as bridgo, ocsdcs, culvcr,ts and tunncls. The justificetion for
al trail purposes. The timc pctiod rque*ed is 180 dap &om the

Thc propcrty, knon'n as Ae WoptA tvzz4j ctcnds Fom railr,oqd mil?ost
Nnrbnl nar [adpoittt{ 4 d[rtancc of tnutlbcrl miles in tfut1 Nmu]'Cou
abandonmeat in STB Doc&'et No. AB-a (SrJb7/.

IAgcw-y Nancl acknorledgq Sat use of the rlightof-w4y is subjcct to thc usert
pcible future reconstructign rnd reactirntiop of the rfuht-of-way for r.il s€rvi

By my signaturc below, I cc6ify servicc vWn[Railnd Compry and,l&rcsl, U.S. Mail, postagc prcpeid, fi6s.lrrs, onldat*.

Rcspecfirlly submined,

INmel
On bchalfof [..Qezqr]

Headguarters

Court, NW, 5th Ffoor

DC 20037
202.33r.9696
202J23.92s7

tel
bx

l. i\n ondcrpmhibiting 
the ca'ia fro- dirp*l"S of the corridor, othcr tha

arblc tcrms. The justi6$tion for this coirdition is phat taaqlc th nit a
unajor rci&ntial att[ Xbc nnihr uarArub w acvlb* navuional
phy:! addition tb anifurprwib tmporun4riWifr lnbitactdg
ull/lThc time pcriod sought is 180 dalfs fnorrr tlic cff""ti". darc of G
[untpb: ux bau wtfo4 a a*rrrlh o, n ftliaudth irft

RT
rdfle*otrails

s.luoct



Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis - Milestone 3 

Emails received between 11/28/20 – 01/04/20 

From: spaceunicorn3000@everyactioncustom.com <spaceunicorn3000@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 2, 2020 3:34 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
I’m writing to let you know that I support rail transit for the rail corridor.  Please follow the 
recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred alternative. 
 
I DO NOT support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between 
Santa Cruz and Watsonville, and TO NOT connect our county to the regional and state rail network at 
the Watsonville Pajaro Junction BECAUSE IT IS SIMPLY TOO EXPENSIVE AND NON-SUSTAINABLE 
 
The ARE NO benefits BY providing passenger rail alongside the trail BECAUSE THEY SIMPLY CANNOT FIT 
ATTEMPTING TO transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone BY USING A SCHEDULE OR CHARGING A FARE AND A TAX IS THE LAST WAY IN 
MAKING OUR COUNTY AS SUCH. STOP BEING PURSUADED BY SPECIAL INTEREST THAT CREATE ROBO 
EMAILS SUCH AS THIS AND RESPECT THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE. WORK TO A TRAIL ONLY SOLUTION 
WITH BUS ON SHOULDER/BUS RAPID TRANSIT AND STOP OVERSPENDING BY BUILDING FOR A TRAIN 
THAT WILL NEVER EXIST. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jack Brown 
spaceunicorn3000@gmail.com 
 
From: Adam <adam@worldofsebastian.com>  
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 4:23 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: RE: Input on draft Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis and Rail 
Network Integration Study Report. I write as a former transportation consultant and an associate 
professor of Environmental Studies at UCSC. 
 
I appreciate the RTC team studying various alternatives in depth. I write to comment on the lack of a 
true Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) alternative. 
 
Four BRT routes are studied in the draft. Their estimated travel time from Pajaro to Natural Bridges is 
80-88 mins, compared to 45-55 mins for light rail (p 5-12), and the faster light rail travel time is a key 

mailto:spaceunicorn3000@gmail.com


Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis - Milestone 3 

Emails received between 11/28/20 – 01/04/20 

reason why it emerges as the recommended locally preferred alternative. 
 
But the BRT studied is not Bus Rapid Transit. It emerges as a straw man alternative that is slower than 
the current bus! Traveling on 3 buses from Pajaro to Natural Bridges is currently scheduled to take 71 
minutes, excluding transfer time - up to 17 minutes faster than the “BRT” alternative. See 
https://goo.gl/maps/6KWiWRDPF3DYhnJf8 
 
This brings up three main points: 
 
1. Why does the BRT option not use more of the rail corridor, for example using guideway technology? 
This would have several advantages, not least: 
 
- avoiding Highway 1 congestion and the Boardwalk bottleneck (see below) 
 
- allowing routing flexibility to serve key destinations, especially UCSC which accounts for nearly half of 
the county’s total ridership. A guided bus could leave the rail alignment at Bay and head up to campus, 
rather than having all service extend to Natural Bridges with minimal ridership 
 
- allowing design flexibility through removing the tracks and replacing them with concrete guideways, 
enabling more of the corridor’s width to be effectively used, whether for passing places or a wider 
bike/pedestrian path 
 
Of course, there would be challenges in scheduling vehicles traveling in opposite directions to meet in 
passing places, but exactly the same challenges would be faced with rail. Why is a single-track width a 
problem for BRT but not for rail? The report does not explain. 
 
Indeed, guided buses run effectively, including with single-track sections on former rail lines, in places 
like the UK. See the Cambridge example here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=10UY3WC4nDY 
 
All buses will need to be electric by the time that the rail corridor opens for service. The only major 
downside of BRT over light rail is that freight would not be accommodated in the rail corridor.  
 
2. The travel times for light rail do not appear to consider the Boardwalk bottleneck.  
 
Unless roadways are radically reconfigured, traveling past the Boardwalk and along Beach St against 
traffic would be at walking pace, slowing service down considerably. I do not see any concept-level 
designs that would allow rail to avoid these challenges. BRT, in contrast, could more easily use a 
contraflow lane or alternate routing. 
 
3. The broader point is that the draft report focuses too much on technology, and not enough on 
routes and service quality.  
 
Utilizing the rail corridor for transit, in order to get transit out of congestion, is a key conclusion of the 
draft report. That makes sense. What doesn’t make sense is restricting consideration of the rail 
corridor to rail-based technologies.  
 

https://goo.gl/maps/6KWiWRDPF3DYhnJf8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=10UY3WC4nDY


Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis - Milestone 3 

Emails received between 11/28/20 – 01/04/20 

Riders do not care whether they are on a train or a bus. They care about speed, frequency, cost, and 
other aspects of the service. Whether the vehicle has rubber tires or steel wheels is almost immaterial. 
See, for example, Jarrett Walker’s comments here: https://humantransit.org/2011/03/rail-bus-
differences-contd.html 
 
I urge the RTC to make its decision in a technology-neutral manner, and instead decide on key aspects 
of the service, such as route and stop spacing. If the rail corridor is selected as the route, then decisions 
on technologies (bus, guided bus, light rail) can be studied in detail as a next step. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Adam Millard-Ball 
 
Santa Cruz 
From: annlkaplan@everyactioncustom.com <annlkaplan@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 5:48 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
Please DO NOT choose rail transit as the locally preferred alternative for transit in the rail corridor.  
Indeed, this is a terrible idea that, once and for all, should be put to a vote on a County-wide basis. 
 
I DO NOT support using Electric Passenger Rail  between Santa Cruz and Watsonville, and for a myriad 
of reasons which have been repeatedly expressed, neither should you!  This is a boondoggle--a gigantic 
waste of time and money.    
 
Thank you for taking an open mind and shutting down this ill-advised plan.   
Ann L Kaplan, annlkaplan@gmail.com 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ann Kaplan 
100 Estrella Ave  La Selva Beach, CA 95076-1721 annlkaplan@gmail.com 
 
From: Mark Mesiti-Miller <markmesitimiller@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, December 17, 2020 3:14 PM 
To: 'Randy Johnson' <rlj12@comcast.net> 
Cc: dtimm@scottsvalley.org; Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org>; 'Sally Arnold' 
<sallya@cruzio.com> 
Subject: TCAA - Support For Passenger Rail Transit is Overwhelming 
 
Greetings Councilmember and Regional Transportation Commissioner Johnson, 

https://humantransit.org/2011/03/rail-bus-differences-contd.html
https://humantransit.org/2011/03/rail-bus-differences-contd.html
mailto:annlkaplan@gmail.com
mailto:annlkaplan@gmail.com
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In reviewing the public comments received by the RTC during milestone 3 of the TCAA, you probably 
noticed the overwhelming number of comments in support of selecting electric passenger rail transit as 
the locally preferred alternative.  

The Friends of the Rail & Trail also noticed and we decided to analyze the comments. We found that 
83% of people who stated a preference expressed support for passenger rail transit between Santa 
Cruz and Watsonville. Of the 255 people who expressed a preference, 212 (83%) preferred rail transit; 
1.6% preferred bus transit; 1.6% preferred some other type of transit system; 2.4% were opposed to 
rail transit but didn’t state a preference for anything else; 11.4% wanted a trail only. Furthermore, 
100% of the community stakeholder groups submitting comments expressed support for passenger rail 
transit in the corridor. 

Not surprisingly, public support was widespread extending from one end of the county to the other. 
Here are a few quotes selected from the many supportive comments:  

From Tom Purdy in Ben Lomond: 
Living the the [sic] San Lorenzo Valley, I recognize what a unique resource the rail corridor from 
Watsonville to Davenport is. I wish citizens had had the foresight to purchase the corridor from Santa 
Cruz to Boulder Creek, as it would make it easier to develop a walking / biking trail in the valley. In 
addition, having a rail line would add an important public transportation option for the valley. So I think 
it is critical to preserve the corridor from Watsonville to Davenport not only for biking and hiking, but 
equally important, for light rail service. I only hope that we can build on this project to someday expand 
the concept into the San Lorenzo Valley.  

From Jeb Bishop in Santa Cruz: 
Please pursue electric trains on the rail corridor between Santa Cruz and Pujari Junction. Rail transit is 
the most efficient means of mass transit, from the perspective of combatting global warming and 
moving people fast without having to deal with rush hour traffic and ever expanding freeways.  

From Saladin Sale in Santa Cruz: 
Santa Cruz County is going to continue to grow in population - we can't ignore that reality so we must 
plan for it. Rail is the technology that will allow simply adding more connected units to match demand 
without adding the cost of additional operators. Rail has the capacity to allow many, many passenger to 
take their bikes with them, not just 3 or 4 on a bus. This will be a big part of the first mile / last mile 
solution.  
I want to be able to reliably take my bike with me to Watsonville, Capitola, Monterey, Salinas and the 
SF Bay Area and ride when I get to my destination. I want to comfortably sit with personal space while I 
access the internet and work remotely. Rail will let me do both smoothly, at street level and without 
the limitations of buses.  
Big projects take determination, time and patience. Keep listening to public transit experts who have 
the credentials and experience behind the positions the recommend. YOU ARE ON THE RIGHT TRACK! 
Please follow the recommendation of the TCAA Study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred 
alternative.  

From Ellen Davidson in Live Oak: 
I’ve been a Live Oak resident for 49 years and worked at the National Marine Fisheries Service way out 
on the west side until I retired. Passenger rail would have connected me directly with my job at NMFS 
saving me the commute and the environment. I believe the rail trail has extraordinary benefits for the 
Santa Cruz community that we won’t really understand until it is completed.  
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From Paula Bradley in Capitola: 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone.  

Let’s move forward and complete the project without further delays.  

From Cindy Rubin in Aptos: 
I am writing because I would like to see electric passenger rail service connect Santa Cruz to 
Watsonville. We need an alternative to automobiles and our bus service. People who cannot afford 
cars or cannot drive should have alternatives. I believe when we invest in rail transportation 
infrastructure, our county will be able to attract better paying jobs and help people in our community 
commute to work, at the same time providing a means for people to more efficiently move within the 
county, thereby making this a more attractive community to live and work.  

From Maryjane Slade in Aptos: 
Having travelled throughout Europe, what a joy to use their rail. Having international clients, they are 
stunned at our lack of good rail. Let us join the 21st century and make life easier for us all. We don't all 
need to be on the highways. We need to have good, safe, alternative travel options. What a beautiful 
train ride to go from Davenport to Watsonville. Why not show off our beautiful coast....safely, with less 
impact on the environment. 

From Hector Melgoza in Freedom: 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pujari Junction.  

From Amy Morake, a teacher at Watsonville High School: 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone.  
I'm a teacher at Watsonville High, and I think a lot of our students would benefit from having an easier 
way to commute to Santa Cruz for a variety of job, cultural, and educational opportunities available in 
Santa Cruz.  

Clearly, the evidence indicates that adding efficient, quiet, comfortable passenger rail alongside the rail 
trail is widely supported and not really as controversial as the few anti-rail, trail-only folks continually 
claim. If you want to check the correspondence yourself, here is a link to the RTC website where you 
can find the correspondence: https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/transitcorridoraa/ Look under 
the Milestone 3 heading for “Public Comments received via email by Nov. 27, 2020” and, for 
“Stakeholder Comments received by Nov. 27, 2020”. 
 
You should also know, support for passenger rail transit is not limited to our county. Our neighbors, the 
Transit Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) solicited public input on their “Monterey Bay Area Rail 
Network Integration Study” via an online survey that was open over this last summer. The results of 
their outreach can be found in the Public Sentiment Survey Memo posted to their website. Not 
surprisingly, some of the insights gleaned from the public input were “Sentiment is overwhelmingly 
positive, with 87% of respondents indicating that access to passenger rail service would “very much” or 
“somewhat” directly affect their lives in a positive way. Similarly, 64% of respondents are interested in 

https://sccrtc.org/projects/multi-modal/transitcorridoraa/
https://www.tamcmonterey.org/files/d1a9e55eb/TAMC+NIS+Public+Survey+Results+Memo_10-26-2020.pdf
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both living or working near a rail station.” Here is a link to the TAMC study website: 
https://www.tamcmonterey.org/monterey-bay-area-rail-network-integration-study 
 
As always, should you have any questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me 
anytime. 
 
Thanks for your time and consideration, 
 
Mark 
Mark Mesiti-Miller, P.E. 
(831) 818-3660  
Vice Chair, Friends of the Rail & Trail  -  www.railandtrail.org  
Husband, father, grandfather and champion for social, environmental, and economic justice 
 
From: Bud Colligan <bud@colligans.com>  
Sent: Sunday, December 20, 2020 2:00 PM 
To: Bruce McPherson <Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us>; AURELIO Gonzalez 
<aurelio.gonzalez@cityofwatsonville.org>; Bertrand, Jacques <jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us>; Sandy 
Brown <sandybrown1972@gmail.com>; Greg Caput (greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us) 
<greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us>; Ryan Coonerty <ryan@ryancoonerty.com>; Zach Friend 
<zach.friend@gmail.com>; Randy Johnson <Rlj1200@gmail.com>; Mike Rotkin 
<openup@cats.ucsc.edu>; Manu Koenig <manuforsupervisor@gmail.com> 
Cc: Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org>; Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: TCAA and what to do next 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
As you receive the latest skewed information from the train lobby regarding the Transit Corridors 
Alternatives Analysis (TCAA), it is important to set the record straight and call out Friends of the Rail 
and Trail (FORT) for their continued attempts to confuse the community.   
 
In a recent email, FORT tells you that 83% of 255 people who provided input to the Regional 
Transportation Commission (RTC) regarding the TCAA preferred rail transit.  One can distort reality with 
statistics and this email is a case in point.  The sample size of 255 represents 9/100s of 1% (.0009) of 
the county population of 273,213.  Not only is the sample size infinitesimal, but the large majority of 
the “public input” was generated by FORT itself, urging everyone on its email list to send a pre-written 
FORT-authored letter to the RTC. This is the same type of “public process” which has led to flawed 
conclusions, wasteful spending, and no transportation improvement of the corridor in the last 8 years. 
 
As elected officials, I’m confident you feel that actual votes of the people are the best indicator of 
preference.  In 2018, the people of Capitola voted to reject the RTC train plan and preserve the 
Capitola trestle for bikes and pedestrians.  And in November of this year, the people of the 1st District 
voted decisively for the former Executive Director of Greenway, Manu Koenig, and ousted the 12 year 
incumbent and ardent train supporter.  Koenig received more votes than any Supervisor in the history 
of Santa Cruz County, a total of 17,967 or 57% of the vote.  Compare the input of 255 residents actively 
solicited by FORT with an objective vote count of 17,967! 

https://www.tamcmonterey.org/monterey-bay-area-rail-network-integration-study
http://www.railandtrail.org/
mailto:bud@colligans.com
mailto:Bruce.McPherson@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:aurelio.gonzalez@cityofwatsonville.org
mailto:jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us
mailto:sandybrown1972@gmail.com
mailto:greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:greg.caput@santacruzcounty.us
mailto:ryan@ryancoonerty.com
mailto:zach.friend@gmail.com
mailto:Rlj1200@gmail.com
mailto:openup@cats.ucsc.edu
mailto:manuforsupervisor@gmail.com
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There are five Supervisorial districts in the county and we welcome hearing from the voters of them 
all.  In its December 6 editorial, the Santa Cruz Sentinel joined Supervisor-elect Koenig in calling for a 
county-wide vote on the use of the rail corridor.  We believe in effective transportation solutions for all 
the residents of the county.  There are many initiatives that are funded or can be undertaken on Hwy 1, 
Freedom Blvd/Soquel Ave, and the rail corridor which we can afford, move people effectively, and 
provide social equity.  As we have discovered from the voters, an unfunded $1.3 billion train plan is not 
one of them.  It’s time to recognize reality and stop the circular nonsense promoted by FORT.  It’s time 
for a vote. 
 
Regards, 
 
Bud Colligan 
Co-Founder, Monterey Bay Economic Partnership 
Co-Founder,  Santa Cruz Works 
Board Member, Santa Cruz County Greenway 
Community Activist and Philanthropist 
 
From: fiddletwin@everyactioncustom.com <fiddletwin@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Thursday, December 24, 2020 1:51 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
Please follow the recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred 
alternative for transit in the rail corridor. 
 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pajaro Junction.  
 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Darren Davison 
Soquel, CA 95073 
fiddletwin@yahoo.com 
From: larrydick@everyactioncustom.com <larrydick@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Sunday, December 27, 2020 4:14 PM 
To: Transit Corridor <transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 

mailto:fiddletwin@yahoo.com
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Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
Please follow the recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred 
alternative for transit in the rail corridor. 
 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pajaro Junction.  
 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone. 
 
As an active senior citizen I very much support a rail alternative to driving to Santa Cruz.  I also support 
bike paths that isolate bikes from cars.   I would love to see class I bike trails from Santa Cruz to 
Monterey 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Larry Dick 
16470 Twin Lakes Dr  Royal Oaks, CA 95076-9068 larrydick@sbcglobal.net 
From: Jeff Traugott <jeff@traugottguitars.com>  
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2020 11:57 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: New Rail Trail Thanks! 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I just wanted to say thank you for your efforts on the new rail trail, I work along the rail line north of 
Swift street and I had a first hand view of the construction and completion of the path. 
 
Since being done it has been amazing to see how many people are using it in so many different ways, 
families, skaters, walkers, bicycles and the few crazy folks that live in this part of the city. 
 
I enjoy watching and listening to people as they cruise by in one direction then back in the other, the 
common theme is happiness and I've seen how quickly having a traffic free path has become normal 
and loved. Just the freedom to get somewhere by any mode without the stress of motor vehicles is 
incredibly special!! 
 
Just wanted to let someone know that we who work along the rail line truly appreciate our new path 
and can't wait for more, including the new electric train idea, haha!! 
 
Congratulations on a great start to an honestly useful and healing community project!! 
 

mailto:larrydick@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jeff@traugottguitars.com
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All the best, Jeff 
 
 
Jeff Traugott 
Jeff Traugott Guitars 
2553-B Mission Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
831-426-2313 
www.traugottguitars.com 
From: dnworks@everyactioncustom.com <dnworks@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2020 11:00 AM 
To: transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
I am a strong proponent of public transportation and even though my house is right next to the tracks 
and I would be inconvenienced by the noise of commuter rail, I am 100% in favor of it. 
My only concern: Establishing commuter rail service is a very expenssive proposition and I have seen no 
research that shows there would be enough ridership (at the necessarily modest cost) to pay for the 
service ... the service would need to be continuously subsidized by county/city taxes. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
DIMITRIOS DOUROS 
440 Bellevue St  Santa Cruz, CA 95060-5338 dnworks@yahoo.com 
 
From: philipkain@everyactioncustom.com <philipkain@everyactioncustom.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 30, 2020 5:03 PM 
To: transitcorridoraa@sccrtc.org 
Subject: Choose Rail for the Locally Preferred Alternative 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff, 
 
Please follow the recommendation of the TCAA study and choose rail transit as the locally preferred 
alternative for transit in the rail corridor. 
 
I support using Electric Passenger Rail to connect everyone along the rail corridor between Santa Cruz 
and Watsonville, and connect our county to the regional and state rail network at the Watsonville 
Pajaro Junction.  
 
The many benefits of providing passenger rail alongside the trail make it clear that choosing passenger 
rail is the best way to transform our county into a more equitable, more sustainable, more prosperous 
community for everyone. 
 

http://www.traugottguitars.com/#cover-1
mailto:dnworks@yahoo.com
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Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Philip Kain 
1292 Mount Hermon Rd  Scotts Valley, CA 95066-2929 philipkain@yahoo.com 
 
From: Brian Peoples <brian@trailnow.org>  
Sent: Thursday, December 31, 2020 5:18 AM 
To: Shannon Munz <smunz@sccrtc.org> 
Cc: Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: survey configuration management? 
 
Hi Shannon, 
 
In the Sentinel, there is a letter stating that the RTC did not control the survey to "locals only" and "one 
vote".    Is this true? 
 
 
Survey results (regarding support for rail service) presented in a Dec. 18 letter are invalid as rail fans 
around the world were given access to RTC’s survey and repeated voting was not blocked. The mid-
November online edition of Trains magazine included a link to the survey. RTC has not responded to my 
query as to whether those responses had been identified and excluded from the results. 
— Bill Delaney, Capitol 
 
Letter | RTC survey did not exclude access from outside – Santa Cruz Sentinel 
 
Brian 
 
From: Saladin Sale 
Sent: Thursday, December 31, 2020 1:07 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail Trail 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
My wife and I love the new Westside rail trail - riding our e-bikes along with skaters, runners and 
walkers between Natural Bridges Drive and Bay Street and on to the wharf, downtown, river levee 
paths, the Eastside and beyond. We totally support continuing to build the trail while completing the 
steps for eventual electric light rail transit. The trail with rail plan has been subjected to deep scrutiny 
by credentialed transit experts who have publicly concluded this is the right combination for this 
unused transit corridor. The financial interests in opposition appear to have no real alternative transit 
plan – only vaporous “world’s first” possibilities. My concern in that the big money interests opposed 
actually want neither transit nor trail in their backyards. Removal of the tracks would only open the 
doors to years of litigation by property owners challenging their rail easements and thereby stopping 
any further progress on trail OR transit.  
 

mailto:philipkain@yahoo.com
mailto:brian@trailnow.org
mailto:smunz@sccrtc.org
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From: Mark Mesiti-Miller <markmesitimiller@gmail.com> 
Date: December 31, 2020 at 10:40:46 AM PST 
To: Aurelio Gonzalez <aurelio.gonzalez@cityofwatsonville.org>, Sandy Brown 
<sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com>, bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us, Greg Caput 
<greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>, ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us, Zach Friend 
<Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us>, manuforsupervisor@gmail.com, rlj12@comcast.net, Michael 
Rotkin <openup@ucsc.edu>, jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us 
Cc: dlindslind@earthlink.net, Donna Meyers <dmeyers@cityofsantacruz.com>, Dan Rothwell 
<darothwe@cabrillo.edu>, Gine Johnson <Gine.Johnson@santacruzcounty.us>, Andy Schiffrin 
<Andy.Schiffrin@santacruzcounty.us>, tony.gregorio@santacruzcounty.us, Patrick Mulhearn 
<Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>, dtimm@scottsvalley.org, Guy Preston 
<gpreston@sccrtc.org>, Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Financing Public Transportation 

  
Greetings Chair Gonzalez, Regional Transportation Commissioners and Commissioner Alternates: 
  
I am writing to share some ideas and an approach about financing the desired improvements to our 
public transportation system such as adding passenger rail to our current bus system.  
  
For a variety of reasons, the majority of citizens realize the importance of improving public 
transportation to give folks a meaningful alternative to driving, allowing us to reduce our collective 
Vehicle Miles Travelled, fight the devastating effects of climate change, reduce social inequity and 
improve the quality of life for everyone. While improvements to public transportation offer many 
tangible benefits to social equity and environmental sustainability, these benefits are difficult to 
monetize. As a result, many folks jump to the economic costs and from there jump to the idea that a 
dreaded sales tax measure will be required to fund the local share of the cost.  
  
While sales taxes are one method, there are many other mechanisms for financing public 
transportation. Consider this example: 
Seattle has demonstrated that a thriving metropolitan region with a growing economy and population 
does not have to be synonymous with more driving and more emissions. Between 2006 and 2017, 
Seattle’s population increased by 23 percent, yet daily traffic volumes declined slightly, by 5 percent. 
Transit ridership increased 46 percent over that time. Seattle’s rate of driving alone to work fell nine 
percentage points between 2010 and 2019 at the same time that employment boomed and downtown 
Seattle added over 90,000 jobs. 
  
Seattle has significantly expanded both bus and rail transit over that time period, leading to a 20 
percent increase in transit boardings over that time, even as many other cities have seen declining 
ridership. The city raised funds to expand bus service in 2014 through a voter-approved $60 vehicle 
registration fee and a 0.1-percent sales tax hike, adding 270,000 additional service hours. As a result, 
Seattle has been able to drastically increase the percentage of householders within a ten-minute walk 
of relatively high frequency transit service (running at least every ten minutes) from 25 percent in 2015 
to 70 percent in 2019. 
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(From the October 2020 report: ‘Driving Down Emissions’ jointly produced by Smart Growth America 
and Transportation  for America) 

The truth is there are many ways to finance public transportation. The attached report titled “Local 
Funding Options for Public Transportation” published in April 2020, by the Victoria Transport Policy 
Institute, evaluates eighteen potential funding options. While the VTPI report is not an exhaustive list 
of every potential funding option, the report clearly demonstrates there are many funding options 
besides a sales tax. 

Based on the above, I suggest an approach that invites the stakeholders and the public to engage in the 
process of deciding how best to finance the desired improvements by engaging the services of a public 
financing expert firm to help us explore financing options, manage the public input process, analyze the 
results and provide the findings and recommendations to move forward. 

I would welcome the opportunity to more deeply explore this most important subject. Please let me 
know if that is possible. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mark 
Mark Mesiti-Miller, P.E. 
(831) 818-3660
Vice Chair, Friends of the Rail & Trail  -  www.railandtrail.org
Husband, father, grandfather and champion for social, environmental, and economic justice
Video - Free Yourself from Traffic in 28 sec: https://youtu.be/-cebz-DYmHs

http://www.railandtrail.org/
https://youtu.be/-cebz-DYmHs
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By  

Todd Litman 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute  

 

 
 
Abstract 
This report evaluates eighteen potential local funding options suitable to help finance public transit or 
other transportation projects and services. They are evaluated according to eight criteria, including 
potential revenue, predictability and sustainability, horizontal and vertical equity, travel impacts, strategic 
development objectives, public acceptance and ease of implementation. This is a somewhat larger set of 
options and more detailed and systematic evaluation than most previous studies. This research identified 
no new options that are particularly cost effective and easy to implement; each has disadvantages and 
constraints. As a result, its overall conclusion is that a variety of funding options should be used to help 
finance the local share of transportation improvements to ensure stability and distribute costs broadly.  
 
 
 

A summary version of this report was published as: 

 “Evaluating Public Transportation Local Funding Options,” Journal of Public Transportation,                  
Vol. 17, No. 1, 2014, pp. 43-74 
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Introduction 
High quality public transit can provide various economic, social and environmental benefits, including direct user 
benefits and various indirect and external benefits. Residents of communities with high quality transit tend to own 
fewer motor vehicles, drive less, and spend less on transport than they would in more automobile-oriented 
locations. Governments and businesses can save roadway and parking facility costs. It can support economic 
development. Appropriate public transit investments can provide positive economic returns: under favorable 
conditions transit investments can provide savings and benefits that more than offset costs (Litman 2010). As a 
result, public transit service improvements are an important component of many jurisdictions’ strategic transport 
plans (Buehler and Pucher 2010).  
 
Dedicated fuel taxes and vehicle fees finance highway programs, developers are required to build vehicle parking 
facilities, and freight provides good profits to most railroads; public transportation lacks such reliable funding 
options (Yusuf 2016). Although federal and state/provincial funds often help finance transit improvements, 
additional local funding is generally needed. Several previous studies identify and evaluate potential funding 
options for transport (AASHTO 2014; Huang, et al 2010; Sakamoto 2010; Reich, Davis and Sneath 2012) and public 
transit (DeGood 2012; HDR 2015; IPIRG 2007; Pula, Shinkle and Rall 2015; Smith and Gihring 2015; TBoT 2010; 
TCRP 2009), but many only consider a limited set of options and evaluation criteria.  
 
This report evaluates eighteen potential local funding options according to eight criteria, including potential 
revenue, predictability and sustainability, horizontal and vertical equity, travel impacts, strategic development 
objectives, public acceptance and ease of implementation. This is a somewhat larger set of options and evaluation 
criteria than considered in most previous studies. Much of this analysis can be applied to other types of 
transportation improvements besides public transit. 
 
 

Literature Review 
This section summarizes various publications on transportation and public transit funding options. 
 

General Transportation Funding (not specific to transit) 
Sustainable Urban Transport Financing from the Sidewalk to the Subway: Capital, Operations, and Maintenance 
Financing (Ardila-Gomez and Ortegon-Sanchez 2016) identifies an underfunding trap in which cities lack 
sustainable revenue to implement transportation improvements that will provide long-term savings and benefits. 
They evaluate 24 potential financing instruments based on their social, economic and environmental impacts, 
their ability to fund urban transport capital investments, operational expenses, and maintenance, and the 
“beneficiary pays” principle. They conclude that capital investments should be financed by a combination of grants 
from multiple levels of government, loans, public private partnerships repaid by user fees, and property taxes.  
 
Transportation Revenue Options: Infrastructure, Emissions, and Congestion (Huang, et al 2010), summarizes results 
of an expert workshop on transportation funding. It considers three main funding categories: fuel taxes, 
congestion fees and VMT fees. It explores the financial and environmental advantages and disadvantages of each 
option and discusses various policy issues. It highlights the additional benefits of road tolls and vehicle-travel fees 
which can reduce traffic congestion and pollution emissions, in addition to raising revenues. 
 
Financing Sustainable Urban Transport (Sakamoto 2010) provides guidance on urban transport finance, 
particularly in developing countries. It evaluates various funding options based on administrative levels, potential 
revenues, efficiency, equity, environmental objectives, stability, political acceptability and administrative ease. It 
also provides numerous examples and case studies from around the world. 
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Florida MPOAC Transportation Revenue Study (Reich, Davis and Sneath 2012) summarizes a detailed study which 
analyzed key state transportation funding issues, identified and evaluated potential sustainable funding sources. It 
recommends dedicated sales taxes, increased diesel taxes, gradually increase gasoline taxes and index them to 
inflation, redirect motor vehicle license and title fees to the state transportation funds, and conduct a study of 
VMT fees for possible future implementation.  
 
Innovative Infrastructure Financing Mechanisms for Smart Growth (Tomalty 2007) describes and evaluates 
infrastructure (including but not limited to public transit improvements) funding options that support smart 
growth development. It includes examples from various cities. These include: 
 
High Occupancy/Toll Lanes  
Sector and Density Gradient Approach to Development Cost Charges 
Parking Site Tax 
Land Value Taxation 
Standard Offer Contract 
Storm Water Utility Fee Credits  
TOD Policy Leveraging  

Fuel Tax Transfer  
Tax Increment Financing  
Tax Base Sharing  
Vehicle Registration Surcharges  
Commuter Tax  
Tax-Exempt Tax Revenue Bonds  
Local Option Sales Tax  
Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles  

 

Transit Funding Studies 
Local and Regional Funding Mechanisms for Public Transportation and its online Regional Funding Database (TCRP 
2009) provides an extensive list of local and regional funding sources that are or could be used to support public 
transportation, plus guidance on factors to consider when evaluating and implementing these options. Table 1 
summarizes the options identified. It evaluates based on revenue yield (adequacy and stability), cost efficiency, 
equity across demographic and income groups, degree to which beneficiaries pay, political and popular 
acceptability, and technical feasibility. 
 
Table 1 U.S. Local and Regional Public Transport Funding Options (TCRP 2009) 

Traditional Tax- and Fee-
Based Transit Funding 

Sources 

Common Business, 
Activity, and Related 

Funding Sources 

Revenue Streams from 
Projects (Transportation 

and Others) 

New “User” or 
“Market-Based” 

Funding Sources 

General revenues 

Sales taxes (variable base of 
goods and services, motor fuels) 

Property taxes (real property, 
includes vehicles) 

Contract or purchase-of-service 
revenues (by public agencies and 
private organizations, etc.) 

Lease revenues 

Vehicle fees (title, registration, 
tags, inspection) 

Advertising revenues 

Concessions revenues 

Employer/payroll taxes 

Vehicle rental and lease fees 

Parking fees 

Realty transfer tax and 
mortgage recording fees 

Corporate franchise taxes 

Room/occupancy taxes 

Business license fees 

Utility fees/taxes 

Income taxes 

Donations 

Other business taxes 

Transit-oriented 
development/joint 
development 

Value capture/beneficiary 
charges 

Special assessment districts 

Community improvement 
districts/community facilities 
districts 

Impact fees 

Tax-increment financing 
districts 

Right-of-way leasing 

Tolling (fixed, variable, 
and dynamic; bridge and 
roadway) 

Congestion pricing 

Emissions fees 

VMT fees 

Various potential funding options are described in a Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) report.  
 



Local Funding Options for Public Transportation 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

5 
 

Steer Davies Gleave (2016) compiled a list of potential local public transit funding options including Tax 
Incremental Financing, Developer Funding, Asset Exploitation, Residential Value Capture, Employee Parking Levies, 
and Municipal Bonds. It provides case studies including Oxford Station, Hurontario LRT and Greater Manchester. 
AECOM (2012) provides critical analysis of both successful and unsuccessful transport funding programs, including 
congestion tolls, payroll taxes, parking taxes, HOT lanes, sale and fuel taxes, and tax increment financing. Table 2 
summarizes current local public transit funding sources for various size U.S. cities. 
 
Table 2  U.S. Local Public Transportation Funding By System Size (TCRP 2009)  

Funding Source Percent Capital Investment Percent Operating Expenses 
City population > 1m 200k to 1 m. 50k to 200k > 1m 200k to 1 m. 50k to 200k 

Fares and Earned Income – – – 58.2% 30.2% 37.8% 

Sales taxes 35.5% 38.9% 51.1% 18.8% 25.8% 28.3% 

Other directly generated local funds 33.7% – – – – – 
Local general funds – 42.5% 32.7% 11.1% 26.9% 21.3% 

Other Local Dedicated Funds 18.4% – – – – – 

Local Property Taxes – – 9.7% – – – 

Other local sources – 8.2%     

Note: dashes indicate minor contribution. 

 
 
The Guide to Transportation Funding Options (UTCM 2010), by the Texas Transportation Institute University 
Transportation Center for Mobility describes the following transit funding options: 
 
General fund expenditures 
Vehicle registration fees 
Employer/payroll taxes 
Concessions 
General sales taxes 
Lottery and/or casino revenues 
Vehicle leasing and rental fees 
Advertising 

Tollway revenues 
Cigarette tax 
Parking fees and fines 
Property taxes 
Fares and fair related income 
Contracts or purchase of service 
Lease revenues 
Concessions/rental income 

Realty/mortgage transfer fees 
Corporate franchise taxes 
Hotel/motel taxes 
Utility fees 
Public Private Partnerships (PPP) 
Tax-increment Financing Districts 
Transportation Development Districts 

 
 

Primer on Transit Funding (APTA 2012) describes U.S. transit funding sources including federal and state grant 
programs, general funds, fuel taxes, rental car sales taxes, vehicle registration fees (levies), bond proceeds, sales 
tax, and interest income. Financing Capital Investment: A Primer for the Transit Practitioner (Transtech 
Management 2003), identifies and evaluates transit capital project financing options, primarily U.S. federal and 
state grants, and borrowing strategies, but also new revenue options. TransLink, the Vancouver, Canada regional 
transportation agency, is evaluating new funding options (Cayo 2012). Table 3 summarizes the options identified. 
 
Table  3 Potential Translink Funding Options (TransLink 2012) 

User Fees and Taxes Beneficiary Fees Other Taxes and 
Financing Tools 

Direct Government 
Grants 

Transit fares 
Gas taxes 
Road and parking pricing 
Transportation Improvement Fee 
Vehicle-km travelled fee 
Flat levy (e.g. Hydro Levy) 

Land value capture levy 
Property tax 
Employer/Payroll tax 
Development charges  

Carbon tax 
Debt instruments 
Regional sales tax 
Vehicle sales tax 

Provincial grant program 
Federal grants 
Federal-provincial national 
transit strategy program 
Social service 

This table summarizes options for funding Vancouver region transportation improvements.  
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The report, Sustainable Urban Transport Financing from the Sidewalk to the Subway : Capital, Operations, and 
Maintenance Financing (Ardila-Gomez and Ortegon-Sanchez 2016), published by the World Bank, evaluates 24 
potential urban transportation funding options in terms of their advantages, disadvantages and fairness 
(beneficiaries pay). The table below summarizes these options. 
 
Table 4 Potential Funding Options (Ardila-Gomez and Ortegon-Sanchez 2016) 

General benefit instruments Direct benefit instruments Indirect benefit instruments 

General public beneficiaries  Direct Beneficiaries (users, 
drivers, passengers) 

Indirect beneficiaries (firms, land 
and property owners, developers) 

 Public transport subsidies 
Property taxes  

 National and international 
grants and loans  

 Climate-related financial 
instruments  

 Global Environment Facility 
(GEF)  

 Clean Technology Fund 

 Clean Development 
Mechanism (CDM)  

 Public–Private Partnerships 
(PPPs) for public transport 

 Parking charges  

 Road pricing  

 Congestion charges  

 Fuel taxes and surcharges 

 Vehicle taxation  

 Farebox revenue  

 PPPs for urban roads 

 Advertising  

 Employer contributions 

 Added value capture 
mechanisms  

 Land-value taxes/betterment 
levies  

 Tax increment financing 

 Special assessment 

 Transportation utility fees 

 Land asset management 

 Developer exactions 

 Development impact fees 

 Negotiated exactions  

 Joint developments  

 Air rights 

This table evaluates various urban transportation funding options in terms of beneficiaries. 
 
 
Finding Solutions To Fund Transit: Combining Accountability & New Resources For World-Class Public 
Transportation (IPIRG 2007) identified and evaluated various public transit funding options and evaluated them 
according to seven principles: market efficiency, low collection costs, reliability, diversity, “fare increases are self-
defeating,” budget accountability and community participation. It evaluates general sales taxes, dedicated 
gasoline taxes, car rental taxes, registration fees, tire taxes, weight-based vehicle registration fees, vehicle battery 
taxes, weigh-mile truck fees, road tolls, development impact fees, stormwater fees, real estate transfer taxes and 
parking taxes.  
  
Thinking Outside the Farebox: Creative Approaches to Financing Transit Projects (DeGood 2012) discussed various 
benefits from high quality public transport, and provides guidance on ways to finance transit improvements in the 
U.S. funding options, including various federal and state grants, bonds and loan programs, plus local funding 
options, particularly dedicated funds from general sales and property taxes. It evaluates local funding options 
based on their potential revenue, reliability, equity and political feasibility. These include: 
 

 Tax Increment 

 Special Assessment District 

 Development Contributions 

 Sales Tax 

 Road tolls 

 Vehicle Registration Tax 

 Parking Fees 

 Fuel Taxes 

 Land Sales 
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Financing Transit Systems Through Value Capture: An Annotated Bibliography (Smith and Gihring 2015) 
summarizes the findings of numerous studies concerning the impacts transit service has on nearby property 
values, and the feasibility of capturing a portion of the incremental value to finance transit improvements.  
 
The report, What Do Americans Think about Federal Tax Options to Support Public Transit, Highways, and Local 
Streets and Roads? Results from Year Five of a National Survey (Weinstein Agrawal and Nixon 2015) found that 
most survey respondents want good public transit service in their communities and nearly two-thirds support 
spending gas tax revenues on transit, but few support raising gas tax or transit fares, and few respondents are 
well-informed about how transit is funded, with only half knowing that fares do not cover the full cost of transit. 
 
The Vancouver, Canada region’s Mobility Pricing Independent Commission (2017), comprised of 14 community 
leaders, is using stakeholders engagement and detailed analysis of transport trends and costs by income class to 
evaluate the travel impacts and social equity effects of various decongestion fees and investment options. The 
results will be used to develop recommendations transportation pricing and congestion reduction policies.  
 
Figure 1 2011 Primary trip mode by household income level (MPIC 2017) 

 

 
Automobile mode share, 
annual vehicle travel and 
peak-period trips tend to 
increase with income. Lowest 
income seldom drive during 
peak periods. This indicates 
that road user fees and 
congestion pricing are less 
regressive than financing 
roads and parking through 
general taxes or through 
building rents.  

 
 
The Move Ahead: Funding “The Big Move” (TBoT 2010) describes and evaluates potential options for funding The 
Big Move, a 25-year, $50 billion regional transportation infrastructure program. Each option is evaluated based on 
technical feasibility, projected revenue generation, predictability, sustainability and durability of the revenue, 
administrative cost and complexity, impact on consumer behavior (i.e. extent that the tool encourages commuters 
to reduce congestion through car-pooling or other measures that remove cars from the road), and social equity 
and fairness. The report, Making the Move: Choices and Consequences (TISAP 2013) evaluates potential benefits 
from increased public transit investments, evaluates potential funding options, and recommends various funding 
packages (including increased fuel and corporate taxes, and dedication of sales taxes), plus various 
implementation strategies to insure that investments maximize benefits and gain public support. Time to Get 
Serious: Reliable Funding For GTHA Transit / Transportation Infrastructure, investigated options to fund The Big 
Move, a strategic transportation improvement program proposed for the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area 
(Irwin and Bevan 2010). It identified twelve potential funding options, described their benefits and drawbacks, and 
examples of their implementation. Table 5 summarizes the study’s results. A study performed six years later 
concluded that of the $68.1 billion needed to build the planned system, 58% was financed, leaving $28.8 billion in 
additional funding needs (Transport Action Ontario 2016).  
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Table 5 Summary of Toronto Revenue Options Analysis (Irwin and Bevan 2010) 

Source Net Revenue Basis of Estimate Policy Advantages Implementation Issues 

1. Tolls on major 
roadways  $1 – 2 B/year 10 – 20 ¢/km 

Relieves congestion and reduces 
road expansion costs. Revenue 
grows with demand. Encourages 
transit use.  

Traffic diversion concerns. 
“Double taxation” concerns. 
Much better transit required 
first. Social equity concerns. 

2. Regional gas/diesel 
fuel tax $1 – 2 B/year 10 – 20 ¢/litre 

Can marginally reduce auto use 
but not focusing on hot spots. 
Encourages energy-efficient, and 
transit use. Easy to administer. 

Sales leakage to nearby areas. 
Declines as fuel-efficiency 
increases. Best introduced 
when gas prices are low. 

3. Commercial parking 
levy $1 – 2 B/year 

$1.00 – 2.00/day per 
space 

Reduces auto use to commercial 
areas. Encourages more use of 
transit and active transportation 
Administratively straightforward 

Employment leakage to 
surrounding areas. A version, 
the Commercial Concentration 
Tax, was previously rejected. 

4. Regional sales tax $1 – 2 B/year 
1 – 2% in addition to 
the HST 

Administratively stable, reliable 
source 

No direct incentive for more 
sustainable travel. Sales 
leakage. Political opposition. 

5. High Occupancy Toll 
(HOT) lanes or express 
lanes on GTHA 
freeways 

$400 –800 M/yr. 
for Express Lanes 

$200 – 400 M/yr. 
for HOT Lanes 

10 – 20¢/km for single-
occupant vehicles (HOT 
Lanes) or for all vehicles 
(Express Lanes) 

Encourages car-pooling. 
Increases person-carrying 
capacity and average speed on 
major highways.  

Relatively small revenue versus 
infrastructure and enforcement 
costs 

6.Dedciate a portion of 
gas/diesel HST revenue 
to GTHA transit 

$400 – 600 
M/year 

May 2010 report of 
$895 M additional gas 
tax revenue anticipated 
from 2010/11 HST 

Same as above for Regional 
Gas/Diesel Fuel tax. Would be 
timely if dedicated as of July 1, 
2010 or shortly thereafter. 

As above except province wide 
application of HST avoids fuel 
sales leakage to surrounding 
areas 

7. Congestion levy on 
private vehicles 
entering central area 
during peak periods $250 – $500 M/yr 

$5 – 10/vehicle entry-
charge at cordon 

Reduces Central Area Congestion. 
Encourages more use of transit 
and active transportation. 
Improves mobility in Central Area 

May reduce Central Area 
employment. Congestion & 
parking spillover. Implemen-
tation and enforcement costs. 

8. Vehicle registration 
fee (varies with vehicle 
GHG emission levels) 

$200 – 400 
M/year 

$100 – 200/year per 
vehicle 

Stable, reliable source. 
Encourages low-emission 
vehicles. Easy to administer 

Does not moderate amount of 
use of the vehicle 

9. Value capture levy 
(higher property taxes 
in areas served by high 
quality transit) $50 – 100 M/year N/A 

Encourages compact 
development and increased 
transit use. May reduce land 
speculation. Easy to administer 

Uncertainty in estimating value 
increases. Higher rents. May 
force out small business and 
low income residents 

10. Utility bill levy $50 – 100 M/year 
$20 – 40/year per 
household 

Stable, reliable source. Easy to 
administer 

No direct incentive for more 
sustainable driver behaviour 

11. Employer payroll 
tax in areas within 
walking distance of 
rapid transit $40 – $80 M/year 

$100 – 200/year per full 
time employee 

Stable, reliable source. Partially 
borne by incoming workers who 
benefit from improved transit. 
Administratively straightforward 

Higher costs, potential loss of 
jobs in taxation zones. Benefits 
to local employees may not 
compensate for lower wages. 

12. Additional federal 
funding (national 
transit strategy)  $1 – 2 B/year 

25 – 50% of transit 
capital costs 25 – 50% 
of net transit operating 
costs 

Administratively straightforward. 
Provides relatively reliable 
funding plus a stable policy 
framework from the federal and 
provincial governments 

Difficult in context of large 
federal/provincial deficits. 
Could stop, as in 1998. No 
direct incentive for more 
sustainable transport activity. 

This table summarizes options for funding Toronto region transportation improvements.  
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Evaluation Criteria 
This section describes the eight criteria used to evaluate funding options. 
 

Potential Revenue 
This refers to the amount of money that an option can be expected to generate, based on various assumption 
about how it is implemented. Some funding options have natural constraints, for example, there are limits to the 
amount of money transit agencies can generate through advertizing and station rents, but in most cases maximum 
potential revenues reflect assumptions about how an option is implemented and what is politically acceptable.  
 

Predictability and Stability  
Funding predictability and stability are desirable for planning and budgeting purposes. Some funding options 
fluctuate from year-to-year, while others are more predictable and stable. These evaluations are based on a 
general understanding of funding options, which may be modified in a particular situation. For example, sales tax 
revenues may be more predictable and stable in areas with diversified retail markets than where markets are 
more specialized. 
 

Equity Analysis 
One of the most common issues raised in public consultations is a desire that transport funding be equitable, that 
is, the distribution of costs and benefits should be considered fair and appropriate. Transport equity can be 
defined and measured in various ways that may lead to different conclusions concerning what is equitable (Litman 
2002). There are two major categories:  

 Horizontal equity refers to the distribution of impacts between people with similar wealth, needs and abilities. It 
assumes that similar people should generally be treated equally, and implies that people should “get what they pay 
for and pay for what they get” unless subsidies are specifically justified.  

 Vertical equity refers to the distribution of impacts between people who differ in wealth, ability or need. It generally 
assumes that costs should be smaller and benefits greater for people who are physically, economically or socially 
disadvantaged. Policies that do this are called progressive and those that impose higher costs on disadvantaged 
people are called regressive.  

 
 
Equity analysis can consider various types of impacts, and group people in various ways. For example, road pricing 
is generally considered regressive, since a given toll represents a larger portion of income to lower-income than to 
higher income motorists. However, lower-income people tend to drive less than wealthier people, particularly on 
major urban highways that are candidates for tolling, and rely more on alternative modes. As a result, road pricing 
tends to be less regressive than other roadway funding options (such as general taxes), and may be progressive 
overall if it leads to improvements to alternative modes, such as faster bus service, or increased cycling facility 
investments (Schweitzer and Taylor 2008). Transit fares can be structured to achieve horizontal and vertical equity 
goals (Lotshaw and Hovenkotter 2019) 
 
Horizontal equity requires that program costs be borne by beneficiaries. Public transit service improvements can 
provide various benefits to users (called internal benefits) and non-users (called external benefits). Some benefits 
result from the service improvements themselves, others only result if they reduce automobile travel or stimulate 
more compact development (Banister and Thurstain-Goodwin 2011; CTOD 2011; Litman 2011; EDRG 2007). These 
include benefits to: 

 Transit users from improved convenience and comfort, financial savings, increased safety, and improved public 
fitness and health. 
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 Motorists from reduced traffic and parking congestion, improved mobility for non-drivers which reduces 
chauffeuring burdens, improved traffic safety, and emission reductions. 

 Taxpayer from road and parking facility cost savings, improved safety, and increased public health. 

 Businesses from congestion reductions, parking cost savings, improved employee safety and fitness, and because 
high quality transit tends to support regional economic development. 

 Benefits to residents (regardless of how they travel), including parking cost savings, improved mobility for non-
drivers, increased safety, reduced pollution and improved public fitness. 

 
 
Table 6 summarizes the distribution (also called the incidence) of transit benefits. Some are concentrated, 
benefiting certain people, businesses and jurisdictions. Others are more widely dispersed. Most people and 
businesses experience some savings and benefits. Under favorable conditions, high quality transit can provide 
financial savings and economic benefits that offset costs, providing positive return on investments (Litman 2010). 
This suggests that various funding sources can be justified on a beneficiary-pays basis, including funding from 
people who do not currently use public transit but gain savings and benefits. 
 
Table 6  Distribution of Transit Benefits  

 Transit Users Motorists Taxpayers Businesses Residents 

Improved convenience and comfort       

Congestion reductions      

Roadway cost savings      

Parking cost savings      

User savings and affordability      

Improved mobility for non-drivers       

Improved traffic safety      

Energy conservation      

Emission reductions      

Improved public health      

High quality public transport can provide a variety of widely distributed benefits. 
 
 

Travel Impacts 
This refers to the effects an option has on how and how much people travel, and whether this supports or 
contradicts strategic transport planning objectives, such as objectives to reduced automobile travel and increased 
use of alternative modes. These are estimated based on our understanding of price impacts on travel activity. 
 

Strategic Development Objectives 
This refers to the effects an option has on the type and location of development in a community, and whether this 
supports or contradicts strategic planning objectives such as objectives to encourage more compact, accessible 
development and discourage sprawl. These are estimated based on our understanding of tax and price impacts on 
development patterns. 
 

Public Acceptability 
Another important issue for this analysis is the degree of public acceptability of each funding option (Agrawal 
2015; Weinstein and Nixon 2015). The Victoria transit funding research project included surveys and focus groups 
that investigated public preferences concerning funding options (Earthvoice Strategies 2012; Quay 
Communications 2012). Such preferences can vary significantly depending on the group surveyed, existing tax 
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conditions, and exactly how funding options are designed and implemented. For example, the public acceptability 
of a fuel tax increase may depend on existing fuel tax levels, when they were last raised, and exactly how revenues 
are used. Although past experiences can provide useful guidance for future studies and surveys, the results are not 
necessarily transferable to other times and places. 
 

Ease of Implementation  
This refers to a revenue option’s transition (initial implementation) and transaction (ongoing collection) costs. 
These are estimated based on assumptions about how it will be implemented and what is required to do this.  
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Analysis 
This section describes and evaluates eighteen potential public transit funding options. 

 
Fare Increases 
In most urban transit systems, current adult fares average $2 to $3 per trip or $50 to $80 for a monthly pass, with 
discounted (concession) fares for youths, seniors and people with disabilities. It is possible to increase all fares, 
selected categories, or change price structures, for example, to include higher fares for longer-distance trips or for 
special services such as light rail or express commuter buses. 
 
Potential Revenue 

The price elasticity of transit ridership with respect to fares is usually –0.2 to –0.5 in the short run (first year), and 
increases to –0.6 to –0.9 over the long run (five to ten years) (Litman 2004b; McCollom and Pratt 2004; Wardman 
and Shires 2011). This suggests that a 10% fare increase typically increases revenue 5-8% over the short run and 1-
4% over the long-run. As a result, rising fare increases revenue, but less than proportionately (raising fares 10% 
provides less than 10% increased revenue), and revenue gains tend to decline over time. These impacts tend to 
vary depending on the types of riders and types of services. Transit dependent users and peak period travel tend 
to be less price-sensitive than discretionary travelers (people who could travel by automobile) and off-peak travel. 
 
Predictability and Stability 

As previously described, the additional revenues from fare increases can be difficult to predict with precision and 
tend to decline over time. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Since transit services are subsidized, fare increases can be considered horizontally equitable (users pay for the 
services they receive). However, automobile travel imposes significant external costs, particularly under urban-
peak travel conditions, including road and parking subsidies, traffic congestion, accident risks and pollution 
damages imposed on others (Litman 2009; TC 2008). Under urban-peak travel conditions, transit subsidies are 
often smaller than the subsidies that would be required to accommodate additional automobile travel on the 
same corridor. Described differently, to the degree that shifting travel from automobile to public transport is 
considered a sacrifice that benefits other people, fare increases can be considered horizontally inequitable 
because they double-charge transit users. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Since public transit provides basic mobility and many users are lower-income, fare increases tend to be regressive 
and vertically inequitable. This regressivity varies depending on specific factors, such as transit user incomes and 
price structures.  
 
Travel Impacts  

Fare increases tend to reduce public transit travel and shift travel to automobile (Litman 2004b; McCollom and 
Pratt 2004; Wardman and Shires 2011). They therefore tend to contradict planning objectives to reduce 
automobile travel. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Transit fare increases may reduce the relative attractiveness of transit-oriented locations, such as downtowns and 
transit station areas. 
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Public Acceptance  

Although there is general support for the user pay principle, surveys and focus groups indicate opposition to 
significant fare increases due to vertical equity concerns (a desire to keep public transit affordable to lower-
income users), and a desire to encourage public transit travel. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Fare increases are easy to implement.  
 
Legal Status 

Most public transit agencies or local governments have the legal ability to increase fares. 
 
Examples  

Most transit agencies regularly increase fares. The report, A Fare Framework: How Transit Agencies Can Set Fare 
Policy Based on Strategic Goals (Lotshaw and Hovenkotter 2019) describes how transit fares can be structured to 
achieve equity objectives.  
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Discounted Bulk Transit Passes 
Public transit agencies can sell transit passes to a group, such as all students at a college or university, all 
employees at a worksite or all residents of a neighborhood. They are often designed to be revenue neutral - the 
additional transit service costs are at least offset by the additional revenues. For example, if standard monthly 
passes are priced at $80 and used for 40 average monthly trips, the transit agency can sell $40 discounted passes 
to a group of students that average 20 monthly trips or $20 to a group of residents that average 10 monthly trips.  
 
Potential Revenue 

Potential revenues depend on the scope of these programs, which could add hundreds, thousands or tens of 
thousands of new users. However, this also tends to increase transit service costs. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Contracts for such services tend to be for one or more years, so transit agencies can generally plan for the 
additional revenue and ridership on an annual basis. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Such passes tend to create cross-subsidies from those participants who seldom or never ride transit to those who 
ride more than average, although they may benefit from reduced congestion and accident risk.  
 
Vertical Equity  

Since physically and economically disadvantaged people tend to ride transit more than average and benefit most 
from financial savings, and since such programs tend to increase total transit service (for example, allowing 
increased frequency), this strategy tends to support vertical equity objectives. 
 
Travel Impacts  

This tends to increase transit ridership and reduced automobile travel, although impacts will vary depending on 
specific circumstances. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

This can increase the attractiveness of transit-oriented locations. 
 
Public Acceptance  

There is often high public acceptance of such programs, since they make transit more affordable and encourage 
transit ridership. U-Pass programs often receive high levels of student support, but neighborhood programs tend 
to receive less. 
 
Ease of Implementation 

Once a price structure is established implementation is relatively easy. 
 
Legal Status 

Most transit agencies have the legal ability to negotiate discounted fares for particular groups. 
 
Examples  

Many colleges and universities have U-Pass programs which provide transit passes to all students and sometimes 
staff at a campus (Brown, Hess and Shoup 2003). TransLink’s Employer Pass Program offers a 15% discount to 
transit passes purchased through employers. Boulder, Colorado offers such a pass to residential neighborhoods, 
called the Neighborhood Eco Pass (Boulder 2013).  
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Property Taxes 
Most municipal governments collect property taxes. In many jurisdictions a portion of property taxes are 
dedicated to public transit. 
 
Potential Revenue 

It is possible to increase property taxes by virtually any amount, but large tax increases are politically difficult and 
there are many demands on these tax revenues.  
 
Predictability and Stability  

Property taxes are relatively stable. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

To the degree that public transit improvements increase nearby property values or provide other savings and 
benefits to nearby residents and businesses (congestion reductions, parking cost savings, household savings, 
emission reductions, etc.), property tax funding can be considered horizontally equitable.  
 
Vertical Equity  

Property ownership tends to increase with income, and lower-income residents tend to qualify for various 
property tax discounts and exemptions, so this tax tends to be relatively progressive with respect to income. 
However, even poor people bear a portion of these taxes through rents, and property taxes are burdensome to 
some lower-income home owners. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Property taxes have few direct travel impacts.  
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Large property tax differences may cause development to shift between jurisdictions, but transit taxes are 
relatively small and usually applied region-wide so impacts are likely to be minimal. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Although property taxes are widely used to finance public transit, and tend to be considered a default funding 
source (the source used if other options are infeasible), there may be resistance to significant increases in this tax. 
 
Ease of Implementation 

Since transit property taxes are already collected in most jurisdictions they are relatively easy to increase.  
 
Legal Status 

In some jurisdictions, state/provincial legislation or voter approval is required to raise property tax rates. 
 
Examples  

Many transit agencies rely on property taxes (TCRP 2009; UTCM 2010).  
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Regional Sales Taxes 
Many jurisdictions (particularly in the U.S.) rely significantly on sales taxes to finance public transit. Variations 
include special taxes on particular transactions such as hotel room and vehicle rentals. 
 
Potential Revenue 

A regional general sales tax could generate virtually any amount of revenue. Revenues from taxes on sales of 
particular products tend to be modest. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Moderately stable. Sales taxes tend to fluctuate more than property taxes. 
 
Horizontal Equity 

To the degree that public transit benefits consumers, sales taxes can be considered horizontally equitable, 
although the relationship is indirect (people and businesses that benefit most do not necessarily pay more sales 
taxes). 
 
Vertical Equity  

Sales taxes are regressive, and so tend to be vertically inequitable. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Sales taxes do not directly affect travel activity. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Large sales tax differences may cause development to shift between jurisdictions, but transit taxes are relatively 
small and usually applied region-wide so impacts are likely to be minimal. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Mixed. Although there tends to be opposition to most tax increases, sales taxes are among the most often applied 
to fund transportation programs, including public transit improvements indicating a moderate degree of public 
acceptance. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

In jurisdictions that already apply sales taxes, there is minimal cost to increasing such taxes to fund public transit. 
Where no sales taxes is currently applied, implementation costs would be moderate. 
 
Legal Status 

In many jurisdictions, state/provincial legislation or voter approval is required to raise sales tax rates. 
 
Examples  

Sales taxes are the most common dedicated source of transit funding in the U.S. (IPIRG 2007). According to the 
Federal Transit Administration’s National Transit Database, after federal funds, sales taxes comprised the largest 
source of revenues for capital spending (38%) and the second largest source of operating expenses (27%) after 
fares (32%). In November 2016, 71% of Los Angeles County voters approved Measure M 
(http://theplan.metro.net) a 0.5% sales tax increase to generate $870 million annually to expand transit and bike 
networks. The agency produced a report, LA County’s Measure M Lessons Learned (METRO 2017), which provides 
advice for building public support for such a program. 
 
 
  

http://theplan.metro.net/
http://theplan.metro.net/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/report-theplan-lessons-learned-2018.pdf
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Income Taxes 
An additional tax on income, dedicated to public transportation.  
 
Potential Revenue 

This tax can generate virtually any amount of revenue.  
 
Predictability and Stability  

This tax tends to be relatively predicable and stable 
 
Horizontal Equity  

To the degree that all residents benefit from public transit, it can be considered equitable, but since higher income 
households pay more but tend to use public transit less than lower income households, it may be considered 
unfair. This could be considered an equitable tax for funding higher quality transit services, such as commuter rail, 
since higher income residents are more likely to use such services.  
 
Vertical Equity  

Income taxes are generally considered among the most progressive (vertically equitable) tax options. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Income taxes do not generally affect travel activity. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Income taxes do not generally affect development patterns unless they are high enough to encourage some 
households to move outside the urban boundaries. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Income taxes have mixed public acceptance.  
 
Ease of Implementation  

Implementation is relatively easy and in jurisdictions where income taxes are already collected, but may require 
significant new administrative effort if there is no existing system.  
 
Legal Status 

The ability of individual jurisdictions to collect income taxes varies widely. 
 
Examples  

In 2016, Indianapolis Region voters approved a referendum that authorizes the city to impose an income tax of up 
to 0.25 percent—25 cents per $100 of income—to help fund the Marion County Transit Plan. For a resident 
earning $50,000 a year, that 0.25 percent equals an additional $125 in annual income taxes (Orr 2016). The plan 
calls for $390 million in improvements to improve reginal bus service—extending hours of operation, increasing 
the number of bus routes that run at 15-minute frequencies, plus the operational costs of three Bus Rapid Transit 
lines. 
 
The City of Cincinnati (2016) levies a two percent (2%) per annum tax on municipal taxable income to finance 
general municipal operations, maintenance, new and facilities and other capital improvements, including public 
transit services. 
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Fuel Taxes 
Special fuel tax can be collected in a jurisdiction to fund public transit. In some cases a portion of existing fuel tax 
revenue is dedicated to public transit programs without increasing fuel tax rates. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Assuming residents average 500 gallons of annual fuel consumption, each cent per gallon of taxes generates $5 
per capita. Although fuel price increases reduce demand (a 10% price increase typically reduces fuel consumption 
2-4% in the medium-run), a few cents per gallon to fund transit generally have minimal impact (Litman 2013; 
Wardman and Shires 2011). 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Fuel tax revenue is moderately stable. It tends to fluctuate more than property taxes. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

To the degree that motorists benefit from public transit improvements, due to reduced traffic and parking 
congestion, and reduced need to chauffeur non-drivers, and to the degree that automobile travel imposes 
external costs on non-drivers, fuel taxes can be considered to increase horizontal equity.  
 
Vertical Equity  

Fuel taxes are regressive, but this regressivity is reduced if public transit improvements provide more convenient 
and affordable alternative to driving. Described differently, of all possible fuel tax uses, transit improvements are 
relatively progressive if they improve affordable mobility options. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Fuel tax increases tend to reduce automobile travel and encourage use of alternative modes, although typical 
transit funding taxes are small and so would have minimal impact. Travel impacts depend on whether the transit 
tax is in addition to, or a portion of, existing fuel taxes.  
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Fuel tax increases tend to encourage more compact, multi-modal land development, although the effects of this 
are likely to be minimal. 
 
Public Acceptance  

In general, fuel tax increases tend to be unpopular. However, surveys and focus groups indicate moderate support 
to fuel tax increases that are dedicated to transportation improvements. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Implementation is relatively easy and in jurisdictions where fuel taxes are already collected.  
 
Legal Status 

Fuel tax increases often require state or provincial approval. 
 
Examples  

At least twelve U.S. states have local option transit gasoline taxes (TCRP 2009). Such taxes are common in Canada. 
In Metro Vancouver, 15¢ per litre fuel tax is dedicated to transit. In Ontario, two cents per litre of the provincial 
gas tax is devoted to public transit, and Calgary and Edmonton receive 5¢ of the provincial gas tax collected in 
each city for road and transit funding (TBoT 2010).  
 
 



Local Funding Options for Public Transportation 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

19 
 

Vehicle Levy 
An additional fee for registering vehicles in the region. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Although vehicle levies can be any size, most are $20-60 annual per vehicle, only a portion of which is dedicated to 
public transit, so their total transit revenue is small to moderate. High levies can motivate some motorists to 
register their vehicles in other jurisdictions.    
 
Predictability and Stability  

Stable.  
 
Horizontal Equity  

As previously discussed, to the degree that motorists benefit from public transit improvements, due to reduced 
traffic and parking congestion, and reduced need to chauffeur non-drivers, and to the degree that automobile 
travel imposes external costs on non-drivers, a vehicle levy can be considered to increase horizontal equity. 
However, since vehicle fees do not reflect use (fees are the same for vehicles driven high and low annual mileage), 
this fee poorly reflects the external costs imposed by a particular vehicle. 
 
Vertical Equity  

This fee tends to be regressive, particularly because lower-income motorists tend to drive their vehicles lower 
annual mileage and so pay more per kilometer than higher income motorists on average. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Higher vehicle fees may marginally reduce vehicle ownership and use, but impacts are likely to be small. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

No significant impacts. 
 
Public Acceptance 

According to survey and focus group responses, vehicle levies have less public acceptance than other 
transportation-related revenue options.  
 
Ease of Implementation  

Where vehicle registration fees are already collected an additional levy to fund transportation or public transit 
programs is easy to apply. Implementation costs are much higher if a special fee collection system must be 
established. 
 
Legal Status 

In most jurisdictions this would require state/provincial legislation and support. 
 
Examples  

In the United States, 33 states and 27 local jurisdictions have vehicle registration fees which help finance 
transportation improvements, which often includes public transport (IPIRG 2007). Toronto, Montreal, Quebec 
City, Gatineau, Trois-Rivières, Saguenay, Sherbrooke, and Saint-Jérome all use a vehicle registration fee to help 
finance public transport (TBoT 2010). In Montreal and Quebec City, $30 from the provincially-levied 
license/vehicle registration revenue is devoted to funding transit operations. Toronto collects $60 annually per 
vehicle registration. 

Utility Levy 
Apply a special transit levy to all utility accounts in the region. 
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Potential Revenue 

Small. Although such a levy could be any size, they are usually $10-40 annual per meter, or $5-20 per capita. 
 
Predictability and Stability 

Stable. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Similar to a property tax, a utility levy charges residents. 
 
Vertical Equity  

A utility levy is likely to be relatively regressive, since it is a flat fee per household. 
 
Travel Impacts  

No significant impacts. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

No significant impacts. 
 
Public Acceptance  

According to survey and focus group responses, utility levies have low public acceptance. It had the greatest level 
of opposition of all options presented.  
 
Ease of Implementation  

Relatively easy to implement.  
 
Legal Status 

Would generally require state/provincial legislation. 
 
Examples (TCRP 2009) 

Some jurisdictions have local government utility taxes. TransLink receives a hydro levy of $1.90 per month from 
each BC Hydro account within the service region. The hydro levy generates approximately $18 million per year in 
revenue (TBoT 2010). 
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Employee Levy 
A levy paid by employers (often only larger employers) located in a transit service area. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Small to moderate potential revenues, depending on the number of employees covered and the level of the levy. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Stable. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Can be considered fair to the degree that commuters create traffic congestion and create demand for public 
transit. 
 
Vertical Equity  

The ultimate incidence of this fee is difficult to predict. It may substitute for wages, reduce total employment, or 
shift employment location if a large levy is applied just in the urban core. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Travel impacts are likely to be small. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

If applied only in an urban core it may discourage downtown employment and encourage sprawl. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Uncertain. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Would probably involve moderate implementation costs, similar to other business taxes and fees. 
 
Legal Status 

May require state/provincial legislation. 
 
Examples (TBoT 2010; TCRP 2009) 

In France, the Versement Transport (Transport Levy) taxes employers with more than nine staff to help finance 
local public transport services. A special 0.6% payroll tax is collected from most employers in the Portland and 
Eugene Oregon regions to help finance public transport services. 
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Road Tolls (Decongestion Pricing) 
Tolls are fees for driving on a particular road, bridge, or in a particular area. Decongestion pricing refers to tolls 
that are higher during peak periods to reduce traffic congestion. A variation is High Occupancy Tolls (HOT) lanes, 
which are free for use by high occupant vehicles (buses and carpools), but tolled for low-occupant vehicles.  
 
Potential Revenue 

Although revenues are theoretically large if widely applied, most proposals only toll a minor portion of roads and 
vehicle travel, resulting in modest total revenues.  
 
Predictability and Stability  

Once established, revenues would probably be moderately stable, but may decline over the long run as travelers 
take tolls into account when making longer-term decisions (such as where to live). 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Tolls are generally considered vertically equitable, because they charge users directly for the congestion and 
roadway costs they impose, but they are often criticized as unfair if only applied on a few roadways. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Tolls are often criticized as regressive, since a given toll represents a higher portion of income for poorer than 
wealthier motorists, but overall regressivity depends on the incomes of actual road users, the quality of travel 
options on that corridor, and how revenues are used. Tolls are often progressive compared with other funding 
options, such as using general taxes to finance roads and public transit services (Kitchen 2019). 
 
Travel Impacts  

Road tolls tend to reduce affected automobile travel, particularly if implemented with public transit 
improvements. Congestion pricing can be effective at reducing traffic congestion, 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Mixed. If applied only in central areas tolls may encourage more dispersed development, but if applied broadly 
and implemented with improvements to other modes, they may encourage compact development. 
 
Public Acceptance  

There is often public opposition to tolls, particularly on existing roadways, although surveys indicate some 
acceptance if revenues are used to support popular road and public transport improvements.  
 
Ease of Implementation  

Although there are many possible ways to implement road tolls, including new technologies that reduce costs, 
implementation tends to be expensive, particularly if implemented by a single region.  
 
Legal Status 

Road tolling usually requires state/provincial legislation.  
 
Examples (TBoT 2010; TCRP 2009) 

London, Singapore and Stockholm apply congestion tolls for driving on urban roads during peak periods (Wolfe 
2019). In 2019 New York City approved the first US urban decongestion pricing program, which will charge 
motorists to enter the most congested parts of Manhattan (Hu 2019; Schaller 2018). It is expected to raise 
approximately $1bn annually. Although economists advocate this as a way to reduce traffic problems, much of its 
political support comes from its ability to finance public transit improvements.  
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Vehicle-Km Tax 
A form of road pricing that charges motorists per kilometre travelled. Could vary by vehicle type, such as higher 
fees for higher polluting vehicles. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Potentially large. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Moderate. Similar to fuel taxes. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Similar to fuel taxes. To the degree that motorists benefit from public transit improvements, and to the degree 
that automobile travel imposes external costs on non-drivers, vehicle-kilometer fees can be considered to increase 
horizontal equity. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Is likely to be regressive. However, to the degree that public transit improvements reduce the need to drive, this 
regressivity is reduced.  
 
Travel Impacts  

Vehicle-kilometer fees tend to reduce automobile travel and encourage use of alternative modes, including public 
transit. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Vehicle-kilometer fees tend to encourage more compact, multi-modal land development. 
 
Public Acceptance  

In general, vehicle-kilometer fees tend to be unpopular. However, survey and focus group responses indicate 
moderate support for this option. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Has high implementation costs since it would require a special system to measure annual vehicle travel in a region. 
 
Legal Status 

Would generally require federal state or provincial legislation and support. 
 
Examples (Huang, et al, 2010; TBoT 2010) 

Vehicle-kilometer fees have been proposed in many jurisdictions, but so far have only been implemented for 
freight trucks in Germany. Since 2005, all trucks have been charged a VKT of €0.09 to €0.14 per kilometer based 
on the truck’s emissions levels and number of axles. 
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Parking Sales Taxes 
A special tax on parking transactions (when motorists pay directly for parking).  
 
Potential Revenue 

Small to moderate. Only a minor portion (probably 5-10%) of parking activity is priced. It could encourage more 
businesses to provide free parking to employees and customers. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Moderate to low stability. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

As with other vehicle use fees, it can be considered horizontally equitable to the degree that transit improvements 
benefit motorists and to the degree that motor vehicle travel imposes external costs. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Since this fee only applies when parking is priced, it is probably less regressive than other vehicle fees. 
 
Travel Impacts  

By marginally increasing parking fees it may slightly reduce vehicle trips, but by increasing the value to users of 
parking subsidies and reducing commercial parking profitability, it may reduce the total portion of parking that is 
priced (Litman 2013; Wardman and Shire 2011). 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Because this fee primarily applies in downtowns and other major commercial centers, it may discourage compact 
development. 
 
Public Acceptance  

There is often public opposition to parking fees. Survey and focus group responses indicate moderate support for 
this option. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Implementation costs are likely to be small to moderate. It may require new accounting requirements for 
commercial parking operators. 
 
Legal Status 

Requires provincial or state legislation and support. 
 
Examples (Litman 2012; TBoT 2010)  

Many U.S. jurisdictions levy a parking surcharge. Chicago, Illinois assesses a flat parking surcharge, rather than a 
percentage charge, on daily, weekly and monthly parking, with charges ranging from $0.75-$2 for daily parking, 
$3.75 to $10 for weekly and $15 to $40 for monthly parking. TransLink has permission to collect a 7% parking 
surcharge to off-street parking transactions, but found it too administratively burdensome to collect.  
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Parking Levy 
A special property tax on non-residential parking spaces throughout the region. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Potential revenue is large. Assuming that there are one to two qualifying parking spaces per capita, a $50 per 
space annual tax could generate $100 annually per capita.  
 
Predictability and Stability 

Relatively stable, although revenues may decline slightly over time if property owners reduce their parking supply. 
 
Horizontal Equity 

Like a fuel tax, this can be considered fair to the degree that motorists benefit from public transit improvements, 
or to the degree that parking facilities or automobile travel impose currently uncompensated external costs. 
 
Vertical Equity  

The ultimate incidence of this tax is difficult to predict, and will vary depending on specific conditions. It will 
mainly be borne by commercial property owners (residential parking is exempt), and so may marginally increase 
retail prices, increase parking pricing, and reduce wages. Costs may be reduced if property owners are allowed to 
reduce their parking supply. To the degree that public transit improvements reduce the need to drive, any 
regressivity is further reduced.  
 
Travel Impacts  

This tax may reduce parking supply and encourage property owners to price parking, which can reduce vehicle 
travel (Litman 2013; Wardman and Shire 2011). Travel impacts therefore depend on its magnitude, how it is 
applied, and the flexibility of local parking requirements. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

This tax encourages reduced parking supply and therefore more compact development. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Surveys and focus groups indicate relatively high support for parking taxes. Vancouver region experience indicates 
possible opposition from suburban businesses. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

This tax has relatively high implementation costs, since it requires adding a new field to property records, but once 
established, ongoing costs are likely to be modest. 
 
Legal Status 

May require state or provincial legislation. 
 
Examples (IPIRG 2007; Litman 2012; WWF 2017) 

Melbourne, Perth and Sydney, Australia all impose levies on city center non-residential parking spaces to 
encourage use of alternative modes and fund transport facilities and services. Since 2012, Nottingham, England 
has imposed a £379 annual levy on approximately 25,000 spaces, representing 42% of total spaces. In its first 
three years the levy generated £25.3 million, which is dedicated to improving the city’s transport infrastructure. 
The levy has helped increase public transport mode share to over 40%, and reduce carbon emissions by 33%. Local 
authorities in England may charge employers for the parking they provided for staff via a Workplace Parking Levy, 
but only one community implemented this option (Burchell, et al. 2019). 
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Expanded Parking Pricing 
Expand where and when public parking is priced, such as metering currently unpriced on-street parking spaces in 
urban neighborhoods, and charging for off-street parking at public facilities such as for government employees, at 
schools and parks. This is best implemented as part of a comprehensive parking management program that also 
includes better pricing systems, user information and enforcement practices. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Small to moderate. In most urban areas there are many unpriced publically-owned parking facilities that could be 
priced, although motorists will avoid using priced parking if possible. Currently only 1-2% of non-residential 
parking activity is priced, which probably averages $20-40 annual per capita. If this can be tripled to 3-6% it would 
generate an additional $40-80 annual per capita. 
 
Predictability and Stability 

Relatively stable. 
 
Horizontal Equity 

Like a fuel tax, this can be considered fair, since these valuable spaces are currently provided free to motorists, 
and to the degree that automobile travel imposes currently uncompensated external costs, and to the degree that 
motorists benefit from public transit improvements. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Mixed. Lower-income households tend to own fewer vehicles and drive less than higher-income households, so 
overall impacts will vary depending on specific conditions, including lower-income vehicle ownership rates, and 
the quality and price of transport and parking options.   
 
Travel Impacts  

Parking pricing encourages people to reduce their vehicle ownership and use. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Mixed. If implemented as part of an integrated parking management program efficient parking pricing can reduce 
the total number of parking spaces needed in an area, and total vehicle travel, supporting more compact 
development. However, if parking is priced in a few major commercial areas it may favor suburban commercial 
areas, encouraging sprawl. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Mixed. Motorists and businesses often oppose parking pricing, although the concept of user paid parking is 
gaining support as a way to reduce parking problems and generate local revenues. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Parking pricing tends to have relatively high implementation costs to install and operate pricing systems, plus 
additional transaction costs to motorists. 
 
Legal Status 

Many jurisdictions already price public parking. 
 
Examples (Litman 2012; TCRP 2009) 

Many communities price a portion of on-street and publically-owned off-street parking spaces. 
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Development or Transportation Impact Fees 
A fee on new development to help fund infrastructure costs, and allow existing development fees to be used for 
public transit infrastructure investments (MRSC 2010). Transportation or traffic impact fees are similar charges 
specifically intended to finance transport system improvements, which are sometimes limited to roadway 
expansion projects. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Small to moderate. Since it only applies to new development it depends on the amount of development occurring 
in the region. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Is highly variable depending on how it is applied and the amount of qualifying development that occurs.  
 
Horizontal Equity  

To the degree that new development increases demand for public transit, or that developers benefit from high 
quality transit service, it can be considered equitable. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Uncertain. Although wealthier people tend to purchase more new housing, this fee will increase the costs of all 
new development and so will tend to increase rents and reduce housing affordability. 
 
Travel Impacts  

If the charges discourage more compact, infill development they may increase sprawled development and 
therefore automobile travel. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

If the charges discourage more compact, infill development they may increase sprawled development. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Surveys and focus groups indicate relatively high support for development fees. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Implementation costs are minimal since development fees are already collected in most jurisdictions. 
 
Legal Status 

Most municipalities governments and many region governments have a legal ability to collect such fees, although 
the use of such funds is often restricted to specific infrastructure, which may exclude public transit facilities and 
services.  
 
Examples (IPIRG 2007; TCRP 2009) 

Many jurisdictions collect development or traffic/transportation impact fees.  
 
  



Local Funding Options for Public Transportation 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

28 
 

Land Value Capture 
A special property tax imposed in areas with high quality public transit, intended to recover a portion of the 
increased land values provided by transit and to help finance the service improvements (AECOM 2015; Suzuki, et 
al. 2015; Page, Bishop and Wong 2016; Smith and Gihring 2015; Vadali 2014).  Sometimes called a transit benefit 
district tax (TRILLIUM Business Strategies 2009). Sclar, Lönnroth and Wolmar (2016) discuss various practical 
obstacles to efficient application of this funding option. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Moderate to large over the long-run. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Difficult to predict, but stable once development occurs. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Is considered horizontally equitable to the degree that high quality public transit provides an extra increase in land 
values and development revenues. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Vertical equity impacts depend on how the tax is structured and development conditions. It tends to capture value 
from developers and property owners, but some of the tax may be passed on to residents, and it can reduce 
housing affordability in transit-oriented developments, which is regressive. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Depends on details. If such a tax discourages development around transit stations it could reduce transit ridership 
and transit-oriented development.  
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Mixed. May discourage some transit-oriented development, but it could encourage more concentrated 
development near transit stations.  
 
Public Acceptance  

Surveys and focus groups indicate relatively high support for land value capture. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

May require special analysis and legislation to determine the most appropriate tax structure. 
 
Legal Status 

In some jurisdictions, state or provincial legislation and support would be required. 
 
Examples (TBoT 2010) 

Land value capture in the form of transit benefit districts is used in some U.S. cities including Miami, Florida; Los 
Angeles, California; and Denver, Colorado. It is used in many major cities such as Hong Kong (Suzuki, et al. 2015). 
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Station Rents 
Collect revenues from public-private developments on publically-owned land in or near transit stations. 
 
Potential Revenue 

Probably small. It depends on BC Transit’s ability to obtain and develop land around transit stations, and the 
demand for such building space. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Revenues are difficult to predict, but once established may be relatively stable. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Is considered horizontally equitable to the degree that it captures the value of proximity to high quality public 
transit. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Vertical equity impacts depend on development conditions. It can be an opportunity for a community to raise 
additional revenue from businesses and higher income residents, but if rents are structured to maximize revenue 
it may reduce housing affordability in accessible locations (i.e., lower-priced housing in transit-oriented 
developments) which is regressive. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Uncertain. If this increases transit-oriented development it may help reduce total vehicle travel. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Uncertain. It may increase or discourage transit-oriented development, depending on how development and rents 
are structured. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Surveys and focus group responses indicate relatively high support for station rents. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Some station development may be relatively easy, but maximizing this revenue option may involve some effort 
and risks. 
 
Legal Status 

Most transit agencies have the legal ability to develop stations, but may require state or provincial approval to 
condemn land for station development. 
 
Examples  

Larger transit agencies with significant space in terminal and station facilities may enter into concession 
agreements (an income-generating strategy similar to leasing) with a variety of commercial and retail enterprises 
(TCRP 2009). TransLink has established a Real Estate Division is responsible for acquiring, managing and disposing 
of TransLink’s properties in a manner that optimizes revenue, reduces capital costs and supports TransLink’s 
strategic development goals, which includes station-area development (TransLink 2011). 
 
  



Local Funding Options for Public Transportation 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

30 
 

Station Air Rights 
Sell the rights to build over transit stations (Tompkins 2010). 
 
Potential Revenue 

Depends on demand for such development. There are generally few sites where such development is feasible, so 
total potential revenues are probably modest. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Uncertain. Depends on demand for such development. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

Is considered horizontally equitable to the degree that it captures the value of proximity to high quality public 
transit. 
 
Vertical Equity  

Vertical equity impacts depend on specific conditions. It can raise revenue from businesses and higher income 
residents, but if structured to maximize revenue it may reduce housing affordability in accessible locations (i.e., 
lower-priced housing in transit-oriented developments) which is regressive. 
 
Travel Impacts  

Uncertain. If this increases transit-oriented development it may help reduce total vehicle travel. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

Uncertain. It may increase or discourage transit-oriented development, depending on how development and rents 
are structured. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Surveys and focus groups indicate relatively high support for revenue-generating station area development. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Some station air rights development may be relatively easy, but maximizing this revenue option may involve some 
effort and risks. 
 
Legal Status 

Most transit agencies probably have the legal right sell or rent station-area air rights. 
 
Examples (Tompkins 2010) 

The Toronto Transit Commission has investigated options for selling air rights at the York Mills subway station, the 
Eglinton/Yonge bus terminal, the Sheppard/Yonge station bus terminal and land adjoining the Spadina station 
(Hall 2002). 
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Advertising 
Most transit agencies collect revenues from transit vehicle, stop and station advertising.  
 
Potential Revenue 

Although expanding transit service and increasing transit ridership should allow more advertising, even doubling 
or tripling of revenue would provide relatively small additional revenue. 
 
Predictability and Stability  

Relatively unstable. 
 
Horizontal Equity  

No clear impact. 
 
Vertical Equity  

No clear impact. 
 
Travel Impacts  

No clear impact. 
 
Strategic Development Objectives  

No clear impact. 
 
Public Acceptance  

Surveys and focus groups indicate relatively high support for advertising. However, there may be public opposition 
to particular advertising methods or materials. 
 
Ease of Implementation  

Since most transit agencies already sell advertising, expansion is relatively easy. 
 
Legal Status 

Already widely used. 
 
Examples (TCRP 2009) 

Most public transit agencies generate revenue from advertising.   
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Options Summary 
Table 7 summarizes the funding options evaluated in this study. 
 
Table 7 Potential Public Transport Funding Options 

Name Description Advantages Disadvantages 

Fare increases 
Increase fares or change fare 
structure to increase revenues. 

Widely applied. Is a user fee 
(considered equitable). Discourage transit use. Is regressive. 

Discounted 
bulk passes 

Discounted passes sold to 
groups based on their ridership. 

Increases revenue and transit 
ridership. 

Increases transit service costs and so 
may provide little net revenue. 

Property taxes Increase local property taxes 
Widely applied. Distributes burden 
widely. 

Supports no other objectives. Is 
considered regressive. 

Sales taxes A special local sales tax. Distributes burden widely. 
Supports no other objectives. Is 
regressive. 

Income tax 
Special income tax for transit or 
transportation. 

Progressive with respect to 
income. Relatively stable. May be difficult to implement. 

Fuel taxes 
An additional fuel tax in the 
region. 

Widely applied. Reduces vehicle 
traffic and fuel use. Is considered regressive. 

Vehicle fees 
An additional fee for vehicles 
registered in the region. 

Applied in some jurisdictions. 
Charges motorists for costs. Does not affect vehicle use. 

Utility levy 
A levy to all utility accounts in 
the region. 

Easy to apply. Distributes burden 
widely. 

Is small, regressive and support no 
other objectives. 

Employee levy 
A levy on employees in a 
designated area or jurisdiction. Charges for commuters. 

Requires administration. Encourage 
sprawl if in city centers. 

Road tolls Tolls on some roads or bridges. Reduces traffic congestion. 
Costly to implement. Can encourage 
sprawl if only applied in city centers. 

Vehicle-Km tax 
Distance-based fees on vehicles 
registered in the region. Reduces vehicle traffic. Costly to implement. 

Parking taxes 
Special tax on commercial 
parking transactions. Is applied in other cities. 

Discourages parking pricing and 
downtown development. 

Parking levy 
Special property tax on parking 
spaces throughout the region. 

Large potential. Distributes burden 
widely. Supports strategic goals. 

Costly to implement. Opposed by 
suburban property owners. 

Expanded 
parking pricing 

Increase when and where 
public parking facilities (e.g. on-
street parking) are priced. 

Moderate to large potential. 
Distributes burden widely. Reduces 
parking & traffic problems.  

Requires parking meters and 
enforcement, and imposes 
transaction costs. 

Development 
or transport 
impact fees 

A fee on new development to 
help finance infrastructure, 
including transit improvements. Charges beneficiaries. Limited potential.  

Land value 
capture 

Special taxes on property that 
benefit from the transit service. 

Large potential. Charges 
beneficiaries. 

May be costly to implement. May 
discourage TOD. 

Station rents 
Collect rents from station 
public-private developments. Charges beneficiaries. Limited potential. 

Station air 
rights 

Sell the rights to build over 
transit stations. Charges beneficiaries. Limited potential. 

Advertising 
Additional advertising on 
vehicles and stations. Already used. 

Limited potential. Sometimes 
unattractive. 

This table summarizes potential funding options identified in this study.  
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For more quantitative analysis, these evaluation criteria were rated on a seven-point scale from 3 (strongly 
supports objective) to -3 (strongly contradicts objective), as illustrated in Table 8. Of course, such ratings are 
subjective so other people or groups may reach different conclusions. In a typical planning process an advisory 
committee consisting of informed citizens, technical experts and elected officials would perform these ratings. In 
this exercise all ratings have the same weight, but they can be weighted to give some objectives more importance 
than others. Many of these impacts can vary significantly depending on how an option is implemented, local 
conditions and community preferences, so it is helpful to develop more specific descriptions of how an option 
would be applied in a particular geographic area. 
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Table 8 Potential Local Public Transit Funding Options Summary Matrix  

Name Potential 
Revenue 

 
Stability 

Horizontal 
Equity 

Vertical 
Equity 

Travel 
Impacts 

Development 
Impacts 

Public 
Acceptance 

Ease to 
Implement 

Fare increases 2 2 2 -3 -3 -2 -3 3 

Discounted bulk passes 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 

Property taxes 3 3 2 -1 0 -1 -2 3 

Sales taxes 3 2 1 -2 0 0 -2 3 

Fuel taxes 2 2 2 -1 3 2 -2 3 

Vehicle levy 2 3 2 -2 0 0 -2 -1 

Utility levy 1 3 2 -3 0 0 -3 2 

Employee levy 2 3 3 2 0 -1 -2 -2 

Road tolls 1 2 3 -2 3 1 -2 -3 

Vehicle-Km tax 2 2 3 -2 3 1 -3 -3 

Parking taxes 1 2 2 0 2 -2 -1 -1 

Parking levy 3 2 2 1 2 2 -2 -3 

Expanded parking pricing 2 2 3 1 3 -1 -1 -1 

Development cost charges 1 1 2 0 0 -1 3 -1 

Land value capture 3 3 2 0 0 -2 2 -2 

Station rents 1 2 3 0 0 0 3 -1 

Station air rights 1 2 3 0 0 0 3 -2 

Advertising 1 1 3 0 0 0 3 3 

This table summarizes the degree that the funding options support various planning objectives. Rating range from 3 (strongly supports objective) 
to -3 (strongly contradicts objective). 0 = no or mixed impacts. Although these results are somewhat subjective and may vary depending on 
community values and conditions, this illustrates a method for quantifying the advantages and disadvantages of various options that can be 
applied in other situations. 
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Conclusions 
Public transit service improvements are an important component of many regions’ transportation system 
improvement plans. High quality public transit services can provide various economic, social and environmental 
benefits, including direct user benefits and various indirect and external benefits. Current demographic and 
economic trends, including aging population, urbanization, plus concerns about inaffordability, health and 
environmental protection justify more support for high quality transit. Recent experience indicates that many 
citizens will support tax increases to improve public transit services.  
 
Implementing transit improvements often requires additional funding. Although some federal, state or provincial 
funding may be available, significant new local funding is often needed. Based on a detailed review of existing 
literature, this study identified eighteen funding options, including some that are widely used and others 
considered innovative and only applied in a few jurisdictions.  
 
These potential funding options were evaluated against eight criteria. Evaluation results can vary depending on 
perspective and assumptions. Equity analysis is particularly subjective depending on how equity is defined and 
impacts measured. From some perspectives, it is most equitable to generate transit funding from a narrowly 
defined group of beneficiaries, such as users of a new transit service, employers who generate commute trips, or 
owners of transit station area properties. However, high quality public transit tends to provide multiple, dispersed 
benefits, including external benefits to people who do not currently use the service but benefit from reduced 
traffic and parking congestion, improved safety, reduced need to chauffeur non-drivers, energy conservation and 
emission reductions, and increased regional economic development. Public transit improvements tend to provide 
a broader scope of benefits than highway expansions, so a wider range of funding options can be justified for 
horizontal equity (i.e., beneficiaries pay) sake. 
 
Widely used public transit funding sources include fares, property taxes, sales taxes, fuel taxes, advertising and 
station rents. There is potential for increasing revenues from these options, although fare increases contradict 
other planning objectives. Fuel tax increases and expanded parking pricing (more frequently charging motorists for 
using public parking facilities, particularly on-street parking in urban neighborhoods) are particularly appropriate 
because they also encourage fuel conservation and more efficient transport, in addition to raising revenues. 
However, these taxes and fees are considered burdensome and regressive (their actual regressivity depends on 
the quality of transport options available, and so is reduced by public transit service improvements) and so should 
be implemented gradually.  
 
The options that seem most acceptable to the public (development and transportation impact fees, station rents 
and advertising) tend to generate modest revenue. Economists are particularly enthusiastic about decongestion 
pricing, but it tends to be costly and politically difficult to implement, and total revenues are often modest since 
tolls are only collected on a small portion of total vehicle travel. However, New York City recently approved a 
decongestion pricing program which received political support largely as a transit funding option. 
 
Three new revenue options with significant potential deserve more consideration: parking levies (special property 
taxes on non-residential parking spaces), vehicle levies (an additional fee on vehicles registered in the region) and 
employee levies (a levy on each employee, often only collected from larger employers). These could generate 
relatively large amounts of revenue, distribute costs broadly, and have a logical connection to transit 
improvements (high quality transit benefit motorists, businesses and employees). A parking levy applied to all 
non-residential parking spaces in a region would disperse the financial burden and support Strategic Development 
Objectives (reduce impervious surface and reduce excessive parking supply) by encouraging more compact 
development and more efficient parking pricing. These three options have moderate implementation costs, more 
than increasing existing transit funding options, but less than road tolls or vehicle-kilometer fees.  
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Where feasible, development and transportation impact fees, station rents and air rights can be used to generate 
funds, but their revenues will vary depending on future demand for transit-area development, and so are difficult 
to predict and are likely to be modest in most cases. 
 
Land value capture taxes and levies should also be considered. They should be structured to avoid discouraging 
transit-oriented development (they should not be too high or geographically concentrated), and it may be best to 
defer their implementation for a few years until station-area demand rises sufficiently. It is particularly 
appropriate to create local area benefit districts around transit stations where modest special levies and parking 
meter revenues are used primarily to finance local improvements such as station amenities, streetscaping and 
special cleaning and security services, rather than financing system-wide transit services. 
 
This research discovered no new funding options that are particularly cost effective and easy to implement. Each 
funding option has disadvantages and constraints. As a result, this study’s overall conclusion is that a variety of 
funding options should be used to help finance the local share of public transit improvements to ensure stability 
(so total revenues are less vulnerable to fluctuations in a single economic sector or legal instrument) and 
distribute costs broadly. Public transit improvements often provide widely dispersed benefits that can justify 
widely dispersed funding sources. Even people who do not currently use public transit benefit from reduced 
congestion, increased public safety and health, improved mobility option for non-drivers, regional economic 
development, and improved environmental quality.  
 
Additional research is recommended to better understand the impacts of these options. Revenue options that are 
implemented should be structured to maximize benefits and minimize problems. Taxes and levies should be 
designed to support other regional planning objectives, including increased transit ridership, reduced automobile 
traffic, economic development, energy conservation, compact development and greenspace preservation and 
affordability. 
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Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis - Milestone 3 

Emails received between 11/28/20 – 01/04/20 

From: Brian Peoples <brian@trailnow.org>  
Sent: Friday, January 1, 2021 8:37 AM 
To: aurelio.gonzalez@cityofwatsonville.org; Zach Friend <BDS022@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>; Patrick 
Mulhearn <Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; 
greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 'jimmy.dutra@cityofwatsonville.org' 
<jimmy.dutra@cityofwatsonville.org>; Manu Koenig <rskoenig@gmail.com>; Andy Schiffrin 
<Andy.Schiffrin@santacruzcounty.us>; rlj12@comcast.net; 'Bruce McPherson 
(bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us)' <bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>; Gine Johnson 
<Gine.Johnson@santacruzcounty.us>; dmeyers@cityofsantacruz.com; openup@cats.ucsc.edu; 
Bertrand, Jacques <jbertrand@ci.capitola.ca.us> 
Cc: Shannon Munz <smunz@sccrtc.org>; Guy Preston <gpreston@sccrtc.org>; Alex Clifford 
<AClifford@scmtd.com>; Matt Machado <Matt.Machado@santacruzcounty.us>; Ginger Dykaar 
<gdykaar@sccrtc.org>; Yesenia Parra <yparra@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Train Magazine - promoting Santa Cruz Train 
 
RTC Commissioners, 
 
Apparently, the survey conducted for the Transit Corridor Alternative Analysis (TCAA) was posted in 
Train Magazine to advocate for train fans across the world to support a train in Santa Cruz 
County.    This is a major flaw of the TCAA and RTC Leadership should get the consult to address why 
they failed to have proper configuration management of the public survey.      More importantly, the 
TCAA survey results should be completely removed as a decision factor on best use of the Coastal 
Corridor. 
 
Digest: Comment period in progress for Santa Cruz, Calif., transit proposals | Trains Magazine 
 
Best regards, 
 
Brian Peoples 
Executive Director 
Trail Now 
 
 
From: Jack Brown <jack.b.brown@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, December 31, 2020 7:19 PM 
To: bruce.mcpherson@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; aurelio.gonzalez@cityofwatsonville.org; Regional 
Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org>; Zach Friend <Zach.Friend@santacruzcounty.us>; Randy 
Johnson <rlj12@comcast.net>; sbrown@cityofsantacruz.com; greg.caput@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; 
ryan.coonerty@santacruzcounty.us; trina.coffman@cityofwatsonville.org; ebottorff167@yahoo.com; 
Patrick Mulhearn <Patrick.Mulhearn@santacruzcounty.us>; openup@cats.ucsc.edu; 
tim.gubbins@dot.ca.gov; Manu Koenig <rskoenig@gmail.com> 
Subject: We need to right the ship in 2021 
 
Dear RTC Commissioners, 
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Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

Transit Corridor Alternatives Analysis - Milestone 3 

Emails received between 11/28/20 – 01/04/20 

As 2020 has drawn to a close, we have learned a great many things. The needs for transportation have 
seen a major change in the wake of the pandemic and the efforts of the past will simply not work for 
the future of Santa Cruz. In summary we need to abandon the idea of rail in Santa Cruz and stop the 
design of the trail on the rail corridor where the emphasis is on a train, not trail safety. 
 
Yes, we still have a need to reduce traffic, provide transportation equity and protect our planet, but we 
have to have solutions that are the right size for our unique community and that can be implemented 
quickly. In short, rail is a huge mistake that does not satisfy the basic requirements for what is needed 
and we need to concentrate on what is really needed for our community. 
 
I also rode the Segment 7, Phase 1 portion of the bike path, or ‘rail with a trail’ as I call it. What a 
disappointment that was. Although I thought anything is better than riding on the street, I cannot say 
as much for this trail. In a 75 foot wide corridor, it is a narrow 12-foot wide ribbon shoved to the side 
crammed against fences, walls and parking lots. I chronicled my journey on the trail at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WCqV_cE1emM . This video showed vehicles that were parked at 
businesses along the corridor blocking portions of the trail, a vendor in a store parking lot with his 
equipment in the trail along with shopping carts and other equipment. There was hardly enough space 
to get around slow moving bikes, pedestrians and dog walkers, but worst of all, the intersections with 
oncoming traffic. Why these were not setup as 4-way stops is beyond me. Speed and distance 
perspectives are difficult to perceive on the trail and cars come up quickly as can be seen in the video. 
Lastly, all the excessive turns, curbs and obstacles including fences with steel posts directly against the 
path with no runoff room is going to cause some serious injuries. These issues should not have been 
there. The trail should be in the center of the corridor. Let Segment 7 be a lesson on how NOT to build 
the rest of the corridor. Let’s get serious about trying to reduce traffic, reduce greenhouse gasses and 
build walkable and bikeable communities. This can be done with Bus on Shoulder (Not Bus on Auxiliary 
Lanes) and Bus Rapid Transit along Soquel and even on the corridor between Santa Cruz and Capitola if 
necessary. This will clearly point out to people driving by themselves in vehicles that there is a faster 
way. A train simply will not do that. 
 
Also, let’s please understand that the Tig/M demonstration is not necessary. Tig/M is only experienced 
in bespoke, hand-crafted mall rides on loops, not commuter rail on a single track. Yes, their technology 
looks tantalizing, but they are the only provider of this type of vehicle. Their only implementations are a 
few hundred yards at the Grove in Hollywood, a $5.5B project in oil rich Qatar through a shopping 
center and a tourist trolley in Aruba servicing cruise ships. They have no experience in commuter rail, 
speeds about 9 MPH or virtual coupling. If Tig/M fails, which it easily could. No one will pick up where 
they left off. A whole new infrastructure would be needed to replace their vehicles. We simply cannot 
afford to put our transportation future in the hands of such a startup. It is putting too much of the 
public investment at risk. 
 
Lastly, I hope you give more of the decision on how to proceed to the public. Mark Mesiti-Miller 
created a false sense of public support for rail by creating a form letter for his base to send to the RTC 
at the last meeting and from this created a false sense of support for rail in the RTC study. The 210 
responses for rail are only 0.01% of the population of Santa Cruz County. We really need an advisory 
vote based on the final recommendation of the TCAA, projected cost and timeline against a trail only 
solution with Bus on Shoulder and Bus Rapid Transit. Of course, I feel the latter is the proper solution 
for Santa Cruz County and we should actually have the RTC vote immediately to rail bank all rail north 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WCqV_cE1emM
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of Watsonville and proceed with the trail and Bus on Shoulder and a revitalization of our Metro and 
ADA transport systems and I hope you can draw the same conclusion as well. A train simply does not 
provide what we need. If we can get both sides of the issues to focus on the common points of 
support, we can make things happen. Moving people, reduce traffic, a safe and wide and effective 
multi-modal path on the corridor and reduce greenhouse gas emissions, we can really accomplish 
something in 2021. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jack Brown 
Aptos, CA 
 
From: lbeyea@cruzio.com <lbeyea@cruzio.com>  
Sent: Friday, January 1, 2021 11:22 AM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: particulate pollution from non-exhaust emissions 

Dear RTC Commissioners and Staff: 

It seems that, when evaluating transportation alternatives, including actions that affect VMT, non-
exhaust emissions (NEE) should be included in the evaluation. For further information, see 

https://www.emissionsanalytics.com/news/pollution-tyre-wear-worse-exhaust-emissions  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Len Beyea 
Santa Cruz 
From: frank rimicci <frankeej1958@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, January 1, 2021 9:24 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail with trail 
 
Dear Sirs and Ma'ams, I just want to drop a line here to show support for the rail trail plan as it 
currently exists.Those that oppose rail are being selfish and shortsighted, as a trail only does not suit 
the needs of all Santa Cruz county residents. While I support trails and am an avid cyclist, I feel there 
are ample trails and the rail corridor will provide an excellent route through the county and when 
augmented with rail transport, will be a viable alternative to many People and businesses now and into 
the future. Thanks for considering all People when considering options for the branch 
line.                                                 
 
Yours sincerely, Frank Rimicci Jr. Corralitos 
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From: ROBERT STEPHENS <awranch@aol.com>  
Sent: Monday, January 4, 2021 12:35 PM 
To: Regional Transportation Commission <info@sccrtc.org> 
Subject: Rail Corridor 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 

I want to make two points: one on current trail cost and the other on a passenger train working in our old 
freight line. 
 

New York state has undertaken a huge master trail plan to build the Empire State trail. They will end up with 
over 700 miles of a biking/walking trail. A big percentage of this trail is in old rail lines. Can we stop making a 
train a priority and actually build a trail? Below is some comments on cost per mile in New York 
state, which shows a realistic cost per mile. What are you spending per mile to build the easiest 
section? How are you bench marking your trail cost to other trails? 
 

The recently completed Empire State Trail in New York state added 350 miles of trail at a cost of 266 million 
dollars. This works out to $760,000 per mile. Follow this link for more information: 
https://www.railstotrails.org/media/667098/infrastructure_empirestatetrail.pdf Here is a quote about cost 
for a small part of this trail which converted an old electric trolley line that fell out of use to a trail. 
“In addition to closing the Rotterdam Junction gap, another recently opened section in the Capital Region is 
the 36-mile Albany Hudson Electric Trail, which runs from the city of Rensselaer to the city of Hudson in 
Rensselaer and Columbia counties. The $45 million trail follows the historic route of an electric trolley.” So 
this conversation from a trolley line to trail cost $1.25 million per mile. These are the numbers we should be 
looking for in our county to build a trail, if you put it in the rail corridor. Your current trail plan is wasting tons 
of money and ending up with a trail that does not work. 
 

Please follow NewYork’s lead and drop the electric trolly idea and build a world class trail. Everyone in our 
community wants a trail. The pandemoniac has shown that mass transit is not in favor but biking and active 
transportation is.  
 
For any mass transportation project to work, it needs to hit on all cylinders. In a sense it is a lot like a retail 
store: location is critical. Due to the fact that the old freight line does not actually go where people want to 
go: Downtown Watsonville, Cabrillo, the Capitola Mall, Dominica Hospital, the Pacific Garden Mall and UCSC, 
any train project will fail. Imagine putting a retail store five blocks off of Pacific avenue, it is not going to fly. 
Any train in the corridor is doomed. Please stop wasting money on a train and build a world class trail that our 
community can get behind and afford. 
 

Sincerely, 
Robert Stephens 
Aptos 
 

mailto:awranch@aol.com
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